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A. 


INTRODUCTION 

TO  THE  PRESENT  EDITION, 
BY   PROFESSOR  OTTO    PFLEIDERER,    D.D. 


The  Leben  Jesu  of  David  Friedrich  Strauss,  which 
was  published  in  the  year  1835,  marked  an  epoch 
in  the  history  of  theology.     On  the  one  hand,  this 
^  book  represents  th^  crisis  in  theology  at  which  the 

doubts  and  critical  objections  oT  centuries  as  to  the 
credibility  of  the  Bible  narratives  had  accumulated 
in  such  overwhelming  volume  as  to  break  through 
and  sweep  away  all  the  defences  of  orthodox 
apologetics.  On  the  other  hand,  in  the  very  com- 
pleteness of  the  destructive  criticism  of  past  tradi- 
tion lay  the  germs  of  a  new  science  of  constructive 
critical  inquiry,  the  work  of  which  was  to  bring 
to  light  the  truth  of  history.  It  is  quite  true  that 
the  Life  of  Jesus  of  1835  was  far  from  perfect,  as 
judged  by  the  present  standard  of  scientific  criti- 
cism, and  Biblical  science  has  long  since  advanced 
beyond  it  Nevertheless,  it  cannot  be  disputed  that 
it  takes  rank  amongst  the  standard  works  which 
are  secure  of  a  permanent  place  in  literature  for  all 
time,  for  the  reason  that  they  give  final  expression  \  / 
to  the  spirit  of  their  age,  and  represent  typically  / 
one  of  its  characteristic  tendencies.  The  liberating 
and  purifying   influence  which   such   works  exert 
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on  their  own  time,  as  well  as  the  service  they 
render  in  opening  out  new  lines  of  thought,  lends 
to  them,  for  all  coming  generations,  a  peculiar  value 
as  admirable  weapons  in  the  great  fight  for  truth 
and  freedom.  Indeed,  if  our  scientists  are  to  be 
believed,  when  they  tell  us  that  the  development 
of  the  individual  is  only  an  abbreviated  repetition 
of  the  similar  but  much  slower  phases  of  the 
development  of  the  species,  it  is  hardly  too  much 
to  maintain,  that  in  the  present  and  in  the  future 
every  individual  who  determines  to  make  his  way 
from  the  bondage  of  a  naive  trust  in  authority  and 
tradition  into  the  freedom  and  light  of  mature 
thought  must  pass  through  precisely  that  stage  of 
thorough-going  logical  negative  criticism  which  is 
represented  by  Strauss's  work  in  a  unique  manner. 
As,  according  to  Christian  ethics,  the  formation  of 
a  pure  moral  character  is  possible  only  by  the  death 
of  the  old  Adam,  the  rise  of  true  religious  con- 
victions is  by  a  similar  Sttrb  und  werde,  die  and 
come  to  life.  The  imaginary  lights  of  mythological 
tradition  must  be  put  out,  that  the  eye  may  dis- 
tinguish the  false  from  the  true  in  the  twilight  of  the 
Biblical  origins  of  our  religion.  The  ancient  struc- 
tures of  belief,  which  the  childish  fancy  of  men  had 
constructed  of  truth  and  poetry,  Wahrheit  und 
Duhtung^  must  be  taken  down  and  cleared  away,  in 
order  that  a  new  erection  of  more  durable  materials 
may  be  raised.  To  all  earnest  seekers  after  truth, 
the  Leben  Jesu  of  Strauss  may  be  helpful,  not  as 
supplying  the  truth  ready  to  hand,  but  as  stripping 
the  bandages  of  prejudice  from  the  eyes,  and  so 
enabling  them  clearly  to  see  and  rightly  to  seek  it 

For  these  reasons  it  is  obvious  that  the  publica- 
tion of  a  new  edition  of  the  English  translation  of 
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this  work  needs  no  justification.  It  is  only  those 
who  consider  the  first  appearance  of  the  book  in- 
excusable and  unfortunate  that  can  call  in  question 
the  desirability  of  its  republication.  But  no  one 
can  hold  such  an  opinion  who  is  able  to  follow  the 
course  of  the  history  of  the  religious  thought  of 
Protestantism.  The  critical  process  which  reached 
its  conclusion  in  Strauss's  book,  with  its  negative  or 
revolutionary  results,  was  latent  from  the  beginning 
in  the  life-blood  of  Protestantism.  The  theologians 
of  the  Reformed  Churches  of  the  sixteenth  century 
subjected  the  traditions  of  Catholic  Church  history 
to  keen  historical  criticism ;  and  if  they  did  not  then 
think  of  extending  its  operations  to  Biblical  tradi- 
tion, we  are  justified  in  recognising  in  the  well- 
known  declarations  of  Luther,  as  to  the  inferior 
value  of  certain  books  of  the  Bible,  and  as  to  the 
unimportance  of  physical  in  comparison  with  spiritual 
miracles,  plain  predictions  of  the  line  of  develop- 
ment which  Protestant  theology  was  destined 
ultimately  to  take. 

It  is  intelligible  enough  that  the  criticism  of  the 
Bible  could  not  arise  amongst  the  orthodox  theo- 
logians of  the  sixteenth  and  seventeenth  centuries. 
They  were  restrained  by  a  rigid  doctrine  of  inspir- 
ation from  an  unprejudiced  treatment  of  the  Bible, 
and  were  moreover ,  too  much  absorbed  in  dogmatic 
controversies  and  the  defence  of  their  confessions  of 
faith,  to  feel  the  need  of  more  searching  Biblical 
studies.  It  was  amongst  English  Free-thinkers  and 
Deists  that  the  credibility  of  the  Biblical  narratives 
was  first  seriously  assailed,  and  with  so  much  Xgrn- 
pfiHaaJto  greatly  detract  from  the  scientific  value 
the  result.  Thomas  Woolston's  Discourses  an  the 
Miracles  of  our  Saviour  (six  in  number,  1727-1729) 
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are  specially  noteworthy.  They  attack  the  literal 
interpretation  of  the  miracles  as  ludicrous  and  offen- 
sive, and  advocate  the  allegorical  interpretation  of 
them  as  figures  and  parables  of  spiritual  truths. 
It  is  possible  to  find  in  Woolston's  theory  an  an- 
ticipation of  the  mythical  principle  of  interpreta- 
tion which  Strauss  opposes  to  the  rationalistic  one. 
Reimarus,  the  author  of  the  Wolfenbiittel  Frag- 
ments, by  the  publication  of  which  Lessing  threw 
German  theology  into  a  ferment,  occupies  the  same 
position  as  the  English  Deists,  and  indeed  owed 
much  to  their  influence.  But  at  the  same  time  a 
noteworthy  difference  is  observable  from  the  very 
first  between  the  way  in  which  Lessing  treated 
these  questions  and  their  treatment  by  the  earlier 
Free-thinkers;  and  the  difference  is  characteristic 
of  the  two  schools.  German  rationalism  bears  the 
marks  of  its  origin  in  the  idealistic  optimism  of  the 
philosophy  of  Leibnitz  and  Wolff,  and  remains  in 
sympathy  with  the  ethical  spiruu-of-Biblical  religion  ; 
whilst  the  but  taintly  religious  naturalism  or  the 
English  Deists  leads  them,  with  their  rejection  of 
the  Biblical  miracles,  to  attack  the  religion  of  the 
Bible,  and  drag  down  into  the  mire  its  representa- 
tives and  heroes.  With  this  the  German  Rational- 
ists have  no  sympathy.  They  were  unable  to  treat  ! 
the  Biblical  narratives  of  miracles  as  historical  occur-  I 
rences,  but  they  were  not  prepared  on  that  account 
to  regard  them  as  deceit  and  delusion  on  the  part  of 
Biblical  heroes,  or  as  the  invention  of  Biblical  narra- 
tors :  their  reverence  for  the  Bible  and  its  religion 
kept  them  from  both  of  these  inferences.  They 
tried  to  get  over  the  difficulty  in  two  ways, — either 
they  looked  upon  the  narratives  of  miracles,  particu- 
larly those  of  the  Old  Testament,  as  popular  reli- 
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gious  legends,  traditions,  or  !lmyths»>of  the  same^' 
kind  as  the  myths  to  be  met  with  in  all  heathen  I 
religions  ;  or,  on  the  other  hand,  regarding^  them  as 
containing  the  actual  history  of  perfectly  natural 
events,  they  ascribed  the  miraculous  appearance 
and  form  which  they  bear  simply  to  the  mistaken 
judgment  of  the  narrators,  or,  in  other  cases,  to 
the  erroneous  view  of  the  interpreters.  The  latter 
method  was  employed  especially,  by  Dr.  _Paulus  Jn 
his  commentary  on  the  Gospels,  in  which  he  seeks, 
with  a  great  display  of  learning  and  ingenuity,  to 
explain  all  the  miracles  of  the  New  Testament 
The  theologian  Schleiermacher  also  made  frequent 
use  of  it  in  his  Lectures  an  the  Life  of  Jesus  ;  and 
traces  of  it  are  to  be  met  with  even  in  the  commen- 
taries of  theologians  of  the  supernaturalist  school — 
as,  for  instance,  Olshausen's.  The  inexcusable  vio- 
lence which  was  thereby  done  to  the  Biblical  narra- 
tives, by  which  they  are  forced  to  say  something 
quite  different  from  what  the  unsophisticated  narra- 
tors intended  them  to  say,  according  to  the  plain 
sense  of  their  words,  was  not  felt ;  nor  were  these 
interpreters  conscious  of  how  much  the  Gospels  are 
deprived  of  their  choicest  treasures  of  ideal  truth 
and  poetic  beauty  by  this  method  of  treatment,  and 
this  oiily  for  the  sake  of  securing  instead  miserable 
common-place  stories  as  the  final  outcome  of 
critical  examination. 

The  favour  with  which  this  radically  false  ration- 
alistic interpretation  of  the  Gospels  was  received  by 
very  many  German  theologians  at  the  beginning  of 
this  century  finds  its  sole  explansttion  and  excuse 
in  the  prevailing  view  of  the  time — that  our  Gospels 
were  written  very  soon  after  the  death  of  Jesus, 
during  the  first  generation  of  Christians,  and  two  of 
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them  by  eye-witnesses — the  apostles  Matthew  and^ 
John.  On  this  supposition,  the  occurrence  in  the 
Gospels  of  unhistorical  elements,  of  religious  legends, 
such  as  might  be  without  hesitation  allowed  in  the 
Old  Testament,  could  not  be  thought  of.  Or  if  the 
admissibility  of  this  point  of  view  was  granted  in 
the  case  of  the  birth-stories  of  the  opening  chapters 
of  Matthew  and  Luke  (as  by  De  Wette),  objection 
was  felt  against  its  application  to  the  miracles  of  the 
public  life  of  Jesus.  Thus,  on  the  question  of  the 
historicity  of  the  gospel  narratives,  theologians  held 
views  which  were  confused,  undecided,  contradic- 
tory, and  lacking  thoroughness.  This  state  of  things 
could  not  last ;  simple  faith  had  at  every  point  lost 
its  security ;  doubt  attached  to  the  miraculous  nar- 
ratives of  the  New  no  less  than  to  those  of  the  Old 
Testament  But  before  Strauss  no  one  had  had  the 
courage  to  explain  all  these  narratives  of  both  Testa- 
ments alike  by  thgjDgic^^application  of  one  and  the 
same  principle ;  and  mainly  for  THe*reason,  that  the 
critics  were  alt^indfir  the  bondage  of  the  supposition 
of  the  apostolic  authorship  of  the  Gospels  of  Matthew 
andjohn.  Yet  even  this  supposition  had  received 
various  ^sHocks  prior  to  Strauss.  Critics  had  been 
unable  to  close  their  eyes  to  the  fact  that  there  are 
differences  between  these  two  Gospels  particularly, 
of  sudh  a  fundamental  nature  as  to  preclude  the  pos- 
sibility of  both  being  right,  and  therefore  of  both 
having  been  written  by  eye-witnesses  and  apostles. 
Under  the  influence  of  dogmatie  and  sentimentel 
motives,  Schleiermacher  and  his  disciples  "accepted 
it  as  an  a prtorz  certainty  that  John  is  to  be  preferred 
Jo  Matthew  j  and  from,  this  secure  position,  as  was 
imagined,  these  theologians  assailed  the  narrative  of 
Matthew  at  all  points,  and  undermined  the  tradition 
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of  its  apostolic  authority.  But  suppose  the  same 
arguments  with  which  they  assailed  Matthew  might 
be  used  against  their  favourite  evangelist  John  ? 
What  if  it  could  be  shown  that  his  narrative  is  in  no 
respect  more  probable,  but,  on  the  contrary,  more 
improbable,  than  that  of  Matthew?  In  that  case, 
must  not  the  critical  verdict  which  those  theologians 
had  given  against  Matthew  so  triumphantly  and 
without  regard  to  its  consequences,  apply  equally  to 
John,  and  thereby  overthrow  the  only  remaining 
pillar  of  apostolic  authority  for  the  gospel  tradi- 
tion ? 

This  logical  consequence,  which  was  at  the.  time 
deemed  an  unheard-of  innovation,  notwithstanding 
the  opinions  of  a  few  individual  critics  ( Vogel,  Bret- 
schneider),  Strauss  had  the  courage  to  draw.  By 
that  act  he  cast  off  the  fetters  by  which  the  examin- 
ation of  the  Gospels  had  till  then  been  bound,  and 
secured  a  free  field  for  a  thorough-going  criticism 
them.  Since  the  external  evidence  of  the  authorship 
of  the  Gospels  is  not  of  a  kind  or  a  date  such  as  to 
compel  us  to  consider  the  tradition  of  their  apostolic 
origin  established,  and  as  the  matter  of  all  the 
Gospels  alike  is  not  free  from  historical  improba- 
bility, there  is  nothing,  Strauss  argued,  tojrevent 
our  complete  abandonment  of  the  historicity  of  their 
miraculous  narratives,  though  the  Rationalists  con-  / 
tinue  to  maintain  it,  or  our  treating  them  as  religious 
legends  or  myths,  similar  to  those  which,  as  was  ad- 
mitted, the  Old  Testament  contained.  The  noveltv  \ 
in  the  work  of  Strauss  was  not  the  application  of 
the_principle  of  "  myth"  to  Biblical  narratives ;  others 
had  already  made  U^e  ot  it  in  the  case  of  the  Old 
and  to  some  extent  in  the  case  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment ;  the  originality   lay  in  the  uncompromising  l 
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thoroughness  with  which  the  principle  was^appHed 
to  every,>s€Ction  of  the  gospel  story  ;  the  originality 
lay  in  the  merciless  acumen  and  clearness  with 
which  the  discrepancies  between  the  Gospels  and 
the  difficulties  presented  to  the  critical  understand- 
ing by  their  narratives  were  laid  bare,  and  with 
which  all  the  subterfuges  of  supernaturalist  apolo- 
gists, as  well  as  all  the  forced  and  artificial  interpre- 
tations of  semi-critical  Rationalists,  were  exposed, 
thereby  cutting  off  all  ways  of  escape  from  the  final 
consequences  of  criticism. 

The  merciless  thoroughness  and  unreserved 
honesty  with  which  criticism  did  its  negative  work 
in  this  book,  by  exposing  the  baselessness  of  the 
supposed  knowledge  of  the  gospel  history,  pro- 
duced a  profound  shock  amongst  theologians  and 
laymen.  It  was  not  merely  the  untaught  multitude 
who  believed  that  the  foundations  of  Christianity 
must  perish  with  the  miraculous  stories  of  the  Bible; 
learned  theologians  were  distressed  as  the  daring 
critic  so  rudely,  and  without  any  regard  to  conse- 
quences, roused  them  from  the  illusions  of  their  senti- 
mental or  speculative  dogmatism  and  their  precipi- 
tate treaty  of  peace  between  faith  and  knowledge, 
"Strauss  was  hated,"  as  Baur  truly  said,  **  because  the 
spirit  of  the  time  was  unable  to  look  upon  its  own 
portrait,  which  he  held  up  before  it  in  faithful,  clearly 
drawn  lines.  The  spirit  of  this  age  resists  with  all 
its  power  the  proof  of  its  ignorance  on  a  matter  about 
which  it  has  long  thought  itself  certain.  Instead  of 
acknowledging  what  had  to  be  acknowledged,  if  any 
progress  was  to  be  made,  all  possible  attempts  were 
instituted  to  create  fresh  illusions  as  to  the  true  state 
of  the  case,  by  reviving  obsolete  hypotheses  and  by 
theological  charlatanism.     But  a  higher  certainty  as 
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to  the  truth  of  the  gospel  history  can  be  attained  in 
no  other  way  than  by  acknowledging,  on  the  basis 
of  Strauss's  criticism,  that  our  previous  knowledge  is 
no  knowledge  at  all."     But  here  we  coingjipon  the 
linjils-iifjhe^critic^    of  Strauss :  it  brought  home  to 
men  the  fecTo^  their  want  ot  knowledge,  but  it  did 
not  conduct  to  the  required  new  and  positive  know- 
ledge.    This  Strauss  was  unable  to  do,  because  he  /^  ^ 
offered  a  critique  of  the  gospel  history  only,  without  \i 
a  critique  of  the  documents  which  form  the  sources  J^ 
of  this  history. 

In  these  words  Baur  has  accurately  described  the 
main  defect  of  Strauss's  book.     When  Strauss  drew 
from   the   discrepancies  and   contradictions   of  the 
various  narratives  of  the  Gospels  the  conclusion  that  i 
they  have  all  alike  little  credibility,  the  conclusion 
was  intelligible  enough  in  reply  to  the  ingenious 
artifices  of  the  traditional  harmonists,  who   main> 
tained  that  in  spite  of  the  contradictions  the  evan- 
gelists were  all  alike  worthy  of  credit;  but  really 
this  line  of  procedure  on  the  part  of  Strauss  con- 
formed as   little  as  that  of  the  harmonists  to  the 
principles  of  strict  historical  inquiry.     These  prin- 
ciples require  us  to  examine  the  relative  value  of 
the  various  sources  with  reference  to  their  age,  to 
the  situation,  the  character,  the  interests,  and  aims 
of  their  author;  to  assign  accordingly  to  one  account 
a  higher  measure  of  credibility  than  to  another ;  and 
so,  by  distinguishing  between  what  is  better  and 
what  is  not  so  well  attested,  to  make  out  what  is 
probable  and  reach  the  original  matter  of  fact     It 
is  true  Strauss  made  some  advance  towards  such 
a  differentiation  of  the  relative  value  of  the  gospel 
narratives ;  and  particularly  with  reference  to  the 
inferior  historical  value  of  the  Johannine  in  com- 
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parison  with  the  Synoptic  narrative,  he  has  made 
acute  observations,  the  worth  of  which  ought  to  be 
estimated  the  higher  as  they  boldly  opposed  the 
then  dominant  preference  for  the  Gospel  of  John, 
and  effectively  prepared  the  way  for  the  criticism  of 
Baur.  But  it  was  not  Strauss'syj?^/^  to  prepare,  as 
the  foundation  of  the  material  critique  of  the  gospel 
history,  a  thorough  critique  of  the  literary  sources, 
nor,  in  the  state  of  the  general  science  of  criticism 
at  the  time,  could  this  be  very  well  expected.  When 
all  deductions  have  been  made,  to  Strauss  belongs 
the  honour  of  having  given,  by  his  criticism  of  the 
gospel  narratives,  the  most  effective  impulse  to  a 
more  penetrating  examination  of  the  sources  of  the 
gospel  story,  and  of  having  prepared  the  way  for 
this  to  no  small  extent,  particularly  as  regards  the 
Fourth  Gospel.  Baur  s  classical  critique  of  this 
Gospel  completed  in  this  direction  the  criticism  of 
Strauss,   and  laid  its  foundations  deeper.     As  re-  j' 

gards  the  Synoptic   Gospels,  Weisse   and    Ewald,  ? 

Holtzmann  and  Volkmar,  did  good  work  towards 
clearing  up  the  relations  of  the  Gospels  to  each 
other,  especially  in  establishing  the  priority  of 
Mark,  by  which  a  firmer  basis  was  laid  for  the 
positive  decision  of  the  question  as  to  the  historical 
foundations  of  the  gospel  tradition.  The  fruit  of 
this  critique  of  the  sources,  carried  on  from  various 
\sides  with  painstaking  industry,  was  the  new  litera- 
'^'^ure  dealing  with  the  life  of  Jesus,  which,  just  a 
generation  after  the  first  Leben  Jesu  of  Strauss, 
took  up  again  the  problems  it  had  raised,  but  in  a 
new  fashion,  and  with  improved  critical  apparatus. 
We  shall  have  further  on  to  refer  to  Strauss's  new 
life  of  Jesus. 

The  same  scholar,  Weisse,  who  was  the  first  to 
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point  out  the  want  in  Strauss's  book  of  a   more 
satisfactory  critique  of  the  sources,  and  who  had 
sought  to   supply  this   defect  in   his   Evangeliscke 
Geschichte  (1838),  called  attention  at  the  same  time 
to   a   defect   in    the    mythical    theory   of    Strauss. 
Weisse  was  fully  agreed  with  Strauss  so  far,  that 
we   must  acknowledge   the   presence   of    religious 
myths  in  miraculous  narratives  of  the  STble^but  he 
was  not  satisfied  with  the  way  in  which  Strauss  had 
explained  their  origin.     According  to  Strauss,  the 
early  Christians  had  simply  transferred  to  Jesus  as 
the  actual   Messiah  the  miraculous  legends  of  the 
Old  Testament,  out  of  which  the  Jews  were  sup- 
posed to  have  composed  the  miraculous  portrait  of 
their  expected  Messiah ;  and  he  was  right  in  think- 
ing that  the  miraculous  stories  of  the  Old  Testa- 
ment do  undoubtedly  supply  the  motives  and  models 
of  no  few  narratives   in  the  New  Testament,  but 
not,  surely,  jpf  alL  precisely  the(^chyf  miracles — 
the    birfli^^  J.esus,   his   baptism,"~transfiguration, 
resurrection,  the  change  of  water  into  wine  af  Cana, 
the  stilling  of  the  storm,  and  walking  on  the  sea — 
violence  must  be  used  to  explain  these  miracles  by 
reference  to  Old  Testament  types,  and  the  Jewish 
idea  of  the  Messiah  offeris  no  lines  corresponding 
to  these.     At  this  point  therefore,  at  all  events,  we 
must  look  about  us  for  another  method  of  explana- 
tion.    And  Weisse  was  undoubtedly  right  in  point- 
ing to  the  spontaneous  productivity  of  the  Christian 
spirit  in  the  primitive  Church  as  the  source  of  the 
miraculous  narratives,  in  which  it  gave  expression 
in  symbolic  and  allegorical  forms  to  its~ideal  truth 
and  the  new  inspired  life  of  which  it  was  conscious. 
Not   that   these   narratives   were   intended  by  the 
narrators  themselves  to    be    merely  allegories,   or 
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symbolical  illustrations  of  spiritual  truths ;  but  the 
religious  imagination  gave  birth  to  these  illustra- 
tions after  the  manner  of  unconscious  poetry,  that 
is,  without  distinguishing  between  the  poetic  form 
and  the  essential  truth  of  the  idea ;  believing,  as  the 
religious  imagination  did,  in  the  ideal  content  of  the 
narratives,  and  being  at  the  same  time  unable  to 
give  vivid  and  sensible  expression  to  it  in  any  other 
than  the  material  form  of  outward  miracles,  it  in- 
voluntarily came  to  believe  also  in  the  reality  of  the 
symbolical  form  of  the  narrative  to  which  it  had 
itself  given  rise  ;  it  conceived  idea  and  history  both 
together  in  such  inseparable  combination  as  to  con- 
fer on  each  equal  truth  and  certainty. 

In  the  production  of  such  ideal  narratives  the 
same  process  is  observable  to-day  in  the  experience  of 
simple  religious  believers  :  feeling  the  ideal  truth  of 
the  content  of  the  stories,  they  come  to  believe  also 
in  the  reality  of  the  outward  history  in  which  the 
idea  has  for  them  been  incorporated.  But  the  critical 
understanding  of  the  historical  inquirer  is  permitted, 
and  indeed  is  bound,  to  distinguish  clearly  and  defi- 
nitely, as  the  simple-minded  believer  cannot  do,  be- 
tween the  spiritual  idea  and  the  outward  form  of  its  ij 
representation,  and  to  find  in  the  former  both  the  ':  ( 
productive  power  and  the  permanent  kernel  within  [  ! 
the  outward  husk.  This  explanation  of  the  miracu-  t ! 
lous  legends  of  the  Bible  is  not  only  more  correct  j 
and  profound  than  Strauss's  from  the  point  of  view  | 
of  historical  science,  but  for  the  religious  conscious-  i\ 
ness  it  is  far  less  objectionable,  as  Weisse  observes  \\ 
with  truth  ;  inasmuch  as  in  this  case  the  legends  do 


of  the  imagination,  but  as  the  normal  expression, 
rationally  and  psychologically  intelligible,  of  a  crea- 


not  appear  as  the  worthless  product  of  the  idle  play  (j 
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tive  religious  spirit,  which  displays  its  treasures  of 
ideal  truth  in  this  legendary  and  mythical  poetry  for 
the  benefit  of  the  originators  and  the  wider  world. 
Nor  should  it  be  left  unnoticed  that  Strauss  himself 
had  already  indicated  in  a  few  cases  this  more  pro- 
found explanation  of  myths  by  means  of  the  re- 
ligious idea.  At  the  close  of  his  interpretation  of 
the  story  of  the  Transfiguration  (§  107),  for  instance, 
he  says,  we  may  see  from  This  example  very  plainly 
how  the  natural  system  of  explanation,  by  insisting 
on  the  historical  certainty  of  the  narratives,  lets  go 
their  ideal  truth,  sacrificing  the  content  to  the  form 
of  the  story,  whereas  the  mythical  interpretation,  by 
resigning  the  historical  material  body  of  such  narra- 
tives, really  rescues  and  preserves  their  idea^.their 
soul  and  spirit.  He  might,  however,  have  unfolded 
the  idea  of  the  Transfiguration  with  greater  definite- 
ness  and  fulness  if  he  had  not  merely  alluded  to  the 
dogmatic  discussion  of  Paul  in  2  Cor.  iii.  7  sq.,  but 
had  recognised  it  as  the  real  theme  of  the  gospel 
story,  and  had  interpreted  the  latter  accordingly.  In 
the  same  way,  in  the  case  of  the  story  of  the  birth 
of  Jesus  (Luke  i.  and  ii.),  Strauss  laid  great  emphasis 
on  the  analogies  and  figures  of  the  Old  Testament, 
which,  after  all,  could  only  contribute  as  secondary 
motives  in  the  formation  of  this  birth -story,  while 
itsj^gal  origin  is  to  be  sought  in  the  Pauline  Messi- 
anic idea  of  **  the  Son  of  God,  according  to  the  spirit 
of  holiness"  (Rom.  i.  4;  i  Cor.  xv.  45  sq.),  a  fact 
Strauss  overlooked.  This  defect  takes  a  really 
surprising  form  when  he  comes  to  explain  the 
miracles  of  the  Fourth  Gospel,  which,  in  complete 
independence  of  any  suggestion  from  the  Old  Testa- 
ment, are  entirely  based  upon  the  dogmatic  ideas  of 
the  Alexandrian  theology,  and  simply  supply  their 
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transparent  symbolic  vestment.  How  much  more 
truthfully  and  profoundly  can  the  miracle  at  Cana, 
or  the  raising  of  Lazarus,  or  the  cure  of  the  man 
born  blind,  be  interpreted  from  this  point  of  view 
than  from  that  of  Strauss  !  I  n  this  respect  Baur  s 
interpretation  of  the  Fourth  Gospel  was  an  immense 
advance  beyond  Strauss,  as  the  latter  himself  ac- 
knowledged subsequently. 

With  the  above  defects  of  Strauss's  method  of 
interpretation  is  connected,  in  the  last  place,  the  fact 
that  the  outcome  of  his  book  in  reference  to  the  de- 
cisive question, — What,  then,  is  the  historical  kernel 
of  the  evangelical  tradition,  what  the  real  character 
of  Jesus  and  of  his  work  ? — is  meagre  and  unsatis- 
factory.   In  the  closing  essay  at  the  end  of  his  work, 
it  is  true,  he  endeavoured  to  restore  dogmatically 
what  he  had  destroyed  critically,  but  he  effected  this 
in  a  way  which  amounted  to  the  transformation  of 
religious  faith  in  Christ  into  a  m_etaphysical  allegory. 
The  predications  of  faith  with  regard  to  Christ  are 
to  be  regarded  as  containing  predications  as  to  the 
relations  of  the  human  race  to  the  Absolute,  as  to 
the  self-abasement  of  the  Infinite  to  the  Finite, 
and  the  return  of  the  Infinite  to  itself,  as  to  mind 
.    and    its  power  over   nature,    and   its   dependence 
1    on  it,  and  the  like.     In  all  this  Strauss  was   led 
I   astray  by  the  influence  of  the  Hegelian  philosophy, 
s    1  which  looked  for  the  truth  of  religion  in  logical  and 
X    \rt  metaphysical  categories  instead  of  in  the  facts  andJL 
/  I  experiences  of  moral  Jjgeling^^nd  volition.     But  as    ' 
there  is  no  essential  relation  between  these  meta- 
physical ideas  and  the  person  of  Jesus,  he  is  made 
arbitrarily,  as  any  one  else  might  have  been,  an 
illustration  and  example  of  absolute  ideas  to  which 
he  jstands  in  no  more  intimate  relation  than  the  rest 
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of  the  human  race  ;  whereby  the  special  historical 
importance  of  the  originator  of  the  Christian  com- 
munity, and  of  the  first  model  of  its  religious  and 
ftiorsl  life,  is  not  only  left  without  explanation,  but  is 
lost  altogether,  a  result  which  does  violence  not 
merely  to  the  religious  consciousness,  but  is  unsatis- 
factory to  historical  science,  which  is  concerned  to 
understand  Jesus  as  the  originating  source  of 
Christianity.  It  is  quite  true  that  we  can  go  with 
Strauss  in  his  answer  to  the  alternative  of  UUmann 
whether  the  church  created  the  Christ  of  the  Gos-  /, 
pels  or  he  the  church,  by  declaring  the  alternative 
false,  and  the  two  things  in  so  far  both  tenable  as 
the  Christ  of  the  Gospels  is  a  creation  of  the  faith 
of  the  church,  but  this  faith  an  effect  of  the  person 
of  the  historical  Jesus.  We  find  this  answer  to 
UUmann  just,  but  cannot  free  Strauss  from  the 
chaise  of  having  worked  out  in  his  book  the  first 
only  of  these  two  positions,  and  of  having  passed 
over  the  second.  "He  has  shown  no  more  than 
that  the  church  formed  the  mythical  traditions  about 
Jesus  out  of  its  faith  in  him  as  the  Messiah.  But 
how  did  the  church  come  by  the  faith  that  fesus  of 
"NazaretE 


iaHT    To  iAts  question — 


which  is  the  main  quesLiuii  of  a  Life  of  Jesus — 
Strauss  gave  his  readers  no  answer.  Undoubtedly 
it  can  be  urged  in  his  defence  that  the  criticism  of 
the  sources  was  at  that  time  still  in  a  condition  of 
too  great  confusion  and  uncertainty  to  permit  any 
successful  answer  to  that  problem  of  the  historical 
kernel  of  the  life  of  Jesus.  Nevertheless  the  diffi- 
culty of  the  matter  could  not  relieve  the  historian 
of  the  duty  of  at  least  making  an  attempt  to  trace 
from  the  materials  left  to  him,  as  the  residue  of  his 
critical  analysis  of  the  deeds  and  words  of  Jesus,  the 
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main  outlines  of  his  character,  to  bring  out  the  pecu- 
liarity and  originality  of  his  religious  genius,  and  in 
this  way  to  discover  in  the  original  personality  and 
reforming  activity  of  Jesus  the  originating  cause  of 
the  rise  of  the  community  of  his  disciples  and  their 
faith  in  him  as  the  Messiah  and  his  divine  mis- 
sion. If  in  his  closing  essay  Strauss  had  presented 
a  religious  ancj  moral  description  of  Jesus  of  this 
nature,  m stead  of  a  metapTiysical  alj^gpry  a^^  a  sub- 
stitute for  the  shattered  mythological  conception  of 
tradition,  though  the  objection  of  the  church  to  his 
work  would  not  have  been  wanting,  it  would  then 
undoubtedly  have  taken  a  less  passionately  denun- 
ciatory form  than  was  the  case,  in  consequence  of  the 
purely  negative  character  of  the  result,  unrelieved 
by  any  modifying  conclusion. 

In  proportion  to  the  strength  of  the  feeling  of 
these  defects,  shared  by  readers  of  all  parties,  was 
the  urgency  of  the  duty  laid  upon  scientific  theolo- 
gians of  preparing,  by  a  renewed  and  more  thorough 
examination  of  the  Gospels,  the  stones  of  a  new 
edifice  to  be  reared  upon  the  site  laid  bare  by 
Strauss's  critical  labours.  **  In  the  darkness  which 
criticism  produces,  by  putting  out  all  the  lights 
hitherto  thought  to  be  historical,  the  eye  has  first 
to  learn  by  gradual  habit  to  again  distinguish  a  few 
single  objects,"  as  Strauss  himself  remarked  in  his 
third  edition.  But  this  difficult  task  was  not  accom- 
plished by  those  apologists  who  endeavoured  to 
make  good  the  damage  by  the  antiquated  arts  of 
the  harmonists,  with  their  petty  concessions,  mysti- 
fications, and  evasions,  but  by  those  courageous  in- 
quirers who,  undeterred  by  dogmatic  considerations, 
sought  by  a  strictly  historical  method  to  set  in  the 
true  light  the  exact  composition  and  the  mutual  re- 
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lations  of  the  evangelical  documents.  We  have 
already  remarked  that  Baur  and  his  disciples,  the 
so-called  Tubingen  school,  took  a  leading  part  in 
this  work,  while  other  independent  students  co- 
operated with  them,  supplementing  and  correcting 
their  labours.  This,  however,  is  not  the  place  to 
follow  these  inquiries  in  detail ;  but  we  must  glance 
at  their  result  as  regards  the  historical  treatment 
of  the  life  of  Jesus. 

For  an  entire  generation  the  examination  of  the 
literary  details  of  the  Gospels  had  occupied  theo- 
logians so  exclusively  that  the  interest  in  the 
supreme  problems  of  the  evangelical  history  seemed 
to  have  been  almost  lost  sight  of.  But  this  interest 
was  newly  awakened,  and  made  itself  felt  far  beyond 
learned  theological  circles,  by  the  nearly  simul- 
taneous publication  of  Renan's  Vie  de  J^sus  and 
Strauss's  second  Leben  Jesu  fur  das  deutsche  Volk 
{1864).  These  two  works,  with  all  their  dissimi- 
larity, resemble  each  other  in  this,  that  they  were 
both  written  by  scholars  of  the  highest  eminence, 
not  for  the  learned  world,  but  for  educated  people 
generally,  both  throwing  overboard,  therefore,  the 
ballast  of  learned  detailed  criticism,  and  present- 
ing the  results  of  their  inquiries  in  a  language 
intelligible  to  everybody,  and  attractive  from  its 
literary  excellence.  They  are  alike  also  in  this, 
that  both  subordinate  the  criticism  of  the  gospel 
traditions  to  a  positive  description  of  thfijifirsonality 
of_Jesus,  o\  his  essenilal  religious  tendency  and 
genius,  of  his  relation  to  the  Messiaiuc-4dea  of  his 
nation,  to  the  law  and  the  temple,  to  the  hierarchy. 
and  religious  and  political  parties  of  his  time,  both 
seeking  an  explanation  of  the  reformatory  success 
of  the  commencement,  and  also  of  the  tragical  issue 
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of  his  labours  in  these  factors.  But  inasmuch  as 
Strauss  confines  himself  to  what  he  can  deem  the 
ascertained  or  probable  facts,  after  a  strict  critique 
of  the  sources,  the  portrait  delineated  by  him  turns 
out  naturally  somewhat  mdistinct  and  defective  in 
its  outlines ;  the  meagreness  of  the  result  answers  to 
the  caution  of  his  historical  conscience.  Renan,  on 
the  other  hand,  feels  no  such  scruples ;  in  his  criti- 
cism of  the  sources  he  goes  to  work  with  a  much 
J[ighter  heartj  and  claims  for  the  biographer  the 
right  to  hel£  himself -aver  the  lacufu^  and  obscuri- 
ties or  contradictions  of  his  authorities  by  calling  in 
the  aid  of  thew:reative  imaginatiQiv-with  its  powers 
of  combination  and  inference.  By  this  means  he 
has  succeeded  in  presenting  a  life  of  Jesus  distin- 
guished for  itsvepic  vividness  and  dramatic  develop- 
ment, but  its^aesthetic  charriij  has  been  purchased  at 
the  price  of  its  historical  solidity.  This  novelistic 
feature  becomes  most  questionable  when  it  wanders 
into  the  vagaries  of  the  naturalistic  explanation  of 
the  miracles  {e.g'.  the  raising  of  Lazarus),  and  in 
such  cases  casts  reflections  on  the  moral  character 
of  Jesus.  On  the  other  hand,  for  Renan  must  be 
claimed  the  merit  of  having  emphasised  the  social 
aspects  of  the  Messianic  mission  of  Jesus,  and  o] 
having  attempted  to  sketch  the  development  of  his 
inner  life,  a  change  in  the  phases  of  his  reformatory 
labours.  As  to  Strauss  s  second  Life  of  Jesus,  its 
strength  lies,  as  in  the  first,  not  so  much  in  the  first 
part,  which  deals  with  the  positive  side  of  the  history, 
as  in  the  second  part,  where  it  comes  to  treat  of  the 
mythical  side  of  the  history.  But  in  the  second 
work,  in  the  place  of  the  analysis  of  the  traditions 
given  in  the  first,  we  get  a  synthetic  presentation  of 
the   rise  and   gradual   growth   and   elaboration,  in 
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more  and  more  exalted  forms,  of  the  idea  of  the 
Christ  of  mythical  tradition  ;  the  successive  stages  of 
the  development  of  the  Christian  consciousness  are 
set  forth  by  reference  to  the  genesis  of  the  ideas  of 
Christ's  person,  power,  and  supernatural  exaltation. 
Thiicj  i-kic  ypnetir  p^^^^^  of  treatment,  followed  in  / 
the  later  work,  supplants  and  confirms  the  result  of 
the  former  one  ;  while  the  latter  had  shown  that  the 
miraculous  narratives  in  the  Gospels  are  myth  and 
not  history,  the  new  Life  shows  how  in  these 
myths,  after  all,  history  is  reflected,  namely,  thcvy' 
history  of  the  religious  consciousness  of  the  Chris-/  ^ 
tian  community.  The  great  advance  of  this  new 
treatment  upon  that  of  the  previous  work  was  the 
fruit  of  the  intervening  studies  of  Baur  and  his 
disciples,  to  which  Renan,  to  the  detriment  of  the 
critical  and  historical  value  of  his  work,  had  not 
paid  sufficient  attention. 

The  two  works  of  Renan  and  Strauss  were  fol- 
lowed by  a  deluge  of  literature  on  the  life  of 
Jesus,  the  historical  value  of  which  is  very  various. 
To  give  an  account  of  all  these  books  would  require 
more  space  than  is  at  my  disposal.  I  must  confine 
myself  to  the  work  of  Theodor  Keim,  an  English 
translation  of  which  has  been  published  under  the 
"  Theological  Translation  Fund."  The  work  is  so 
distinguished  by  the  richness  of  its  learned  material, 
and  the  ability  with  which  it  is  handled,  as  to  con- 
stitute it  the  best  representation  of  the  present 
condition  of  our  knowledge  of  the  life  of  Jesus. 
Keim's  standpoint^  differs  from  that  of  Strauss  by  the 
warmth  of  religious  feeling  and  enthusiasm  which 
pervades  his  entire  work,  while  at  the  same  time  no 
fetters  are  laid  upon  the  critical  reason ;  freedom 
and  piety  join  hands,  in   order  to  be  just  to  the 
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double  claim  which  the  truth  of  history  on  the  one 
hand,  and  the  church  on  the  other,  are  justified  in 
presenting.  The  most  brilliant  part  of  Keim's  work 
is  his  delineation  of  the  religious  personality  of 
Jesus,— how  in  it  were  combined,  in  a  unique  de- 
gree, strength  and  harmony,  complete  openness 
towards  the  world,  with  perfect  inwardness  towards 
God,  so  as  to  become  the  source  of  a  new  religion, 
in  which  self-surrender  and  liberty,  humility  and 
energy,  enthusiasm  and  lucidity,  are  blended,  and 
the  chasm  of  previous  ages  between  God  and  man 
filled  up.  His  description  of  the  psychological 
development  of  the  Messianic  consciousness  of 
Jesus  out  of  inward  experiences  and  outward  im- 
pressions and  impulses,  is  also  drawn  with  great 
delicacy  of  touch ;  at  all  events,  it  is  an  able  and 
suggestive  effort  to  penetrate,  as  far  as  the  state  of 
the  sources  admits,  by  means  of  sympathetic  and 
reproductive  divination,  to  the  personal  experi- 
ences and  mental  states  of  the  religious  genius  from 
whom  a  new  epoch  in  the  world's  religious  history 
proceeded.  Still,  as  in  the  kindred  efforts  of  Renan, 
Weizsacker,  Beyschlag  and  Weiss,  we  may  never 
forget  how  much,  with  the  poverty  of  the  ascer- 
tained historical  materials,  is  left  to  the  uncontrolled 
power  of  combination  and  divination ;  in  other 
words,  to  the  imagination,  which  at  best  can  do  no 
more  than  roughly  and  approximately  arrive  at  the 
truth,  while  it  may  no  less  easily  go  far  astray.  It 
is  certainly  to  be  deemed  an  advance  that  in  the 
more  recent  works  on  the  life  of  Jesus  the  subject  of 
main  interest  is  not  so  much  the  external  miracles 
as  the  internal,  the  problems  of  the  peculiar  nature 
and  development  of  his  religious  consciousness  and 
character,  his  view  of  his  vocation,  his  attitude  towards 
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the  Messianic  idea,  and  the  like.  Yet  this  advance 
is  manifestly  attended  by  the  temptation  to  sacrifice 
the  caution  of  historical  criticism  to  the  production^ 
of  a  biography  as  rich  in  detail  and  as  dramatic  in 
movement  as  possible,  and  to  represent  things  as 
the  ascertained  results  of  critical  examination,  which 
are  really  nothing  more  than  subjective  combina- 
tions of  the  writers,  to  which  a  certain  degree  of 
probability  may  be  attached,  though  the  possibility 
will  always  remain,  that  the  actual  facts  were  some- 
thing quite  different.  The  subtle  examination  of  the 
question,  whether  Jesus  himself  ever  declared  him- 
self  to_be  the  Messiah,  or  spoke  of  his  return  in 
celestial  glory,  by  Martineau,  in  his  Seat  of  Authority 
in  Religion,  is  in  this  respect  deserving^  of  all  atten- 

tion,  and  is  ni^^^Y^JV^x  ^^  ^^  ^^^*^^^"pplyin£^^ 
needed"  lesson  in  caution  in  view  of  the  excessive 
confidence  with  which  questions  such  as  these  have 
been  treated  by  Renan,  Keim,  and   later  writers.v 

'  In  any  case,  the  reserve  and  caution_of^Stauss_ are 
quite  justified  as  a  corrective  and  counterpoise  to 
the    extravagances    committed     in    the    opposite 

\  direction. 

With  regard  to  the  miraculous  narratives  of  the 
Gospels,  the  advance  of  more  recent  criticism  beyond 
the  first  book  of  Strauss  has  been  in  two  directions. 
First,  these  questions  no  longer  constitute  the 
central  point  of  historical  interest,  but  are  subordi- 
nated in  importance  to  the  problems  of  the  religious 
consciousness  of  Jesus.  Secondly,  we  do  not  now 
seek  to  interpret  these  narratives  so  exclusively  and 
without  distinction  from  the  one  motive  of  the  trans- 
ference to  Jesus  of  the  types  of  the  Old  Testament ; 
but  the  great  difference  between  the  various  narra- 
tives of  miracles  is  clearly  recognised,  and  various 
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clues  are  accordingly  used  in  their  explanation ; 
whilst  in  one  narrative  we  observe  merely  symbols  of 
religious  and  dogmatic  ideas,  in  others  we  discover, 
behind  the  glorifying  tendency  to  idealism,  sfljna^ 
background  of  historical  fact,  for  instance,  in  the 
miracles  of  healing,  as  is  now  very  generally  acknow- 
ledged. It  cannot  be  denied,  it  is  true,  that  with 
this  perfectly  legitimate  endeavour  is  connected  the 
peril  of  falling  back  into  the  old  abuses  of  rational- 
istic artifice.  Even  Keim  has  not  quite  escaped 
I  this  danger,  inasmuch  as  he  abandons  the  basis  of 
I  strict  history  in  the  case  of  the  story  of  the  resul 
Irection  of  Jesus,  and  makes  concessions  to  super- 
inaturalistic  dogma  ;  as  the  sequel  of  which  the  old 
doctrine  of  miracles  may  be  readmitted  into  Lives 
of  Jesus,  as  is  really  the  case  in  the  works  of 
Beyschlag  and  Weiss. 

In  this  danger  appears  the  necessity  for  the  con- 
tinued  prosecution  of  the  negative  work    of  criti- 
cism, a  duty  as  yet  by  no  means  supererogatory. 
The  inclination  to  sink  into  the  slumber  of  dogma  is  1 
so  natural  to  every  generation  that  the  most  uncom-// 
promising  critical  intellect  must  without  intermissionl 
stand  upon  the  watch  against  it.     And  as  this  taslJ  \ 
\    was  performed  by  Strauss  in  his  first  Life  of  JesuJ 
in  a  manner  that  may  serve  as  a  model  for  all  time, 
the  book,  like  every  truly  classical  work,  must  ever 
retain  its  value.     Strauss's  criticism  broke  down  the 
ramparts  of  dogmatism,  new  and  old,  and  opened 
to  the  inquiring  mind  the  breach  through  which  the 
conquest  of  historical  truth  might  be  won. 

Otto  Pfleiderer. 


Certior  factus  ex  Britannia,  librum  meum,  quern  de  vita  Jesu  XI  abhinc 
annis  composui,  virorum  ejusmodi  studiis  faventium  cura  in  linguam  Britan- 
nicam  translatum,  brevi  illic  in  publicum  proditurum  esse,  Iselitia  anxietate 
temperata  commoveor. 

Nam  ut  gratulari  sibi  sequum  est  auctorem,  cujus  open  contigit,  patriae 
terras  ac  linguae  fines  transgredi,  ita  soUicitudo  eundem  subeat  necesse  est,  ne, 
qui  domi  placuit  liber,  foris  displiceat,  aut  cujus  inter  populares  vel  adversari- 
orum  numero  creverat  auctoritas,  apud  exteros  neglectus  in  obscuro  maneat. 
Solum  enim  coelumque  vix  minore  libri  quam  plantse  periculo  mutant  £t 
facilius  quidem  transtuleris  opera  in  illis  rebus  versantia,  de  quibus  inter 
diversas  gentes  communis  quidam  aut  certe  parum  discrepans  sensus  obtinet : 
ut,  quae  poetae  aut  disciplinarum  quas  exactas  dicunt  periti  proferunt,  inter 
politiores  hujus  seculi  nationes  fere  solent  esse  communia.  Neque  tamen  vel 
hoc  in  librorum  genere  plane  sequum  Germano  cum  Britannis  aut  Gallis  cer- 
tamen.  Peregrina  enim  cum  facilius  nostra  quam  illorum  et  lingua  et  indoles 
recipiat,  longe  frequentius  poetae  quoque  illorum  in  nostram  quam  nostri  in 
illorum  linguas  transferuntur.  At  Germanicum  opus  in  theologiae  et  philo- 
sophiae  quasi  confinio  versans,  si  trajicere  in  Britanniam  parat,  ne  ilia  quidem 
inter  utramque  gentem  sensus  et  studiorum  communione  adjuvatur.  Tarn 
diversa  enim  utrimque  via  istae  disciplinae  processerunt,  ut  in  theologia  impii, 
in  philosophia  superstitiosi  Britannis  Germani  iidem  videamur.  Cum  iis,  qui 
in  Britannia  ausi  sunt,  historias,  Judaeorum  et  Christianorum  religione  sacratas, 
examini  ut  ajunt  critico  subjicere,  nihil  agendum  esset,  nisi  ut  Lockii  sui  atque 
Humii  principia  philosophica,  sicut  ad  reliquas  omnes  historias,  ita  ad  illas 
etiam,  quas  legibus  istis  hucusque  superstitio  subtraxerat,  adhiberent :  in 
Germania  ad  hoc  monstri  res  degeneraverat,  ut  superstitioni  a  theologorum 
potissima  parte  derelictae  philosophia  succurreret,  critico  ergo  non  simplex 
sanae  philosophise  contra  theologorum  superstitionem,*sed  duplex  et  contra 
philosophorum  ex  sanioribus  principiis  deductas  ineptas  conclusiones,  et 
contra  theologorum  propter  philosophica  ista  auxilia  ornamentaque  infiatam 
atque  induratam  superstitionem,  certamen  ineundum  esset.  Ex  hoc  rei  statu 
proprie  Germanico  natum  opus  meum,  nominibus  insuper  atque  opinionibus 
theologorum  ac  philosophorum  nostratium  refertum,  nee  scholarum  etiam 
vocabula,  quibus  nostrae  tantum  aures  assuevere,  satis  evitans,  a  Britannorum 
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usu  ingenioque  non  posse  non  abhorrere,  tarn  probe  scio,  ut  de  translato  in 
eorum  linguam,  licet  interpretation  quantum  quidem  ejus  inspicere  potuerim, 
et  accurata  et  perspicua  sit  et  librum,  quantum  in  ipsa  est,  popularibus  com- 
mendet,  num  gaudendum  mihi  magnopere  sit,  mehercule  nesciam. 

Accedit,  quod  a  primo  libri  mei  ortu  duo  lustra,  et  a  recentissima  etiam 
editione  unum  jam  lustrum  intercessit  Ut  tum,  quum  opus  inchoabam,  via 
incedebam,  quam  pauci  ingressi,  totam  emensus  nemo  erat,  ita  per  primum 
illud  lustrum  nullse  fere  nisi  adversariorum  voces  audiebantur^  principia  mea 
negantium  et  historiam  in  Evangeliis  vel  meram,  vel  levissima  tantum  erroris 
rumorisve  adspersione  tinctam  contineri  affirmantium,  cum  quibus  non  modo 
non  disputandum,  sed  a  quibus  ne  discendum  quidem  quidquam  erat,  quod 
ad  rem  et  ad  librum  vere  emendandum  pertineret  Proximo  demum  lustro 
viri  vestigia  mea  non  refugientes  neque  evitantes,  sed  persequentes,  ubi  ego 
substiteram  longius  progressi,  rem  revera  juverunt  atque  promoverunt  Nar- 
rationes  in  Evangeliis  traditas,  quas  rerum  vere  gestanim  esse  persuadere  mihi 
non  potueram,  mythorum  in  modum,  qui  inter  antiquas  gentes  inveniuntur, 
aut  in  ore  populi  a  minutis  initiis  coaluisse  et  eundo  crevisse,  aut  a  singulis, 
sed  qui  vere  ita  evenisse  superstitiose  in  animum  induxerant,  fictas  esse  exis- 
timaveram.  Quod  ut  sufficit  explicandis  plerisque  eorum,  quae  dubitationem 
moventia  tribus  prioribus  Evangeliis  continentur:  ita  quarti  Evangelii  auctorem 
ad  tuendas  et  illustrandas  sententias  suas  baud  raro  meras  fabulas  scientem 
confinxisse,  a  Baurio,  theologo  Tubingensi  doctissimo,  nuper  ita  demonstratum 
est,  ut  critici  me  judicii  rigori  religiosius  quam  verius  temperasse  intelligam. 
Dumque  prima  a  Christo  secula  accuratius  perscrutantur,  partes  partiumque 
certamina,  quibus  nova  ecclesia  commovebatur,  in  apricum  proferunt,  narra- 
tionum  haud  paucarum,  quas  fabulas  esse  ego  bene  quidem  perspexeram,  sed 
unde  ortse  essent  demonstrare  non  valueram,  veram  in  illis  primae  ecclesiae 
motibus  originem  detegere  theologis  Tubingensibus  contigit 

Imperfectum  igitur  opus  meum,  ut  solent  rerum  initia,  non  ob  hoc  tamen, 
quod  sententiae  deest,  timerem,  ne  a  Britannis  sperneretur,  nisi  formaa  etiam 
illud  quod  supra  dixi  peregrinum  atque  inusitatum  accederet  Qui  si  suum 
Hennellium  non  audiverunt,  de  iisdem  rebus  cum  Britannis  Britannice  agentem, 
quomodo  audient,  si  quis  Germanus  surget,  cujus  liber  cum  sua  lingua  non 
potuerit  cogitandi  quoque  disputandique  morem  prorsus  Germanicum  exuere? 
Sed  absit  omen  verbis  meis,  atque  ut  pridem  in  Germania,  ita  mox  in  Brit- 
annia jaceat  liber  hie  cis  rrrSxrty  koX  Avdxrraa't.v  iroAAoiv  kcu  cts  <njiJHLOv 
&yTiX.€y6fjL€yoy  Sircos  &v  diroKoXv^doKriv  iK  tto^Xmv  KopSuav  SiaXoyur/AOi. 

STRAUSS. 

Scribebam  Heilbronnae. 
Med.  mens.  April  a.  1846. 
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It  appeared  to  the  author  of  the  work,  the  first  half  of  which  is  herewith  sub- 
mitted to  the  public,  that  it  was  time  to  substitute  a  new  mode  of  considering 
the  life  of  Jesus,  in  the  place  of  the  antiquated  systems  of  supranaturalism 
and  naturalism.  This  application  of  the  term  antiquated  will  in  the  present 
day  be  more  readily  admitted  in  relation  to  the  latter  system  than  to  the 
former.  For  while  the  interest  excited  by  the  explanations  of  the  miracles  and 
the  conjectural  facts  of  the  rationalists  has  long  ago  cooled,  the  commen- 
taries now  most  read  are  those  which  aim  to  adapt  the  supernatural  interpre- 
tation  of  the  sacred  history  to  modern  taste.  Nevertheless,  in  point  of  fact, 
the  orthodox  view  of  this  history  became  superannuated  earlier  than  the 
rationalistic,  since  it  was  only  because  the  former  had  ceased  to  satisfy  an 
advanced  state  of  culture,  that  the  latter  was  developed,  while  the  recent 
attempts  to  recover,  by  the  aid  of  a  mystical  philosophy,  the  supernatural 
point  of  view  held  by  our  forefathers,  betray  themselves,  by  the  exaggerating 
spirit  in  which  they  are  conceived,  to  be  final,  desperate  efiforts  to  render  the 
past  present,  the  inconceivable  conceivable. 

The  new  point  of  view,  which  must  take  the  place  of  the  above,  is  the 
mjihicsA,  This  theory  is  not  brought  to  bear  on  the  evangelical  history  for 
the  first  time  in  the  present  work :  it  has  long  been  applied  to  particular  parts 
of  that  history,  and  is  here  only  extended  to  its  entire  tenor.  It  is  not  by  any 
means  meant  that  the  whole  history  of  Jesus  is  to  be  represented  as  mythical, 
but  only  that  every  part  of  it  is  to  be  subjected  to  a  critical  examination,  to 
ascertain  whether  it  have  not  some  admixture  of  the  mythical.  The  exegesis 
of  the  ancient  church  set  out  from  the  double  presupposition  :  first,  that  the 
gospels  contained  a  history,  and  secondly,  that  this  history  was  a  supernatural 
one.  Rationalism  rejected  the  latter  of  these  presuppositions,  but  only  to 
cling  the  more  tenaciously  to  the  former,  maintaining  that  these  books  present 
unadulterated,  though  only  natural,  history.  Science  cannot  rest  satisfied  with 
this  half-measure :  the  other  presupposition  also  must  ber  elinquished,  and 
the  inquiry  must  first  be  made  whether  in  fact,  and  to  what  extent,  the  ground 
on  which  we  stand  in  the  gospels  is  historical.  This  is  the  natural  course  of 
things,  and  thus  far  the  appearance  of  a  work  like  the  present  is  not  only 
justifiable,  but  even  necessary. 
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It  is  certainly  not  therefore  evident  that  the  author  is  precisely  the  indi- 
vidual whose  vocation  it  is  to  appear  in  this  position.  He  has  a  very  vivid 
consciousness  that  many  others  would  have  been  able  to  execute  such  a  work 
with  incomparably  superior  erudition.  Yet  on  the  other  hand  he  believes  him- 
self to  be  at  least  possessed  of  one  qualification  which  especially  fitted  him  to 
undertake  this  task.  The  majority  of  the  most  learned  and  acute  theologians 
of  the  present  day  fail  in  the  main  requirement  for  such  a  work,  a  requirement 
without  which  no  amount  of  learning  will  suffice  to  achieve  anything  in  the 
domain  of  criticism ~ namely,  the  internal  liberation  of  the  feelings  and  intel- 
lect from  certain  religious  and  dogmatical  presuppositions;  and  this  the  author 
early  attained  by  means  of  philosophical  studies.  If  theologians  regard  this 
absence  of  presupposition  from  his  work,  as  unchristian :  he  regards  the 
believing  presuppositions  of  theirs  as  unscientific.  Widely  as  in  this  respect 
the  tone  of  the  present  work  may  be  contrasted  with  the  edifying  devoutness 
and  enthusiastic  mysticism  of  recent  books  on  similar  subjects ;  still  it  will 
nowhere  depart  from  the  seriousness  of  science,  or  sink  into  frivolity ;  and  it 
seems  a  just  demand  in  return,  that  the  judgments  which  are  passed  upon  it 
should  also  confine  themselves  to  the  domain  of  science,  and  keep  aloof  from 
bigotry  and  fanaticism. 

The  author  is  aware  that  the  essence  of  the  Christian  faith  is  perfectly  inde- 
pendent of  his  criticism.  The  supernatural  birth  of  Christ,  his  miracles,  his 
Besurrection  and  ascension,  remain  eternal  truths,  whatever  doubts  may  be 
cast  on  their  reality  as  historical  facts.  The  certainty  of  this  can  alone  give 
calmness  and  dignity  to  our  criticism,  and  distinguish  it  from  the  naturalistic 
criticism  of  the  last  century,  the  design  of  which  was,  with  the  historical  fact, 
to  subvert  also  the  religious  truth,  and  which  thus  necessarily  became  frivolous. 
A  dissertation  at  the  close  of  the  work  will  show  that  the  dogmatic  signifi- 
cance of  the  life  of  Jesus  remains  inviolate :  in  the  meantime  let  the  calmness 
and  insensibility  with  which,  in  the  course  of  it,  criticism  undertakes  appa- 
rently dangerous  operations,  be  explained  solely  by  the  security  of  the  author's 
conviction  that  no  injury  is  threatened  to  the  Christian  faith.  Investigations 
of  this  kind  may,  however,  inflict  a  wound  on  the  faith  of  individuals.  Should 
this  be  the  case  with  theologians,  they  have  in  their  science  the  means  of 
healing  such  wounds,  from  which,  if  they  would  not  remain  behind  the  de- 
velopment of  their  age,  they  cannot  possibly  be  exempt.  For  the  laity  the 
subject  is  certainly  not  adequately  prepared ;  and  for  this  reason  the  present 
work  is  so  framed,  that  at  least  the  unlearned  among  them  will  quickly  and 
often  perceive  that  the  book  is  not  destined  for  them.  If  from  curiosity  or 
excessive  zeal  against  heresy  they  persist  in  their  perusal,  they  will  then  have, 
as  Schleiermacher  says  on  a  similar  occasion,  to  bear  the  punishment  in  their 
conscience,  since  their  feelings  directly  urge  on  them  the  conviction  that  they 
understand  not  that  of  which  they  are  ambitious  to  speak. 

A  new  opinion,  which  aims  to  fill  the  place  of  an  older  one,  ought  fully  to 
adjust  its  position. with  respect  to  the  latter.  Hence  the  way  to  the  mythical 
view  is  here  taken  in  each  particular  point  through  the  supranaturalistic  and 
rationalistic  opinions  and  their  respective  refutations;  but,  as  becomes  a  valid 
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refutation,  with  an  acknowledgment  of  what  is  true  in  the  opinions  combated, 
and  an  adoption  of  this  truth  into  the  new  theory.  This  method  also  brings 
with  it  the  extrinsic  advantage,  that  the  work  may  now  serve  as  a  repertory  of 
the  principal  opinions  and  treatises  concerning  all  parts  of  the  evangelical 
history.  The  author  has  not,  however,  aimed  to  give  a  complete  biblio- 
graphical view  of  this  department  of  theological  literature,  but,  where  it  was 
possible,  has  adhered  to  the  chief  works  in  each  separate  class  of  opinions. 
For  the  rationalistic  system  the  works  of  Paulus  remain  classical,  and  are 
therefore  pre-eminently  referred  to ;  for  the  orthodox  opinions,  the  commentary 
of  Olshausen  is  especially  important,  as  the  most  recent  and  approved  attempt 
to  render  the  supranatural  interpretation  philosophical  and  modem ;  while  as 
a  preliminary  to  a  critical  investigation  of  the  life  of  Jesus,  the  commentaries 
of  Fritzsche  are  excellently  adapted,  since  they  exhibit,  together  with  un- 
common philological  learning,  that  freedom  from  prejudice  and  scientific 
indifference  to  results  and  consequences,  which  form  the  first  condition  of 
progress  in  this  region  of  inquiry. 

The  second  volume,  which  will  open  with  a  detailed  examination  of  the 
miracles  of  Jesus,  and  which  will  conclude  the  whole  work,  is  already  prepared 
and  will  be  in  the  press  immediately  on  the  completion  of  the  first 

THE  AUTHOR- 

Tiibingen,  24th  May,  1835. 


PREFACE 

TO  THE  FOURTH  GERMAN   EDITION. 


As  this  new  edition  of  my  critical  examination  of  the  life  of  Jesus  appears 
simultaneously  with  the  first  volume  of  my  Dogmatik,  it  will  not  be  expected 
to  contain  any  essential  alterations.  Indeed,  even  in  the  absence  of  other 
labours,  I  should  scarcely  have  been  inclined  to  undertake  such  on  the  pre- 
sent occasion.  The  critical  researches  prompted  by  the  appearance  of  my 
work  have,  after  the  stormy  reaction  of  the  first  few  years,  at  length  entered 
on  that  quiet  course,  which  promises  the  most  valuable  assistance  towards  the 
confirmation  and  more  precise  determination  of  the  negative  results  at  which 
I  have  arrived.  But  these  fruits  still  require  some  years  for  their  maturing  ; 
and  it  must  therefore  be  deferred  to  a  future  opportunity  to  enrich  this  work 
by  the  use  of  them.  I  could  not  persuade  myself  to  do  so,  at  least  in  the 
present  instance,  by  prosecuting  a  polemic  against  opposite  opinions.  Al- 
ready in  the  last  edition  there  was  more  of  a  polemical  character  than  accorded 
with  the  unity  and  calmness  proper  to  such  a  -work ;  hence  I  was  in  this 
respect  admonished  rather  to  abridge  than  to  amplify.  But  that  edition  also 
J^^.,,xontained,too  much  of  compliance.  The  intermingling  voices  of  opponents, 
critics,  and  fellow  labourers,  to  which  I  held  it  a  duty  attentively  to  listen, 
had  confused  the  idea  of  the  work  in  my  mind ;  in  the  diligent  comparison 
of  divergent  opinions  I  had  lost  sight  of  the  subject  itself.  Hence  on  coming 
with  a  more  collected  mind  to  this  last  revision,  I  found  alterations  at  which  I 
could  not  but  wonder,  and  by  which  I  had  evidently  done  myself  injustice. 
In  all  these  passages  the  earlier  readings  are  now  restored,  and  thus  my 
labour  in  this  new  edition  has  chiefly  consisted  in  whetting,  as  it  were,  my 
good  sword,  to  free  it  from  the  notches  made  in  it  rather  by  my  own  grinding, 
than  by  the  blows  of  my  enemies. 

THE  AUTHOR. 

Stuttgard,  17th  October,  1S40. 
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THE    LIFE    OF    JESUS. 


INTRODUCTION. 

DEVELOPMENT  'OF  THE   MYTHICAL   POINT   OF  VIEW  IN   RELATION 

* 

.    TO  THE   GOSPEL   HISTORIES. 


§    I- 
INEVITABLE   RISE   OF   DIFFERENT    MODES   OF  EXPLAINING  SACRED   HISTORIES. 

Wherever  a  religion,  resting  upon  written  records,  prolongs  and  extends  the 
sphere  of  its  dominion,  accompanying  its  votaries  through  the  varied  and 
progressive  stages  of  mental  cultivation,  a  discrepancy  between  the  repre- 
sentations of  those  ancient  records,  referred  to  as  sacred,  and  the  notions  of 
more  advanced  periods  of  mental  development,  will  inevitably  sooner  or  later 
arise.  In  the  first  instance  this  disagreement  is  felt  in  reference  only  to  the 
unessential — the  external  form :  the  expressions  and  delineations  are  seen  to 
be  inappropriate ;  but  by  degrees  it  manifests  itself  also  in  regard  to  that 
which  is  essential :  the  fundamental  ideas  and  opinions  in  these  early  writings 
fail  to  be  commensurate  with  a  more  advanced  civilisation.  As  long  as  this 
discrepancy  is  either  not  in  itself  so  considerable,  or  else  is  not  so  universally 
discerned  and  acknowledged,  as  to  lead  to  a  complete  renunciation  of  these 
Scnptnres  as  of  sacred  authority,  so  long  will  a  system  of  reconciliation  by 
means  of  interpretation  be  adopted  and  pursued  by  those  who  have  a  more  or 
less  distinct  consciousness  of  the  existing  incongruity. 

A  main  element  in  all  religious  records  is  sacred  history ;  a  history  of  events 
in  which  the  divine  enters,  without  intermediation^  into  the  human;  the  ideal 
thus  assuming  ah  immediate  embodiment.  But  as  the  progress  of  mental  cul- 
tivation mainly  consists  in  the  gradual  recognition  of  a  chain  of  causes  and 
effects  connecting  natural  phenomena  with  each  other ;  so  the  mind  in  its 
development  becomes  ever  increasingly  conscious  of  those^  mediate  links 
which  are  indispensable  to  the  realization  of  the  ideal ;  ^  and  hence  the  dis- 
crepanqc  between  the  modem  culture  and  the  ancient  records,  with  regard  to 
their  lustorical  portion,  becomes  so  apparent,  that  the  immediate  intervention 
of  the^ivine  in  human  affairs  loses  its  probability. A  Besides,  as  the  humanity 
of  these  records  is  the  humanity  of  an  early  period,  consequently  of  an  age 

^  {This  passage  vsuries  slightly  fioxn  ths  original,  a  subsequent  amplification  by  Dr.  Strauss 
being  incorporated  with  it. — Tr.] 
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comparatively  undeveloped  and  necessarily  rude,  a  sense  of  repulsion  is  like- 
\\  wise  excited.     The  incongruity  may  be  thus  expressed.     The  divine  cannot  sa 
\have  happened',  (not  immediately,  not  in  forms  so  rude;)  or,  that  which  has 
so  happened  cannot  have  been  divine : — ^and  if  a  reconciliation  be  sought  by 
'  means  of  interpretation,  it  will  be  attempted  to  prove,  either  that  the  divine 
did  not  manifest  itself  in  the  manner  related, — which  is  to  deny  the  historical 
validity  of  the  ancient  Scriptures ;  or,  that  the  actual  occurrences  were  not 
divine — ^which  is  to  explain  away  the  absolute  contents  of  these  books.     In 
both  cases  the  interpretation  may  be  partial  or  impartial :  partial,  if  under- 
taken with  a  determination  to  close  the  eyes  to  the  secretly  recognised  fact  of 
the  disagreement  between  the  modern  culture  and  the  ancient  records,  and  to 
see  only  in  such  interpretation  the  original  signification  of  these  records ;  im- 
t    partial,  if  it  unequivocally  acknowledges  and  openly  avows  that  the  matters 
1    narrated  in  these  books  must  be  viewed  in  a  light  altogether  different  from 
that  in  which  they  were  regarded   by  the  authors  themselves.     This  latter 
method,  however,  by  no  means  involves  the  entire  rejection  of  the  religious 
documents ;  on  the  contrary,  the  essential  may  be  firmly  retained,  whilst  the 
.  unessential  is  unreservedly  abandoned. 


§  2. 

DIFFERENT  EXPLANATIONS   OF   SACRED   LEGENDS   AMONG  THE  GREEKS. 

Though  the  Hellenistic  religion  cannot  be  said  to  have  rested  upon  written 
records,  it  became  enshrined  in  the  Greek  poems,  for  example,  in  those  of 
Homer  and  Hesiod ;  and  these,  no  less  than  its  orally  transmitted  legends,  did 
not  fail  to  receive  continually  varying  interpretations,  successively  adapted  to 
the  progressive  intellectual  culture  of  the  Greeks.  At  an  early  period  the 
rigid  philosophy  of  the  Greeks,  and  under  its  influence  even  some  of  the 
Greek  poets,  recognized  the  impossibility  of  ascribing  to  Deity  manifestations 
so  grossly  human,  so  immediate,  and  so  barbarous,  as  those  exhibited  and 
represented  as  divine  in  the  wild  conflicts  of  Hesiod's  Theogony,  and  in  the 
domestic  occupations  and  trivial  pursuits  of  the  Homeric  deities.  Hence 
arose  the  quarrel  of  Plato,  and  prior  to  him  of  Pindar,  with  Homer ;  ^  hence 
the  cause  which  induced  Anaxagoras,  to  whom  the  invention  of  the  allegorical 
mode  of  interpretation  is  ascribed,  to  apply  the  Homeric  delineations  to  vir- 
tue and  to  justice ;  *  hence  it  was  that  the  Stoics  understood  the  Theogony  of 
Hesiod  as  relating  to  the  action  of  the  elements,  which,  according  to  their 
notions,  constituted,  in  their  highest  union,  the  divine  nature.^  Thus  did 
these  several  thinkers,  each  according  to  his  own  peculiar  mode  of  thought^ 
succeed  in  discovering  an  absolute  meaning  in  these  representations :  the  one 
finding  in  them  a  physical,  the  other  an  ethical  signification,  whilst,  at  the 
same  time,  they  gave  up  their  external  form,  ceasing  to  regard  them  as  strictly 
historical. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  more  popular  and  sophistical  culture  of  another 
class  of  thinkers  led  them  to  opposite  conclusions.  Though,  in  their  estima- 
tion, every  semblance  of  the  divine  had  evaporated  from  these  histories ; 
though  they  were  convinced  that  the  proceedings  ascribed  to  the  gods  were 
not  godlike,  still  they  did  not  abandon  the  historical  sense  of  these  narratives. 

*  Plato,  de  Republ.  ii.  p.  377.  Steph. ;  Pindar,  Nem.  vii.  31. 

•  Diog.  Laert.  L.  ii.  c.  iii.  No.  7. 

'  Cic  de  Nat.  Deor.  i.  10.  15.    Comp.  Athenag.  Legat.  22.-    Tatian,  c.  Graec.  Orat.  21. 
Clement  homil.  6,  i  f. 
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With  Evemeras*  they  transformed  the  subjects  of  these  histories  from  gods  to 
men,  to  heroes  and  sages  of  antiquity,  kings  and  tyrants,  who,  through  deeds 
of  might  and  valour,  had  acquired  divine  honours.  Some  indeed  went  still 
further,  and,  with  Polybius,*  considered  the  whole  system  of  heathen  theology 
as  a  fable,  invented  by  the  founders  of  states  to  awe  the  people  into  subjec- 
tion. 

§  3- 

ALLEGORICAL  INTERPRETATIONS   AMONG  THE   HEBREWS. — PHILO. 

Whilst,  on  the  one  hand,  the  isolation  and  stability  of  the  Hebrews  served 
to  retard  the  development  of  similar  manifestations  amongst  this  people,  on 
the  other  hand,  when  once  actually  developed,  they  were  the  more  marked  ; 
because,  in  proportion  to  the  high  degree  of  authority  ascribed  to  the  sacred 
records,  was  the  skill  and  caution  required  in  their  interpretation.  Thus, 
even  in  Palestine,  subsequent  to  the  exile,  and  particularly  after  the  time  of  > 
the  .MAQ£%bfi^  many  ingenious  attempts  were  made  to  interpret  the  Oldj 
Testament  so  as  to  remove  offensive  literalities,  supply  deficiencies,  and  intro- ' 
duce  the  notions  of  a  later  age.  Examples  of  this  system  of  interpretation 
occur  in  the  writings  of  the  Rabbins,  and  even  in  the  New  Testament ;  ^  but 
it  was  at  that  place  where  the  Jewish  mind  came  into  contact  with  Greek 
civilization,  and  under  its  influence  was^carried  beyond  the  limits  of  its  own 
national  culture — namely  at  Alexandriar--that  the  allegorical  mode  of  inter- 
pretation was  first  consistently  applied  to  the  whole  l^ody  of  historical  narra- 
tive in  the  Old  Testament  Many  had  prepared  the  way,  butnt  was  JEMO- 
who  first  fully  developed  the  doctrine  of  both  a  common  and  a  deeper  sense 
of  the  Holy  Scriptures.  He  was  by  no  means  inclined  to  casV  away  the 
former,  but  generally  placed  the  two  together,  side  by  side,  and  even  declared 
himself  opposed  to  those  who,  everywhere  and  without  necessity,  sacrificed 
the  literal  to  the  higher  signification.  In  many  cases,  however,  he  absolutely 
discarded  the  verbd  meaning  and  historical  conception,  and  considered  the 
narrative  merely  as  the  figurative  representation  of  an  idea.  He  did  so,  for 
example,  whenever  the  sacred  story  appeared  to  him  to  present  delineations 
unworthy  of  Deity,  tending  either  to  materiahsm  or  anthropomorphism,  or 
otherwise  to  contain  contradictions.^ 

The  fact  that  the  Jews,  whilst  they  adopted  this  mode  of  explaining  the 
Old  Testament,  (which,  in  order  to  save  the  purity  of  the  intrinsic  significa- 
tion, often  sacrificed  the  historical  form),  were  never  led  into  the  opposite 
system  of  Evemerus  (which  preserved  the  historical  form  by  divesting  the 
lustory  of  the  divine,  and  reducing  it  to  a  record  of  mere  human  events),  is  to 
be  ascribed  to  the  tenacity  with  which  that  people  ever  adhered  to  the  super- 
natural point  of  view.  The  latter  mode  of  interpretation  was  first  brought  to 
bear  upon  the  Old  Testament  by  the  Christians. 

§4. 

ALLEGORICAL   INTERPRETATIONS   AMONG  THE   CHRISTIANS. — ORIGEN. 

To  the  early  Christians  who,  antecedent  to  the  fixing  of  the  christian  canon, 
made  especial  use  of  the  Old  Testament  as  their  principal  sacred  record,  an 

^  Diodor.  Sic.    Bibl.  Fragm.  L.  vi.    Cic.  de  Nat.  Deor.  i.  42. 

*  Hist.  vi.  56U 

'  Dopke,  die  Ilermeneutik  der  neutestomentlichen  Schriftsteller,  s.  123.  fl*. 

*  Gfrorer.    Dahne. 
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allegorical  interpretation  was  the  more  indispensable,  inasmuch  as  they  had 
made  greater  advances  beyond  the  views  of  the  Old  Testament  writers  than 
even  the  most  enlightened  of  the  Jews.  It  was  no  wonder  therefore  that  this 
mode  of  explanation,  already  in  vogue  among  the  Jews,  was  almost  universally 
adopted  by  the  primitive  christian  churches.  It  was  however  again  iir^lgx- 
an^ida  that  it  found  the  fullest  application  amongst  the  Christians,  and  that  in 
connexion  with  the  name  of/Origen.  ]  Origen  attributes  a  threefold  meaning 
to  the  Scriptures,  corresponding  witb  his  distribution  of  the  human  being  into 
three  parts  :  the  literal  sense  answering  to  the_hady ;  the  moral,  to  the  soul ; 
and  the  mystical,  tothe  spirit^  The  rule  with  him  was" to  retain  all  thjxe 
meanings,  though  differing  in  worth ;  in  some  particular  cases,  however,  he 
was  of  opinion  that  the  literal  interpretation  either  gave  no  sense  at  all,  or 
else  a  perverted  sense,  in  order  the  more  directly  to  impel  the  reader  to  the 
discovery  of  its  mystical  signification.  Origen's  repeated  observation  that  it 
is  not  the  purpose  of  the  biblical  narratives  to  transmit  old  tales,  but  to  in- 
struct in  the  rules  of  life  ; '  his  assertion  that  the  merely  literal  acceptation  of 
many  of  the  narratives  would  prove  destructive  of  the  christian  religion;^ 
and  his  application  of  the  passage  "  The  letter  killeth,  but  the  spirit  giveth 
life,"  *  to  the  relative  worth  of  the  allegorical  and  the  literal  modes  of  biblical, 
interpretation,  may  be  understood  as  indicating  only  the  inf^iority  of,  the  ] 
literal  to  the  deeper  signification.  But  the  literal  sense  is  decidedly  given' 
lip  when  it  is  said,  "  Every  passage  of  Scripture  has  a  spuritual  element,  but 
not  every  one  has  a  corporeal  element;"*  "A  spiritual  truth  often  exists 
embodied  in  a  corporeal  falsehood  " ;  ®  "  The  Scriptures  contain  many  things 
which  never  came  to  pass,  interwoven  with  the  history,  and  he  must  be  dull 
indeed  who  does  not  of  his  own  accord  observe  that  much  which  the  Scrip- 
tures represent  as  having  happened  never  actually  occurred."  '^  Among  the 
passages  which  Origen  regarded  as  admitting  no  other  than  an  allegorical 
interpretation,  besides  those  which  too  sensibly  humanised  the  Deity,^  he  in- 
cluded those  which  attributed  unworthy  action  to  individuals  who  had  held 
intimate  communion  with  God.^ 

It  was  not  however  from  the  Old  Testament  views  alone  that  Origen  had, 
in  consequence  of  his  christian  training,  departed  so  widely  that  he  felt  him- 
self compelled,  if  he  would  retain  his  reverence  for  the  sacred  records,  to 
allegorize  their  contents,  as  a  means  of  reconciling  the  contradiction  which 
had  arisen  between  them  and  his  own  mind.  There  was  much  likewise  in 
the  New  Testament  writings  which  so  little  accorded  with  his  philosophical 

^  Homil.  5.  in  Levit.  §  5. 

'  Homil.  2.  in  Exod.  iii.  :  Nolite  putarCy  ut  sapt  jam  diximus^  veterum  vobis  fabulas  re- 
citari^  sed  doceri  vos  per  Acec,  ut  agnoscoHs  ordinem  vitos, 

^  Homil.  5.  in  Levit.  L  :  Iltec  omniay  nisi  alio  sensu  accipianius  quam  litera  textus  osten- 
dit,  obstacuhim  magis  et  subversionem  Christicma  rdigumi^  quam  hortationem  adificationem- 
que  prastabunt, 

*  Contra  Cels.  vi.  70. 

^  De  principp.  L.  iv.  §  20 :  iroAra.  ykv  (ypa^)  fx^i  t6  irvcvfMTiKby,  oi  vdmra  S^  t6  ciaiwrucbv, 

•  Comm.  in  Joann.,  Tom.  x.  §  4: — ata^ojjijhov  roXXdicts  rod  dXr^oDs  w€vnja.riKod  iv  T(p 
{rafmrucifi,  ws  Slv  ctroi  rts,  rf/e^Sei, 

'  De  principp.  iv.  15  :  crwi{/<piriv€v  17  ypatp^  tj  IcrofA^  rh  /x^  ycvdfievoVf  iri)  fUv  fiij  dwariiy 
yepicrOoUt  iHf  Bi  dvparbv  flip  yeviaSait  tA  fi^v  yeyepufjiApov,  De  principp.  iv.  16 :  koX  tI  Set  rXilw 
X^etv ;  tQp  fiii  Taw  Afi^\i<ov  fivpLa  6<ra  TOiavra  dwafJi/ivw  awayayeuf,  yeypafifiiva  fiiv  un 
ycyov&ra,  oi  yeyevrjfiiva  Si  jcotA  rijy  \i^iv. 

®  De  principp.  iv.  16. 

®  Homil.  6,  in  Gen.  iii.  :  Qua  nobis  adificatio  erity  legentibus^  Abraham^  tantam  patriar* 
cham^  non  solum  mentitum  esse  AbimeUch  regi^  sed  et  pudicitiam  conjugis  prodidisse  /  Quid 
nos  adificat  tanti  patriarchs  uxor^  si  putetur  contamimUicmibus  exposita  per  conniventiam 
maritaleni  ?    Hac  Judai putent  et  si  qui  cum  eis  sunt  litera  amici,  non  spiritus. 
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notions,  that  he  found  himself  constrained  to  adopt  a  similar  proceeding  in 
reference  to  them.  He  reasoned  thus : — ^the  New  Testament  and  the  Old  are 
the  work  of  the  same  spirit,  and  this  spirit  would  proceed  in  the  same  manner 
in  the  production  of  the  one  and  of  the  other,  interweaving  fiction  with  reality, 
in  order  thereby  to  direct  the  mind  to  the  spiritual  signification.^^  In  a  re- 
markable passage  of  his  work  against  Celsus,  Origen  classes  together,  and  in 
no  ambiguous  language,  the  partially  fabulous  stories  of  profane  history,  and 
of  heathen  mythology,  with  the  gospel  narratives.^^  He  expresses  himself  as 
follows  :  "  In  almost  every  history  it  is  a  difficult  task,  and  not  unfrequently 
an  impossible  one,  to  demonstrate  the  reality  of  the  events  recorded,  however 
true  they  may  in  fact  be.  Let  us  suppose  some  individual  to  deny  the  reality 
of  a  Trojan  war  on  account  of  the  incredibilities  mixed  up  with  the  history  ; 
as,  for  example,  the  birth  of  Achilles  from  a  goddess  of  the  sea.  How  could 
we  substantiate  the  &ct,  encumbered  as  it  is  with  the  numerous  and  undeni- 
able poetical  fictions  which  have,  in  some  unascertainable  manner,  become 
interwoven  with  the  generally  admitted  account  of  the  war  between  the  Greeks 
and  the  Trojans  ?  There  is  no  alternative :  he  who  would  study  history  with 
understanding,  and  not  sufifer  himself  to  be  deluded,  must  weigh  each  separate 
-detail,  and  consider  what  is  worthy  of  credit  and  may  be  believed  without 
farther  evidence ;  what,  on  the  contrary,  must  be  regarded  as  merely  figura- 
tive ;  (rlva  S^  rpoirokoyi^tt)  always  bearing  in  mind  the  aim  of  the  narrator — 
and  what  must  be  wholly  mistrusted  as  being  written  with  intent  to  please 
•certain  individuals."  In  conclusion  Origen  says,  *'  I  was  desirous  of  making 
these  preliminary  observations  in  relation  to  the  entire  history  of  Jesus  given 
in  the  Gospels,  not  with  the  view  of  exacting  from  the  enlightened  a  blind 
and  baseless  belief,  but  with  design  to  show  how  indispensable  to  the  study 
of  this  history  are  not  only  judgment  a^d  diligent  examination,  but,  so  to 
speak,  the  very  penetrating  into  \he  mind  of  the  author,  in  order  to  discover 
the  particular  aim  with  which  each  narrative  may  have  been  written." 

We  here  see  Origen  almost  transcending  the  limits  of  his  own  customary 
point  of  view,  and  verging  towards  the  more  modern  mythical  view.  But  if 
nis  own  prepossessions  in  favour  of  the  supernatural,  and  his  fear  of  giving 
offence  to  the  orthodox  church,  combined  to  hinder  him  from  making  a  wider 
application  of  the  allegorical  mode  of  interpretation  to  the  Old  Testament, 
the  same  causes  operated  still  more  powerfully  in  relation  to  the  New  Testa- 
ment ;  so  that  when  we  further  inquire  of  which  of  the  gospel  histories  in 
particular  did  Origen  reject  the  historical  meaning,  in  order  to  hold  fast  a 
truth  worthy  of  God  ?  the  instances  will  prove  to  be  meagre  in  the  extreme. 
For  when  he  says,  in  illustration  of  the  above-mentioned  passage,  that  amongst 
other  things,  it  is  not  to  be  understood  literally  that  Satan  showed  to  Jesus 
all  the  kingdoms  of  the  earth  from  a  mountain,  because  this  is  impossible  to 
the  bodily  eye;  he  here  gives  not  a  strictly  allegorical  interpretation,  but 
merely  a  different  turn  to  the  literal  sense,  which,  according  to  him,  relates 
not  to  an  external  fact,  but  to  the  internal  fact  of  a  vision.  Again,  even 
where  the  text  offers  a  tempting  opportunity  of  sacrificing  the  literal  to  the 
spiritual  meaning,  as,  for  example,  the  cursing  of  the  fig-tree,^'  Origen  does 
not  speak  out  freely.  He  is  most  explicit  when  speaking  of  the  expulsion  of 
the  buyers  and  sellers  from  the  temple ;  he  characterizes  the  conduct  of  Jesus, 

'^  De  principp.  iv.  16  :  oi  lUnfw  Zk  ircpl  rOof  vp6  rijit  Tttpowrlas  ravra  rd  T9€vfM  tfiKw6fii^€pf 
•elXX',  Are  t6  a&r6  rvyxd^w  koX  dw6  rw  iwds  BeoO^  rb  6/xoiOP  Kal  M  r(a»  ci/aTTeXidO'  vcvoLriKe  Kal 
tri  Tiim  dToar&ktaWf  odSi  rodrwif  vdMrif  dxparw  Hjp  UrropUuf  rufv  vpoawfuuft/htinr  tcard  rh 
evfutruc^  iX^krrwf  fi^  ytyenifiipw. 

"  Contra  Celsum,  i.  40. 

^  Comxn.  in  Matth.,  Tom.  xvL  26. 
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according  to  the  literal  interpretation,  as  assuming  and  seditious.^'  He 
moreover  expressly  remarks  that  the  Scriptures  contain  many  more  historical 
than  merely  scriptural  truths.^* 

§5. 

TRANSITION   TO  MORE   MODERN  TIMES. — DEISTS   AND    NATURALISTS    OF    THE 
17TH    AND    I 8th   centuries. — THE  WOLFENBUTTEL    FRAGMENTIST. 

Thus  was  developed  one  of  those  forms  of  interpretation  to  which  the 
Hebrew  and  Christian  Scriptures,  in  common  with  all  other  religious  records, 
in  relation  to  their  historical  contents,  became  necessarily  subjected ;  that, 
namely,  which  recognizes  in  them  the  divine,  but  denies  it  to  have  actually 
manifested  itself  in  so  immediate  a  manner.  The  other  principal  mode  of 
interpretation,  which,  to  a  certain  extent,  acknowledges  the  course  of  events 
to  have  been  historically  true,  but  assigns  it  to  a  human  and  not  a  divine 
origin,  was  developed  amongst  the  enemies  of  Christianity  by  a  Celsus,  a 
Porphyry,  and  a  Julian.  They  indeed  rejected  much  of  the  history  as  alto- 
gether fabulous  ;  but  they  admitted  many  of  the  incidents  related  of  Moses, 
Jesus,  and  others,  to  be  historical  facts  :  these  facts  were  however  considered 
by  them  as  originating  from  common  motives ;  and  they  attributed  their 
apparently  supernatural  character  either  to  gross  fraud  or  impious  sorcery. 

It  is  worthy  of  observation  that  the  circumstances  attending  the  introduc- 
tion of  these  several  modes  of  interpretation  into  the  heathen  and  Jewish 
religions,  on  the  one  hand,  and  into  the  christian  religion,  on  the  other,  were 
different.  The  religion  and  sacred  literature  of  the  Greeks  and  Hebrews  had 
been  gradually  developed  with  the  development  of  the  nation,  and  it  was  not 
until  the  intellectual  culture  of  the  people  had  outgrown  the  religion  of  their 
fathers,  and  the  latter  was  in  consequence  verging  towards  decay,  that  the 
discrepancy  which  is  the  source  of  these  varying  interpretations  became 
apparent.  Christianity,  on  the  contrary,  came  into  a  world  of  already  ad- 
vanced civilization ;  which  was,  with  the  exception  of  that  of  Palestine,  the 
Judaico-Hellenistic  and  the  Greek.  Consequently  a  disagreement  manifested 
itself  at  the  very  beginning ;  it  was  not  now,  however,  as  in  former  times,  be- 
tween modern  culture  and  an  ancient  religion,  but  between  a  new  religion  and 
ancient  culture.  The  production  of  allegorical  interpretations  among  the 
Pagans  and  the  Hebrews,  was  a  sign  that  their  religion  had  lost  its  vitality ; 
the  allegories  of  Origen  and  the  attacks  of  Celsus,  in  reference  to  Christianity, 
were  evidences  rather  that  the  world  had  not  as  yet  duly  accommodated  itself 
to  the  new  religion.  As  however  with  the  christianizing  of  the  Roman  empire, 
and  the  overthrow  of  the  chief  heresies,  the  christian  principle  gained  an  ever- 
increasing  supremacy ;  as  the  schools  of  heathen  wisdom  closed  ;  and  the  un- 
civilized Germanic  tribes  lent  themselves  to  the  teaching  of  the  church ; — the 
world,  during  the  tedious  centuries  of  the  middle  ages,  was  satisfied  with 
Christianity,  both  in  form  and  in  substance.  Almost  all  traces  of  these  modes 
of  interpretation  which  presuppose  a  discrepancy  between  the  culture  of  a 
nation,  or  of  the  world,  and  religion,  in  consequence  disappeared.  The  re- 
formation effected  the  first  breach  in  the  solid  structure  of  the  faith  of  the 
church.  It  was  the  first  vital  expression  of  a  culture,  which  had  now  in  the 
heart  of  Christendom  itself,  as  formerly  in  relation  to  Paganism  and  Judaism, 
acquired  strength  and  independence  sufficient  to  create  a  reaction  against  the 

*«  Comm.  in  Joann.,  Tom.  x.  17, 

>«  De  principp.  iv.  19.  After  Origen,  that  kind  of  all^ory  only  which  left  the  historical 
sense  unimpaired  was  retained  in  the  church  ;  and  where,  subsequently,  a  giving  up  of  the 
verbal  meaning  is  spoken  of,  this  refers  merely  to  a  trope  or  a  simile. 
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soil  of  its  birth,  the  prevailing  religion.  This  reaction,  so  long  as  it  was 
directed  against  the  dominant  hierarchy,  constituted  the  sublime,  but  quickly 
terminated,  drama  of  the  reformation.  In  its  later  direction  against  the  Bible, 
it  appeared  again  upon  the  stage  in  the  barren  revolutionary  efforts  of  deism ; 
and  many  and  various  have  been  the  forms  it  has  assumed  in  its  progress 
down  to  the  present  time. 

The  deists  and  naturalists  of  the  seventeenth  and  eighteenth  centuries  re- 
newed the  polemic  attacks  of  the  pagan  adversaries  of  Christianity  in  the 
bosom  of  the  christian  church ;  and  gave  to  the  public  an  irregular  and  con- 
fused mass  of  criticisms,  impugning  the  authenticity  and  credibility  of  the  Scrip- 
tures, and  exposing  to  contempt  the  events  recorded  in  the  sacred  volume. 
Toland,^  Bolingbroke,^  and  others,  pronounced  the  Bible  to  be  a  collection  of 
unauthentic  and  fabulous  books ;  whilst  some  spared  no  pains  to  despoil  the 
biblical  histories,  and  the  heroes  whose  actions  they  celebrate,  of  every  ray  of 
divine  light.  Thus,  according  to  Morgan,^  the  law  of  Moses  is  a  miserable 
system  of  superstition,  blindness,  and  slavery ;  the  Jewish  priests  are  de- 
ceivers; and  the  Jewish  prophets  the  originators  of  the  distractions  and 
■civil  wars  of  the  two  kingdoms  of  Judah  and  Israel.  According  to  Chubb,* 
the  Jewish  religion  cannot  be  a  revelation  from  God,  because  it  debases 
the  moral  character  of  the  Deity  by  attributing  to  him  arbitrary  conduct, 
partiality  for  a  particular  people,  and  above  all,  the  cruel  command  to 
exterminate  the  Canaanitish  nations.  Assaults  were  likewise  made  by 
these  and  other  deists  upon  the  New  Testament :  the  Apostles  were  sus- 
pected of  being  actuated  by  selfish  and  mercenary  motives ;»  the  character 
of  Jesus  himself  was  not  spared,*  and  the  fact  of  his  resurrection  was  denied.^ 
The  miracles  of  Jesus,  wrought  by  an  immediate  exercise  of  divine  power  in 
human  acts  and  concerns,  were  made  the  particular  objects  of  attack  by 
Woolston.®  This  writer  is  also  worthy  of  notice  on  account  of  the  peculiar 
position  taken  by  him  between  the  ancient  allegorists  and  the  modern  natural- 
ists. His  whole  reasoning  turns  upon  the  alternative ;  either  to  retain  the 
historical  reality  of  the  miracles  narrated  in  the  Bible,  and  thus  to  sacrifice  the 
divine  character  of  the  narratives,  and  reduce  the  miracles  to  mere  artifices, 
miserable  juggleries,  or  commonplace  deceptions ;  or,  in  order  to  hold  fisist 
the  divine  character  of  these  narratives,  to  reject  them  entirely  as  details  of 
actual  occurrences,  and  regard  them  as  historical  representations  of  certain 
spiritual  truths.  Woolston  cites  the  authority  of  the  most  distinguished  al- 
legorists among  the  fathers  in  support  of  this  view.  He  is  wrong  however  in 
'representing  them  as  supplanting  the  literal  by  the  figurative  meaning.  These 
.ancient  fathers,  on  the  contrary,  were  disposed  to  retain  both  the  literal 
and  the  allegorical  meaning.  (A  few  examples  in  Origen,  it  is  true,  are  an 
•exception  to  this  rule.)  It  may  be  doubted,  from  the  language  of  Woolston, 
which  alternative  was  adopted  by.  himself.  If  we  reason  from  the  fact,  that 
before  he  appeared  as  the  opponent  of  the  commonly  entertained  views  of 
Christianity,  he  occupied  himself  with  allegorical  interpretations  of  the  Scrip- 
tures,^ we  may  be  led  to  consider  the  latter  alternative  as  expressing  his 
zreal  conviction.      On  the  other  hand,  he  enlarges  with  so  evident  a  predi- 

'  In  his  Amyntor,  1698.     See  Leland's  View  of  the  Deistical  Writers. 

-  See  Leland. 

'  In  his  work  entitled  The  Moral  Philosopher. 

*  Posthumous  Works,  1748. 

*  Chubb,  Posthumous  Works,  i.  102. 
•«  Ibid.,  ii.  269. 

^  The  Resurrection  of  Jesus  Considered,  by  a  Moral  Philosopher,  1744. 

'^  Six  Discourses  on  the  Miracles  of  our  Saviour.     Published  singly,  from  1 727-1729. 

^  Schrockh,  Kirschengesch,  seit  der  Reform.  6  Th.  s.  191. 
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lection  on  the  absurdities  of  the  miracles,  when  literally  understood,  and 
the  manner  in  which  he  treats  the  whole  subject  is  so  tinged  with  levity,  that 
we  may  suspect  the  Deist  to  put  forward  the  allegorical  interpretations  merely 
as  a  screen,  from  behind  which  he  might  inveigh  the  more  unreservedly 
against  the  literal  signification. 

Similar  deistical  objections  against  the  Bible,   and  the  divme  character 
of  its    history,    were    propagated  in    Germany  chiefly  by  an  anonymous 
author  (Reimarus)  whose  manuscripts  were  discovered  by  Lessing  in  the 
Wolfenbiittel   library.      Some    portions    of   these  manuscripts,    cdled  the 
"  Wolfenbiittel  Fragments,"    were    published  by  Lessing  in    1774.       They 
consist  of   Essays,   one    of  which    treats    of  the   many  arguments  which 
may  be  urged   against    revealed  religion   in  general;    the  others    relate 
partly  to  the  Old  and  partly  to  the  New  Testament      It  is  the  opinion 
of  the  Fragmentist,  in  relation  to  the  Old  Testament^  first,  that  the  men,  of 
whom  the  Scriptures  narrate  that  they  had  immediate  communications  with 
God,  were  so  unworthy,  that  such  intercourse,  admitting  its  reality,  compro- 
mised the  character  of  Deity ;    secondly,  that  the  result  of  this  intercourse, — 
the  instructions  and  laws  alleged  to  have  been  thus  divinely  communicated, — 
were  so  barbarous  and  destructive,  that  to  ascribe  them  to  God  is  impossible  > 
and  thirdly,  that  the  accompanying  miracles  were  at  once  absurd  and  incred- 
ible.   From  the  whole,  it  appears  to  him  clear,  that  the  divine  communications 
were  only  pretended ;  and  that  the  miracles  were  delusions,  practised  with  the 
design  of  giving  stability  and  efficiency  to  certain  laws  and  institutions  highly 
advantageous  to  the  rulers  and  priests.      The  author  finds  much  to  condemn 
in  the  conduct  of  the  patriarchs,  and  their  simulations  of  divine  communica- 
tions ;  such  as  the  command  to  Abraham  to  sacrifice  his  son.     But  it  is  chiefly 
Moses  upon  whom  he  seeks,  in  a  long  section,  to  cast  all  the  obloquy  of  an 
impostor,  who  did  not  scruple  to  employ  the  most  disgraceful  means  in  order 
to  make  himself  the  despotic  ruler  of  a  free  people :  who,  to  eflect  his  purpose, 
feigned  divine  apparitions,  and  pretended  to  have  received  the  command  of 
God  to  perpetrate  acts  which,  but  for  this  divine  sanction,  would  have  been 
stigmatized  as  fi^udulent,  as  highway  robbery,  as  inhuman  barbarity.      For 
instance,  the  spoiling  of  the  Egyptians,  and  the  extirpation  of  the  inhabitants 
of  Canaan ;    atrocities  which,  when  introduced  by  the  words   ^'Jehovah  hath 
said  it,^^  became  instantly  transformed  into  deeds  worthy  of  God.    The  Frag- 
mentist is  as  little  disposed  to  admit  the  divinity  of  the  New  Testament 
histories.     He  considers  the  aim  of  Jesus  to  have  been  political ;  and  his  con- 
nexion with  John  the  Baptist  a  preconcerted  arrangement,  by  which  the  one 
party  should  recommend  the  other  to  the  people.    He  views  the  death  of  Jesus 
as  an  event  by  no  means  foreseen  by  himself,  but  which  frustrated  all  his 
plans ;  a  catastrophe  which  his  disciples  knew  not  how  else  to  repair  than  by 
the  fraudulent  pretence  that  Jesus  was  risen  from  the  dead^  and  by  an  artful 
alteration  of  his  doctrines  ^^ 

§6- 

NATURAL     MODE  OF   EXPLANATION    ADOPTED   BY  THE    RATIONALISTS. — EICH- 

HORN. — PAULUS. 

Whilst  the  reality  of  the  biblical  revelation,  together  with  the  divine  origin 
and  supernatural  character  of  the  Jewish  and  Christian  histories,  were  tena- 
ciously maintained  in  opposition  to  the  English  deists  by  numerous  English 
apologists,  and  in  opposition  to  the  Wolfenbiittel  Fragmentist  by  the  great 
majority  of  German  theologians,  there  arose  a  distinct  class  of  theologians  in 

^0  Fragmente  des  Wolfenbilttelschen  Ungenannten  von  G.  E.  Lessing  herausgegeben. 
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Germany,  who  struck  into  a  new  path.      The  ancient  pagan  mythology,  as 
understood  by  Evemerus^  admitted  of  two  modes  of  explanation,  each  of 
which  was  in  fact  adopted.     The  deities  of  the  popular  worship  might,  on  the 
one  hand,  be  regarded  as  good  and  benevolent  men ;   as  wise  lawgivers,  and 
just  rulers,  of  early  times,  whom  the  gratitude  of  their  contemporaries  and 
posterity  had  encircled  with  divine  glory ;   or  they  might,  on  the  other  hand, 
be  viewed  as  artful  impostors  and  cruel  tyrants,  who  had  veiled  themselves  in 
a  nimbus  of  divinity,  for  the  pupose  of  subjugating  the  people  to  their  domin- 
ion.     So^  likewise,  in  the  purely  human  explanation  of  the  bible  histories, 
besides  the  method  of  the  deists  to  regard  the  subjects  of  these  narratives  as 
wicked  and  deceitful  men,  there  was  yet  another  course  open ;  to  divest  these 
individuals  of  their  immediate  divinity,  but  to  accord  to  them  an  undegraded 
humanity ;  not  indeed  to  look  upon  their  deeds  as  miraculous ; — as  little  on 
the  other  hand  to  decry  them  as  impositions  ;^but  to  explain  their  proceed- 
ings as  altogether  natural,  yet  morally  irreprehensible.     If  the  Naturalist  was 
led  by  his  special  enmity  to  the  Christianity  of  the  church  to  the  former  ex- 
planation, the  Rationalist,  anxious,  on  the  contrary,  to  remain  within  the  pale 
of  the  church,  was  attracted  towards  the  latter. 

Eichhom,  in  his  critical  examination  of  the  Wolfenbiittel  Fragments,^ 
directly  opposes  this  rationalistic  view  to  that  maintained  by  the  Naturalist. 
He  agrees  with  the  Fragmentist  in  refusing  to  recognize  an  immediate  divine 
agency,  at  all  events  in  the  narratives  of  early  date.  The  mythological  re- 
searches of  a  Heyne  had  so  far  enlarged  his  circle  of  vision  as  to  lead  Eich- 
hom to  perceive  that  divine  interpositions  must  be  alike  admitted,  or  alike 
denied,  in  the  primitive  histories  of  all  people.  It  was  the  practice  of  all 
nations,  of  the  Grecians  as  well  as  the  Orientals,  to  refer  every  unexpected  or 
inexplicable  occurrence  immediately  to  the  Deity.  The  sages  of  antiquity 
lived  in  continual  communion  with  superior  intelligences.  Whilst  these  re- 
presentations (such  is  Eichhorn's  statement  of  the  matter)  are  always,  in 
reference  to  the  Hebrew  records,  understood  verbally  and  literally,  it  has 
hitherto  been  customary  to  explain  similar  representations  in  the  pagan 
histories,  by  presupposing  either  deception  and  gross  falsehood,  or  the  mis- 
interpretation and  corruption  of  tradition.  But  Eichhorn  thinks  justice 
evidently  requires  that  Hebrew  and  pagan  history  should  be  treated  in  the 
same  way ;  so  that  intercourse  with  celestial  beings  during  a  state  of  infancy, 
must  either  be  accorded  to  all  nations,  pagan  and  Hebrew,  or  equally  denied 
to  all.  The  mind  hesitates  to  make  so  universal  an  admission :  first,  on 
account  of  the  not  unfrequent  errors  contained  in  religions  claiming  to  have 
been  divinely  communicated  ;  secondly,  from  a  sense  of  the  difficulty  of  ex- 
plaining the  transition  of  the  human  race  from  a  state  of  divine  tutelage  to 
one  of  self-dependence :  and  lastly,  because  in  proportion  as  intelligence  in- 
creases, and  the  authenticity  of  the  records  may  be  more  and  more  confidently 
relied  upon,  in  the  same  proportion  do  these  immediate  divine  influences 
invariably  disappear.  If,  accordingly,  the  notion  of  supernatural  interposition 
is  to  be  rejected  with  regard  to  the  Hebrews,  as  well  as  to  all  other  people, 
the  view  generally  taken  of  pagan  antiquity  presents  itself,  at  first  sight,  as 
that  most  obviously  applicable  to  the  early  Hebrews ;  namely,  that  their  pre- 
tended revelations  were  based  upon  deceit  and  falsehood,  or  that  their  miracu- 
lous histories  should  be  referred  to  the  misrepresentations  and  corruptions  of 
tradition.  This  is  the  view  of  the  subject  actually  applied  by  the  Fragmentist 
to  the  Old  Testament ;  a  representation,  says  Eichhom,  from  which  the  mind 
on  a  nearer  contemplation  recoils.     Is  it  conceivable  that  the  greatest  men  of 

*  Recension  der  iibrigen,  noch  ungedrucktea  Werke  des  Wolfenbiittler  Fragmentisten,  in 
Eidihorns  allgemeiner  Bibliothek,  erster  Band  ites  u.  2tes  Stuck* 
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antiquity,  whose  influence  operated  so  powerfully  and  so  beneficially  upon 
their  age,  should  one  and  all  have  been  impostors,  and  yet  have  escaped  the 
detection  of  their  contemporaries  ? 

According  to  Eichhorn,  so  perverted  a  view  could  arise  only  in  a  mind  that 
refused  to  interpret  the  ancient  records  in  the  spirit  of  their  age.  Truly,  had 
they  been  composed  with  all  the  philosophical  accuracy  of  the  writers  of  the 
present  day,  we  should  have  been  compelled  to  find  in  them  either  actual 
divine  interpositions,  or  a  fraudulent  pretence.  But  they  are  the  production 
of  an  infant  and  unscientific  age  ;  and  treat,  without  reserve  of  divine  inter- 
ventions, in  accordance  with  the  conceptions  and  phraseology  of  that  early 
period.  So  that,  in  point  of  fact,  we  have  neither  miracles  to  wonder  at,  on 
the  one  hand,  nor  deceptions  to  unmask  on  the  other ;  but  simply  the  Ian- 
guage  of  a  former  age  to  translate  into  that  of  our  own  day.  £ichhom  ob- 
serves that  before  the  human  race  had  gained  a  knowledge  of  the  true  causes 
of  things,  all  occurrences  were  referred  to  supernatural  agencies,  or  to  the 
interposition  of  superhuman  beings.  Lofty  conceptions,  noble  resolves,  use- 
ful inventions  and  regulations,  but  more  especially  vivid  dreams,  were  the 
operations  of  that  Deity  under  whose  immediate  influence  they  believed 
themselves  placed.  Manifestations  of  distinguished  intelligence  and  skill,  by 
which  some  ii-dividual  excited  the  wonder  of  the  people,  were  regarded  as 
miraculous ;  as  signs  of  supernatural  endowments,  and  of  a  particular  inter- 
<:ourse  with  higher  beings.  And  this  was  the  belief,  not  of  the  people  only, 
but  also  of  these  eminent  individuals,  who  entertained  no  doubt  of  the  fact, 
and  who  exulted  in  the  full  conviction  of  being  in  mysterious  connexion  with 
the  Deity.  Eichhorn  is  of  opinion  that  no  objection  can  be  urged  against 
the  attempt  to  resolve  all  the  Mosaic  narratives  into  natural  occurrences,  and 
thus  far  he  concedes  to  the  Fragmentist  his  primary  position  ;  but  he  rejects 
his  inference  that  Moses  was  an  impostor,  pronouncing  the  conclusion  to  be 
over-hasty  and  unjust  Thus  Eichhorn  agreed  with  the  Naturalists  in  divest- 
ing the  biblical  narratives  of  all  their  immediately  divine  contents,  but  he 
differ^  from  them  in  this,  that  he  explained  the  supernatural  lustre  which 
adorns  these  histories,  not  as  a  fictitious  colouring  imparted  with  design  to 
•deceive,  but  as  a  natural  and  as  it  were  spontaneous  illumination  reflected 
from  antiquity  itself. 

In  conformity  with  these  principles  Eichhorn  sought  to  explain  naturally 
the  histories  of  Noah,  Abraham,  Moses,  etc.  Viewed  in  the  light  of  that  age, 
the  appointment  of^Moses  to  be  the  leader  of  the  Israelities  was  nothing  more 
than  the  long  cherished  project  of  the  patriot  to  emancipate  his  people,  which 
when  presented  before  his  mind  with  more  than  usual  vividness  in  his  dreams, 
was  believed  by  him  to  be  a  divine  inspiration.  The  flame  and  smoke  which 
.ascended  fi'om  Mount  Sinai,  at  the  giving  of  the  law,  was  merely  a  fire  which 
Moses  kindled  in  order  to  make  a  deeper  impression  upon  the  imagination  of 
the  people,  together  with  an  accidental  thunderstorm  which  arose  at  that  par- 
ticular moment.  The  shining  of  his  countenance  was  the  natural  effect  of 
being  over-heated  :  but  it  was  supposed  to  be  a  divine  manifestation,  not  only 
by  the  people,  but  by  Moses  himself,  he  being  ignorant  of  the  true  cause. 

Eichhorn  was  more  reserved  in  his  application  of  this  mode  of  interpreta- 
tion to  the  New  Testament.  Indeed,  it  was  only  to  a  few  of  the  narratives  in 
the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  such  as  the  miracle  of  the  day  of  Pentecost,  the  con- 
version of  the  Apostle  Paul,  and  the  many  apparitions  of  angels,  that  he 
allowed  himself  to  apply  it.  Here  too,  he  refers  the  supernatural  to  the 
figurative  language  of  the  Bible ;  in  which,  for  example,  a  happy  accident  is 
called — a  protecting  angel ;  a  joyous  thought— the  salutation  of  an  angel ;  and 
a  peaceful  state  of  mind — a  comforting  angel.     It  is  however  remarkable  that 
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Eichhorn  was  conscious  of  the  inapplicability  of  the  natural  explanation  to 
some  parts  of  the  gospel  history,  and  with  respect  to  many  of  the  narpatiyes 
took  a  more  elevated  view. 

Many  writings  in  a  similar  spirit,  which  partially  included  the  New  Testa- 
ment within  the  circle  of  their  explanations,  appeared ;  but  it  was  Dr.  Piaulus 
who  by  his  commentary  on  the  Gospels  ^  in  1800,  first  acquired  the  full)  reputa- 
tion of  a  christian  Evemerus,  In  the  introduction  to  this  work,  he  states  it 
to  be  the  primary  requisite  of  the  biblical  critic  to  be  able  to  distinguish  be- 
tween what  \%factj  and  what  is  opinion.  That  which  has  been  actually  experi- 
enced, internally  or  externally,  by  the  participants  in  an  event,,  he  calls  fact 
The  interpretation  of  an  event,  the  supposed  causes  to  which  it  is  referred  either 
by  the  participants  or  by  the  narrators,  he  calls  opinion,  But,,aceDfdi^g  to  Dr. 
Paulus,  these  two  elements  become  so  easily  blended  and  confounded  in 
the  minds  both  of  the  original  sharers  in  an  event,  and  of  the  subsequent  re- 
lators and  historians,  that  fact  and  opinion  lose  their  distinction ;  90  that  the 
one  and  the  other  are  believed  and  recorded  with  equal  confidence  in  their 
historical  truth.  This  intermixture  is  particularly  apparent  ici  the  historical 
books  of  the  New  Testament ;  since  at  the  time  when  Jesu*  lived,  it  was  still 
the  prevailing  disposition  to  derive  every  striking  occurrence  from  an  invisible 
and  superhuman  cause.  It  is  consequently  the  chief  task  of  the  historian  who 
desires  to  deal  with  matters  of  fact,  that  is  to  say,  in  reference  to  the  New 
Testament,  to  separate  these  two  constituent  elements  so  closely  amalgamated, 
and  yet  in  themselves  so  distinct ;  and  to  extricate  the  pure  kernel  of  fact 
from  the  shell  of  opinion.  In  order  to  this,  in  the  absence  of  any  more 
genuine  account  which  would  serve  as  a  correcting  parallel,  he  must  trans- 
plant himself  in  imagination  upon  the  theatre  of  action,  and  strive  to  the  ut- 
most to  contemplate  the  events  by  the  light  of  the  age  in  which  they  occurred 
And  from  this  point  of  view  he  must  seek  to  supply  the  deficiencies  of  the 
narration,  by  filling  in  those  explanatory  collateral  circumstances,  which  the 
relator  himself  is  so  often  led  by  his  predilection  for  the  supernatural  to  leave 
unnoticed.  It  is  well  known  in  what  manner  Dr.  Paulus  applies  these  prin- 
ciples to  the  New  Testament  in  his  Conunentary,  and  still  more  fully  in  his 
later  production,  *'  The  Life  of  Jesus."  He  firmly  maintains  the  historical 
truth  of. the  gospel  narratives,  and  he  aims  to  weave  them  into  one  consecutive 
chronologically-arranged  detail  of  facts  ;  but  he  explains  away  every  trace  of 
immediate  divine  agency,  and  denies  all  supernatural  intervention.  Jesus  is 
not  to  him  the  Son  of  God  in  the  sense  of  the  Church,  but  a  wise  and  virtuous 
human  being  >  and  the  effects  he  produced  are  not  miracles,  but  acts  some- 
times of  benevolence  and  friendship,  sometimes  of  medical  skill,  sometimes 
also  the  results  of  accident  and  good  fortune: 

This  view  proposed  by  Eichhorn,  and  more  completely  developed  by 
Paulus,  necessarily  presupposes  the  Old  and  New  Testament  writings  to  con- 
tain a  minute  and  faithful  narration,  composed  shortly  after  the  occurrence  ot 
the  events  recorded,  and  derived,  wherever  this  was  possible,  from  the  testi- 
mony of  eye-witnesses.  For  it  is  only  from  an  accurate  and  original  report 
that  the  ungarbled  fact  can  be  disentangled  from  interwoven  opinion.  If  the 
report  be  later  and  less  original,  what  security  is  there  that  what  is  taken  for 
the  matter-of-fact  kernel  does  not  belong  to  opinion  or  tradition  ?  To  avoid 
this  objection,  Eichhorn  sought  to  assign  a  date  to  the  Old  Testament  histories 
approximating  as  nearly  as  possible  to  the  events  they  record  :  and  here  he, 
and  other  theologians  of  the  same  school,  found  no  difficulty  in  admitting  sup- 
positions the  most  unnatural :  for  example,  that  the  Pentateuch  was  written 
during  the  passage  through  the  wilderness.      However  this  critic  admits  that 

'  PauWs  Commentar  iiber  das  neue  Testament. 
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some  portions  of  the  Old  Testament,  the  Book  of  Judges,  for  instance,  could 
not  have  been  written  contemporaneously  with  the  events ;  that  the  historian 
must  have  contemplated  his  heroes  through  the  dim  mist  of  intervening  ages, 
which  might  easily  have  magnified  them  into  giant  forms.  No  historian  who 
had  either  witnessed  the  circumstances,  or  had  been  closely  connected  with 
them  in  point  of  time,  could  embellish  after  such  fashion,  except  with  the  ex- 
press aim  to  amuse  at  the  expense  of  truth.  But  with  regard  to  remote 
occurrences  it  is  quite  different.  The  imagination  is  no  longer  restricted 
by  the  fixed  limits  of  historical  reality,  but  is  aided  in  its  flight  by  the  notion 
that  in  earlier  times  all  things  were  better  and  nobler ;  and  the  historian  is 
tempted  to  speak  in  loftier  phrase,  and  to  use  hyperbolical  expressions. 
I^ast  of  all  is  it  possible  to  avoid  embellishment,  when  the  compiler  of  a 
subsequent  age  derives  his  materials  from  the  orally  transmitted  traditions  of 
antiquity.  The  adventures  and  wondrous  exploits  of  ancestors,  handed  down 
by  father  to  son,  and  by  son  to  grandson,  in  glowing  and  enthusiastic  repre- 
sentations, and  sung  by  the  poet  in  lofty  strains,  are  registered  in  the  written 
records  of  the  historian  in  similar  terms  of  high  flowing  diction.  Though 
Eichhom  took  this  view  of  a  portion  of  the  Old  Testament  Books,  he  believed 
he  was  not  giving  up  their  historical  basis,  but  was  still  able^  after  clearing 
away  the  more  or  less  evident  legendary  additions,  to  trace  out  the  natural 
course  of  the  history. 

But  in  one  instance  at  least,  this  master  of  the  natural  mode  of  interpreta- 
tion in  reference  to  the  Old  Testament,  took  a  more  elevated  view : — namely, 
of  the  history  of  the  creation  and  the  fall.  In  his  influential  work  on  primi- 
tive history,^  although  he  had  from  the  first  declared  the  account  of  the  crea- 
tion to  be  poetry,  he  nevertheless  maintained  that  of  the  fall  to  be  neither 
mythology  nor  allegory,  but  true  history.  The  historical  basis  that  remained 
after  the  removal  of  the  supernatural^  he  stated  to  be  this  :  that  the  human 
constitution  had  at  the  very  beginning  become  impaired  by  the  eating  of  a 
poisonous  fruit.  He  thought  it  indeed  very  possible  in  itself,  and  conflrmed 
by  numerous  examples  in  profane  history,  that  purely  historical  narratives 
might  be  overlaid  by  a  mythical  account ;  but  owing  to  a  supranaturalistic 
notion,  he  refused  to  allow  the  same  possibility  to  the  Bible,  because  he 
thought  it  unworthy  of  the  Deity  to  admit  a  mythological  fragment  into  a 
book,  which  bore  such  incontestable  traces  of  its  divine  origin.  Later,  how- 
ever, Eichhom  himself  declared  that  he  had  changed  his  opinion  with  regard 
to  the  second  and  third  chapters  of  GenesiB>  He  no  longer  saw  in  them  an 
historical  account  of  the  effects  of  poison,  but  rather  the  mythical  embodying 
of  a  philosophical  thought ;  namely,  that  the  desire  for  a  better  condition  than 
that  in  which  man  actually  is,  is  the  source  of  all  the  evil  in  the  world.  Thus, 
in  this  point  at  least,  Eichhom  preferred  to  give  up  the  history  in  order  to 
hold  fast  the  idea,  rather  than  to  cling  to  the  history  with  the  sacriflce  of  every 
more  elevated  conception.  For  the  rest,  he  agreed  with  Paulus  and  others  in 
considering  the  miraculous  in  the  sacred  history  as  a  drapery  which  needs 
only  to  be  drawn  aside,  in  order  to  disck>se  the  pure  historic  form. 

8  7. 

MORAL   INTERPRETATION   OF  KANT. 

Amidst  these  natural  explanations  which  the  end  of  the  eighteenth  century 
brought  forth  in  rich  abundance,  it  was  a  remarkable  interlude  to  see  the  old 

■  Eichhom's  Urgeschichte,  herausgegeben  von  Gabler,  3  Thl.  s.  98.  AT. 
<  Allgem.  Biblioth.  i  Bd.  s.  989,  and  Einleitung  in  das  A.  T.  3  Thl  s.  $2. 
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allegorical  system  of  the  christian  fathers  all  at  once  called  up  from  its  grave, 
"and  revivea  iKThe  form  of  the  moral  interpretation  of  KLant  He,  as  a  philo- 
sopher, did  not  concern  himself  with  the  history^  as  did  the  rationalist  theolo- 
gians, but  like  the  fathers  of  the  church,  he  sought  the  idea  involved  in  the 
history :  not  however  considering  it  as  they  did  an  "absolute  idea,  at  once 
theoretical  as  well  as  practical,  but  regarding  it  only  on  its  practical  side,  as 
what  he  called  the  moral  imperative  and  consequently  belongmg  to  the  finite. 
He  moreover  attributed  these  ideas  wrought  into  the  biblical  text,  not  to  the 
Divine  Spirit,  but  to  its  philosophical  interpreters,  or  in  a  deeper  sense,  to  the 
moral  condition  of  the  authors  of  the  book  themselves.  This  opinion  Kant  ^ 
bases  upon  the  fact,  that  in  all  religions  old  and  new  which  are  partly  comprised 
in  sacred  books,  intelligent  and  well-meaning  teachers  of  the  people  have  con- 
tinued to  explain  them,  until  they  have  brought  their  actual  contents  into 
agreement  with  the  universal  principles  of  morality.  Thus  did  the  moral 
philosophers  amongst  the  Greeks  and  Romans  with  their  £ibulous  legends ; 
till  at  last  they  explained  the  grossest  polytheism  as  mere  symbolical  repre- 
sentations of  the  attributes  of  the  one  divine  Being,  and  gave  a  mystical  sense 
to  the  many  vicious  actions  of  their  gods,  and  to  the  wildest  dreams  of  their 
poets,  in  order  to  bring  the  popular  faith,  which  it  was  not  expedient  to  de- 
stroy, into  agreement  with  the  doctrines  of  morality.  The  later  Judaism  and 
Christianity  itself  he  thinks  have  been  formed  upon  similar  explanations,  occa- 
sionally much  forced,  but  always  directed  to  objects  undoubtedly  good  and 
necessary  for  all  men.  Thus  the  Mahometans  gave  a  spiritual  meaning  to  the 
sensual  descriptions  of  their  paradise,  and  thus  the  Hindoos,  or  at  least  the 
more  enlightened  part  of  them,  interpreted  their  Vedas.  In  like  manner,  ac- 
cording to  Kant,  the  Christian  Scriptures  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament, 
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must  be  interpreted  throughout  in  a  sense  which  agrees  with  the  universal  \ 
practical  iass^  of  a  religion  of  pure  reason  :  and  such  an  explanation,  even  ' 
though  it  should,  apparently  or  actually,  do  violence  to  the  text,  which  is  the 
case  with  many  of  the  biblical  narratives,  is  to  be  preferred  to  a  literal  one, 
which  either  contains  no  morality  at  all  or  is  in  opposition  to  the  moral  prin- 
ciple. For  example,  the  expressions  breathing  vengeance  against  enemies  in 
many  of  the  Psalms  are  made  to  refer  to  the  desires  and  passions  which  we 
must  strive  by  all  means  to  bring  into  subjection ;  and  the  miraculous  ac- 
count in  the  New  Testament  of  the  descent  of  Jesus  from  heaven,  of  his  rela- 
tionship to  God,  etc.,  is  taken  as  an  imaginative  description  of  the  ideal  of 
humanity  well-pleasing  to  God.  That  such  an  interpretation  is  possible,  with- 
out even  always  too  offensive  an  opposition  to  the  literal  sense  of  these  records 
of  the  popular  faith,  arises  according  to  the  profound  observations  of  Kant 
from  this  :  that  long  before  the  existence  of  these  records,  the  disposition  to 
a  moral  religion  was  latent  in  the  human  mind ;  that  its  first  manifestations 
were  directed  to  the  worship  of  the  Deity,  and  on  this  very  account  gave  oc- 
casion to  those  pretended  revelations  ;  still,  though  unintentionally,  imparting 
even  to  these  fictions  somewhat  of  the  spiritual  character  of  their  origin.  In 
reply  to  the  charge  of  dishonesty  brought  against  his  system  of  interpretation, 
he  thinks  it  a  sufficient  defence  to  observe,  that  it  does  not  pretend  that  the 
sense  now  given  to  the  sacred  books,  always  existed  in  the  intention  of  the 
authors ;  this  question  it  sets  aside,  and  only  claims  for  itself  the  right  to  inter- 
pret them  after  its  own  fashion. 

Whilst  Kant  in  this  manner  sought  to  educe  moral  thoughts  from  the  biblical 
writings,  even  in  their  historical  part,  and  was  even  inclined  to  consider  these 

*  Religion  innerhalb  der  Grenzen  der  blossen  Vcrnunft,  drittes  Stuck.  No.  VI.  :  Der 
KirchengUube  hat  zu  seinem  hochsten  Ausleger  den  reinen  Religionsglauben. 
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thoughts  as  the  fundamental  object  of  the  history :  on  the  one  hand,  he  de- 
rived these  thoughts  only  from  himself  and  the  cultivation  of  his  age,  and 
therefore  could  seldom  assume  that  they  had  actually  been  laid  down  by  the 
authors  of  those  writings ;  and  on  the  other  hand,  and .  for  the  same  reason, 
he  omitted  to  show  what  was  the  relation  between  these  thoughts  and  those 
symbolic  representations,  and  how  it  happened  that  the  one  came  to  be  ex- 
pressed by  the  other. 

§8. 

RISE  OF  THE  MYTHICAL  MODE  OF    INTERPRETING    THE  SACRED   HISTORY,    IN 

REFERENCE  FIRST  TO  THE  OLD  TESTAMENT. 

It  was  impossible  to  rest  satisfied  with  modes  of  proceeding  so  unhistorical 
on  the  one  hand,  and  so  unphilosophical  on  the  other.  Added  to  which,  the 
study  of  mythology,  now  become  far  more  general  and  more  prolific  in  its 
results,  exerted  an  increasing  influence  on  the  views  taken  of  biblical  history. 
Eichhom  had  indeed  insisted  that  all  primitive  histories,  whether  Hebrew  or 
Pagan,  should  be  treated  alike,  but  this  equality  gradually  disappeared ;  for 
though  the  mythical  view  became  more  and  more  developed  in  relation  to 
profane  history,  the  natural  mode  of  explanation  was  still  rigidly  adhered  to 
for  the  Hebrew  records.  All  could  not  imitate  Paulus,  who  sought  to  estab- 
lish consistency  of  treatment  by  extending  the  same  natural  explanation 
which  he  gave  to  the  Bible,  to  such  also  of  the  Greek  legends  as  presented  any 
points  of  resemblance ;  on  the  contrary,  opinion  in  general  look  the  opposite 
course,  and  began  to  regard  many  of  the  biblical  narratives  as  mythi.  Sem- 
ler  had  already  spoken  of  a  kind  of  Jewish  mythology,  and  had  even  called 
the  histories  of  Samson  and  Esther  mythi ;  Eichhom  too  had  done  much  to 
prepare  the  way,  now  further  pursued  by  Gabler,  Shelling,  and  others,  who 
established  the  notion  of  the  mythus  as  one  of  universal  application  to  ancient 
history,  sacred  as  well  as  profane,  according  to  the  principle  of  Heyne:  A 
mythisomnispriscorumhominum  cum  historia  turn  philosophia  procedii}  And 
irJa.j82o  ventured  so  far  as  to  publish  a  Hebrew  mythology  of  the  Old 
and  NewTesfament.*  The  earliest  records  of  all  nations  are,  in  the  opinion 
of  Bauer,  mythical :  why  should  the  writings  of  the  Hebrews  form  a  solitary 
exception  ? — whereas  in  point  of  fact  a  cursory  glance  at  their  sacred  books 
proves  that  they  also  contain  mythical  elements.  A  narrative  he  explains, 
after  Gabler  and  Schelling,  to  be  recognizable  as  mythus,  first,  when  it  pro- 
ceeds from  an  age  in  which  no  written  records  existed,  but  in  which  facts  were 
transmitted  through  the  medium  of  oral  tradition  alone  ;  secondly,  when  it 
presents  an  historical  account  of  events  which  are  either  absolutely  or  rela- 
tively beyond  the  reach  of  experience,  such  as  occurrences  connected  with  the 
spiritual  world,  and  incidents  to  which,  from  the  nature  of  the  circumstances, 
no  one  could  have  been  witness  \  or  thirdly,  when  it  deals  in  the  marvellous 
and  is  couched  in  symbolical  language.  Not  a  few  narratives  of  this  descrip- 
tion occur  in  the  Bible ;  and  an  unwillingness  to  regard  them  as  mythi  can  arise 
only  from  a  false  conception  of  the  nature  of  a  mythus,  or  of  the  character  of 
the  biblical  writings.  In  the  one  case  mythi  are  confounded  with  fables,  pre- 
meditated fictions,  and  wilful  falsehoods,  instead  of  being  recognised  as  the 
necessary  vehicle  of  expression  for  the  first  efforts  of  the  human  mind ;  in  the 
other  case  it  certainly  does  appear  improbable,  (the  notion  of  inspiration 

*  Ad.  Apollod.  Athen.  Biblioth.  not«,  p.  3  f. 

*  Hebraische  Mythologie  des  alten  und  seaen  Testaments.    G.  L.  Baaer,  iSoa. 
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presupposed,)  that  God  should  have  admitted  the  substitution  of  mytUcal  for 
actual  representation^  of  facts  and  ideas,  but  a  nearer  examination  of  the 
scriptures  shows  that  this  very  notion  of  inspiration,  far  from  being  any  hind- 
rance to  the  mythical  interpretation,  is  itself  of  mythical  origin. 

Wegscheider  ascribed  this  greater  unwillingness  to  recognise  mythi  in  the 
early  records  of  the  Hebrew  and  Christian  religion  than  in  the  heathen  reli- 
gions, partly  to  the  prevailing  ignorance  respecting  the  progress  of  historical 
and  philosophical  science ;  partly  to  a  certain  timidity  which  dares  not  call 
things  manifestly  identical  by  the  same  name.  At  the  same  time  he  declared 
it  impossible  to  rescue  the  Bible  from  the  reproaches  and  scoffs  of  its  enemies 
except  by  the  acknowledgment  of  mythi  in  the  sacred  writings,  and  the 
separation  of  their  inherent  meaning  from  their  unhistorical  form.^ 

These  biblical  critics  gave  the  following  general  definition  of  the  mythus. 
It  is  the  representation  of  an  event  or  of  an  idea  in  a  form  which  is  historical, 
but,  at  the  same  time  characterized  by  the  rich  pictorial  and  imaginative 
mode  of  thought  and  expression  of  the  primitive  ages.  They  also  distin- 
guished several  kinds  of  mythu^ 

ist.  HUtarical  mythi:  narratives  of  real  events  coloured  by  the  light  of 
antiquity,  which  confounded  the  diving  and  the  human,  the  natural  and  the 
supernatural. 

2nd.  Philosophical  mythi:  such  as  clothe  in  the  garb  of  historical  narrative 
a  simple  thought,  a  precept,  or  an  idea  of  the  time. 

3rd.  Poetical  mythi:  historical  and  philosophical  mythi  parfly  blended 
together,  and  partly  embellished  by  the  creations  of  the  imagination,  in  which 
the  original  fact  or  idea  is  almost  obscured  by  the  veil  which  the  fancy  of  the 
poet  has  woven  around  it. 

To  classify  the  biblical  mythi  according  to  these  several  distinctions  is 
a  difficult  task,  since  the  mythus  which  is  purely  symbolical  wears  the  sem- 
blance of  history  equally  with  the  mythus  which  represents  an  actual  occur- 
rence. These  critics  however  laid  down  rules  by  which  the  different  mythi 
might  be  distinguished.  The  first  essential  is,  they  say^  to  determine  whether 
the  narrative  have  a  distinct  object,  and  what  that  object  is.  Where  no 
object,  for  the  sake  of  which  the  legend  might  have  been  invented,  is  dis- 
coverable, ty&^  one  would  pronounce  the  mythus  to  be  historical.  But  if  all 
the  principal  circumstances  of  the  narrative  concur  to  symbolize  a  particular 
truth,  this  undoubtedly  was  the  object  of  the  narrative,  and  the  mythus  is 
philosophical.  The  blending  of  the  historical  and  philosophical  mythus  is 
particularly  to  be  recognised  when  we  can  detect  in  the  narrative  an  attempt 
to  derive  events  from  their  causes.  In  many  instances  the  existence  of  an 
historical  foundation  is  proved  also  by  independent  testimony;  sometimes 
certain  particulars  in  the  mythus  are  intimately  connected  with  known  genuine 
history,  or  bear  in  themselves  undeniable  and  inherent  characteristics  of  pro- 
bability :  so  that  the  critic,  while  he  rejects  the  external  form,  may  yet  retain 
the  groundwork  as  historical  The  poetical  mythus  is  the  most  difficult  to 
distinguish,  and  Bauer  gives  only  a  negative  criterion.  When  the  narrative 
is  so  wonderful  on  the  one  hand  as  to  exclude  the  possibility  of  its  being 
a  detail  of  facts,  and  when  on  the  other  it  discovers  no  attempt  to  symbolize 
a  particular  thought,  it  may  be  suspected  that  the  entire  narrative  owes  its 
birth  to  the  imagination  of  the  poet  Schelling  particularly  remarks  on  the 
unartificial  and  spontaneous  origin  of  mythi  in  general.     The  unhistorical 

'  Institutiones  Theol.  Chr.  Dogm.  §  42. 
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which  is  interwoven  with  the  matters  of  fact  in  the  histoncal  mythus  is  not, 
he  observes,  the  artistical  product  of  design  and  invention.  It  has  on  the 
contrary  glided  in  of  itself,  as  it  were,  in  the  lapse  of  time  and  in  the  course  of 
transmission.  And,  speaking  of  philosophical  mythi,  he  says :  the  sages  of 
antiquity  clothed  their  ideas  in  an  historical  garb,  not  only  in  order  to  accom- 
modate those  ideas  to  the  apprehension  of  a  people  who  must  be  awakened 
by  sensible  impressions,  but  also  on  their  own  account :  deficient  themselves 
in  clear  abstract  ideas,  and  in  ability  to  give  expression  to  their  dim  concep- 
tions, they  sought  to  illumine  what  was  obscure  in  their  representations  by 
means  of  sensible  imagery.^ 
\  We  have  already  remarked,  that  the  natural  mode  of  interpreting  the  Old 
\  Testament  could  be  maintained  only  so  long  as  the  records  were  held  to  be 
contemporaneous,  or  nearly  so,  with  the  events  recorded.  Consequently  it 
was  precisely  those  theologians,  Vater,  De  Wette  and  others  who  controverted 
this  opinion,  who  contributed  to  establish  the  mythical  view  of  the  sacred 
histories.  Vater*  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  peculiar  character  of  the 
narrations  in  the  Pentateuch  could  not  be  rightly  understood,  unless  it  were 
conceded  that  they  are  not  the  production  of  an  eye  witness,  but  are  a  series 
of  transmitted  traditions.  Their  traditional  origin  being  admitted,  we  cease 
to  feel  surprised  at  the  traces  which  they  discover  of  a  subsequent  age ;  at 
numerical  exaggerations,  together  with  other  inaccuracies  and  contradictions  ; 
at  the  twilight  which  hangs  over  many  of  the  occurrences ;  and  at  representa- 
tions such  as^  that  the  clothes  of  the  Israelites  waxed  not  old  during  their 
passage  through  the  wilderness.  Vater  even  contends,  that  unless  we  ascribe 
a  great  share  of  the  marvellous  contained  in  the  Pentateuch  to  tradition,  we 
do  violence  to  the  original  sense  of  the  compilers  of  these  narratives. 

The  natural  mode  of  explanation  was  still  more  decidedly  opposed  by  De 
Wette  than  by  Vater.  He  advocated  the  mythical  interpretation  of  a  large 
proportion  of  the  Old  Testament  histories.  In  order  to  test  the  historical 
credibility  of  a  narrative,  he  says,^  we  must  ascertain  the  intention  of  the 
narrator.  If  that  intention  be  not  to  satisfy  the  natural  thirst  for  historical 
truth  by  a  simple  narration  of  facts,  but  rather  to  delight  or  touch  the  feelings, 
or  to  illustrate  some  philosophical  or  religious  truth,  then  his  narrative  has  no 
pretension  to  historical  validity.  Even  when  the  narrator  is  conscious  of 
strictly  historical  intentions,  nevertheless  his  point  of  view  may  not  be  the 
historical :  he  may  be  a  poetical  narrator,  not  indeed  subjectively,  as  a  poet 
drawing  inspiration  from  himself,  but  objectively,  as  enveloped  by  and  de- 
pending on  poetiy  external  to  himself.  This  is  evidently  the  case  when  the 
narrator  details  as  bon&  fide  matter  of  fact  things  which  are  impossible  and 
incredible,  which  are  contrary  not  only  to  experience,  but  to  the  established 
laws  of  nature.  Narrations  of'  this  description  spring  out  of  tradition. 
Tradition,  says  De  Wette,  is  uncritical  and  partial ;  its  tendency  is  not  his- 
torical, but  rather  patriotic  and  poetical.  And  since  the  patriotic  sentiment 
is  gratified  by  all  that  flatters  national  pride,  the  more  splendid,  the  more 
honourable,  the  more  wonderful  the  narrative,  the  more  acceptable  it  is ;  and 
where  tradition  has  left  any  blanks,  imagination  at  once  steps  in  and  fills  them 
ap.  And  since,  he  continues,  a  great  part  of  the  historical  books  of  the  Old 
Testament  bear  this  stamp,  it  has  hitherto  been  believed  possible  (on  the 
part  of  the  natural  interpreters)  to  separate  the  embellishments  and  trans- 

'  Ueber  Mythen,  htstorische  Sagen  und  PhUosopheme  der  altesten  Welt.  In  Paulas 
Memorabilien,  5  stuck.  1793. 

'  Vid.  die  Abhandlung  iiber  Moses  und  die  Verfasser  des  Pentateuchs,  im  3^^.  Band 
des  Comm.  iiber  den  Pent.  s.  660. 

'  Kritik  der  Mosaischen  Geschichte.    Einl.  s.  10.  fT. 
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formations  from  the  historical  substance,  and  still  to  consider  them  available 
as  records  of  facts.  This  might  indeed  be  done,  had  we,  besides  the  mar- 
vellous biblical  narratives,  some  other  purely  historical  account  of  the  events. 
But  this  is  not  the  case  with  regard  to  the  Old  Testament  history;  we 
are  solely  dependent  on  those  accounts  which  we  cannot  recognize  as 
purely  historical.  They  contain  no  criterion  by  which  to  distinguish  between 
the  true  and  the  false ;  both  are  promiscuously  blended,  and  set  forth  as  of 
equal  dignity.  According  to  De  Wette,  the  whole  natural  mode  of  explana- 
tion is  set  aside  by  the  principle  that  the  only  noeans  o(  acquaintance  with  a 
history  is  the  narrative  which  we  possess  concerning  it,  and  that  beyond  this 
narrative  the  historian  cannot  go.  In  the  present  case,  this  reports  to  us 
only  a  supernatural  course  of  events,  which  we  must  either  receive  or  reject : 
if  we  reject  it,  we  determine  to  know  nothing  at  all  about  it,  and  are  not 
justified  in  allowing  ourselves  to  invent  a  natural  course  of  events,  of  which 
the  narrative  is  totally  silent.  It  is  moreover  inconsistent  and  arbitrary  to 
refer  the  dress  in  which  the  events  of  the  Old  Testament  are  clothed  to 
poetry,  and  to  preserve  the  events  themselves  as  historical ;  much  rather  do 
the  particular  details  and  the  dress  in  which  they  appear,  constitute  a  whole 
belonging  to  the  province  of  poetry  and  mythus.  For  example,  if  God's 
covenant  with  Abraham  be  denied  in  the  form  of  fact,  whilst  at  the  same  time 
it  is  maintained  that  the  narrative  had  an  historical  basis, — that  is  to  say, 
that  though  no  objective  divine  communication  took  place,  the  occurrence 
had  a  subjective  reality  in  Abraham's  mind  in  a  dream  or  in  a  waking  visij 
in  other  words,  that  a  natural  thought  was  awakened  in  Abraham  which  he, 
in  the  spirit  of  the  age,  referred  to  God : — of  the  naturalist  who  thus  reasons, 
De  Wette  asks,  how  he  knows  that  such  thoughts  arose  in  Abraham's  mind  ? 
The  narration  refers  them  to  God ;  and  if  we  reject  the  narration,  we  know 
nothing  about  these  thoughts  of  Abraham,  and  consequently  cannot  know 
that  they  had  arisen  naturaily  in  him.  According  to  general  experience,  such 
hopes  as  are  described  in  this  covenant,  that  he  should  become  the  father 
of  a  mighty  nation  which  should  possess  the  land  of  Canaan,  could  not  have 
sprung  up  naturally  in  Abraham's  mind;  but  it  is  quite  natural  that  the 
Israelites  when  they  had  become  a  numerous  people  in  possession  of  that 
land,  should  have  invented  the  covenant  in  order  to  render  their  ancestor 
illustrious.  Thus  the  natural  explanation,  by  its  own  unnaturalness,  ever 
brings  us  back  to  the  mythical. 

Even  Eichhom,  who  so  extensively  employed  the  natural  explanation  in 
reference  to  the  Old  Testament,  perceived  its  inadmissibility  in  relation  to 
the  gospel  histories.  Whatever  in  these  narratives  has  a  tendency  to  the 
supernatural,  he  remarks,^  we  ought  not  to  attempt  to  transform  into  a  natural 
occurrence,  because  this  is  impossible  without  violence.  If  once  an  event 
has  acquired  a  miraculous  colouring,  owing  to  the  blending  together  of  some 
popular  notion  with  the  occurrence,  the  natural  fact  can  be  disentangled  only 
when  we  possess  a  second  account  which  has  not  undergone  the  like  trans- 
formation ;  as,  concerning  the  death  of  Herod  Agrippa,  we  have  not  only  the 
narrative  in  the  Acts,  but  also  that  of  Josephus.*  But  since  we  have  no  such 
controlling  account  concerning  the  history  of  Jesus,  the  critic  who  pretends 
to  discover  the  natural  course  of  things  from  descriptions  of  supernatural 
occurrences,  will  only  weave  a  tissue  of  indemonstrable  hypotheses : — a  con- 
sideration which,  as  Eichhom  observes,  at  once  annihilates  many  of  the 
so-called  psychological  interpretations  of  the  Gospel  histories. 

•  EinleiL  in  das  N.  T.  i,  s.  408.  ff. 

*  Antiquit.  xix.  viii.  2. 
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It  is  this  same  difference  between  the  natural  and  mythical  modes  of 
interpretation  which  Krug  intends  to  point  out,  referring  particularly  to  the 
histories  of  miracles,  when  he  distinguishes  the  physical  or  material,  from  the 
genetic  or  formal,  mode  of  explaining  them.  Following  the  former  mode, 
according  to  him,  the  inquiry  is :  how  can  the  wonderful  event  here  related 
have  possibly  taken  place  with  all  its  details  by  natural  means  and  according 
to  natural  laws?  Whereas,  following  the  latter,  the  question  is :  whence  arose 
the  narrative  of  the  marvellous  event  ?  The  former  explains  the  natural  pos- 
sibility of  the  thing  related  (the  substance  of  the  narrative) ;  the  latter  traces 
the  origin  of  the  existing  record  (the  form  of  the  narrative).  Krug  considers 
attempts  of  the  former  kind  to  be  fruitless,  because  they  produce  interpreta- 
tions yet  more  wonderful  than  the  fact  itself;  Car  preferable  is  the  other 
mode,  since  it  leads  to  results  which  throw  light  upon  miraculous  histories 
collectively.  He  gives  the  preference  to  the  exegetist,  because  in  his  expla- 
nation of  the  text  be  is  not  obliged  to  do  violence  to  it,  but  may  accept  it 
altogether  literally  as  the  author  intended,  even  though  the  thing  related  be 
impossible;  whereas  the  interpreter,  who  follows  the  material  or  physical 
explanation,  is  driven  to  ingenious  subtleties  which  make  him  lose  sight  of 
the  original  meaning  of  the  authors,  and  substitute  something  quite  different 
which  they  neither  could  nor  would  have  said. 

In  like  manner  Gabler  recommended  the  mythical  view,  as  the  best  means 
of  escaping  from  the  so  called  natural^  but  forced  explanation,  which  had 
become  the  fashion.  The  natural  interpreter,  he  remarks,  commonly  aims  to 
make  the  whole  narrative  natural ;  and  as  this  can  but  seldom  succeed,  he 
allows  himself  the  most  violent  measures,  owing  to  which  modem  exegesis 
has  been  brought  into  disrepute  even  amongst  laymen.  The  mythical  view, 
on  the  contrary,  needs  no  such  subtleties;  since  the  greater  part  of  a  nar- 
rative frequently  belongs  to  the  mythical  representation  merely,  while  the 
nucleus  of  fact^  when  divested  of  the  subsequently  added  miraculous  enve- 
lopments^ is  often  very  small. 

Neither  could  Horst  reconcile  himself  to  the  atomistic  mode  of  proceeding, 
which  selected  from  the  marvellous  narratives  of  the  Bible,  as  unhistorical, 
isolated  incidents  merely,  and  inserted  natural  ones  in  their  place,  instead  of 
recognizing  in  the  whole  of  each  narrative  a  religious  moral  mythus  in  which 
a  certain  idea  is  embodied. 

An  anonymous  writer  in  Bertholdt's  Journal  has  expressed  himself  very 
decidedly  against  the  natural  mode  of  explaining  the  sacred  history,  and  in 
favour  of  the  mythical.  The  essential  defect  of  the  natural  interpretation,  as 
exhibited  in  its  fullest  development  by  Paulus's  Commentary,  is,  according  to 
that  writer,  its  unhistorical  mode  of  procedure.  He  objects :  that  it  allows 
conjecture  to  supply  the  deficiencies  of  the  record ;  adopts  individual  specu- 
lations as  a  substitute  for  real  history ;  seeks  by  vain  endeavours  to  represent 
that  as  natural  which  the  narrative  describes  as  supernatural ;  and  lastly, 
evaporates  all  sacredness  and  divinity  from  the  Scriptures,  reducing  them  to 
collections  of  amusing  tales  no  longer  meriting  the  name  of  history.  Accord- 
ing to  our  author,  this  insufficiency  of  the  natural  mode  of  interpretation, 
whilst  the  supernatural  also  is  felt  to  be  unsatisfactory,  leads  the  mind  to  the 
mythical  view^  which  leaves  the  substance  of  the  narrative  unassailed ;  and 
instead  of  venturing  to  explain  the  details^  accepts  the  whole,  not  indeed  as 
true  history,  but  as  a  sacred  legend.  This  view  is  supported  by  the  analogy 
of  all  antiquity,  political  and  religious,  since  the  closest  resemblance  exists 
between  many  of  the  narratives  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament,  and  the 
mythi  of  profane  antiquity.  But  the  most  convincing  argument  is  this  :  if  the 
mythical  view  be  once  admitted,  the  innumerable,  and  never  otherwise  to  be 
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harmonized,  discrepancies  and  chronological  contradictions  in  the  gospel 
histories  disappear,  as  it  were,  at  one  stroke.^^ 


§  9. 

THE   MYTHICAL   MODE  OF   INTERPRETATION   IN   REFERENCE  TO  THE  NEW 

TESTAMENT. 

Thus  the  mythical  mode  of  interpretation  was  adopted  not  only  in  relation 
to  the  Old  Testament,  but  also  to  the  New ;  not,  however,  without  its  being 
felt  necessary  to  justify  such  a  step.  Gabler  has  objected  to  the  Commentary 
of  Paulus,  that  it  concedes  too  little  to  the  mythical  point  of  view,  which 
must  be  adopted  for  certain  New  Testament  narratives.  For  many  of  these 
narratives  present  not  only  those  mistaken  views  of  things  which  might  have 
been  taken  by  eye-witnesses,  and  by  the  rectification  of  which  a  natural 
course  of  events  may  be  made  out;  but  frequently,  also,  false  facts  and  im- 
possible consequences  which  no  eye-witness  could  have  related,  and  which 
could  only  have  been  the  product  of  tradition,  and  must  therefore  be  mythi- 
cally understood.^ 

I'he  chief  difficulty  which  opposed  the  transference  of  the  mythical  point 
of  view  from  the  Old  Testament  to  the  New,  was  this  :— it  was  customary  to 
look  for  mythi  in  the  fabulous  primitive  ages  only,  in  which  no  written  records 
of  events  as  yet  existed;  whereas,  in  the  time  of  Jesus,  the  mythical  age  had 
long  since  passed  away,  and  writing  had  become  common  among  the  Jews. 
Schelling  had  however  conceded  (at  least  in  a  note)  that  the  term  mythi,  in 
a  more  extended  sense,  was  appropriate  to  those  narratives  which,  though 
originating  in  an  age  when  it  was  usual  to  preserve  documentary  records, 
were  nevertheless  transmitted  by  the  mouth  of  the  people.  Bauer*  in  like 
manner  asserted,  that  though  a  connected  series  of  mythi, — a  history  which 
should  be  altogether  mythical, — was  not  to  be  sought  in  the  New  Testament, 
yet  there  might  occur  in  it  single  myths,  either  transferred  from  the  Old 
Testament  to  the  New,  or  having  originally  sprung  up  in  the  latter.  Thus 
he  found,  in  the  details  of  the  infancy  of  Jesus,  much  which  requires  to  be 
regarded  from  a  mythical  point  of  view.  .  As  after  the  decease  of  celebrated 
personages,  numerous  anecdotes  are  circulated  concerning  them,  which  fail 
not  to  receive  many  and  wondrous  amplifications  in  the  legends  of  a  wonder- 
loving  people ;  so,  after  Jesus  had  become  distinguished  by  his  life,  and  yet 
more  glorified  by  his  death,  his  early  years,  which  had  been  passed  in 
obscurity,  became  adorned  with  miraculous  embellishments.  And,  according 
to  Bauer,  whenever  in  this  history  of  the  infancy  we  find  celestial  beings, 
called  by  name  and  bearing  the  human  shape,  predicting  future  occurrences, 
etc.,  we  have  a  right  to  suppose  a  mythus ;  and  to  conjecture  as  its  origin, 
that  the  great  actions  of  Jesus  being  referred  to  superhuman  causes,  this 
explanation  came  to  be  blended  with  the  history.  On  the  same  subject, 
Gabler  ^  remarked  that  the  notion  of  ancient  is  relative ;  compared  with  the 
Mosaic  religion  Christianity  is  certainly  young;  but  in  itself  it  is  old  enough 
to  allow  us  to  refer  the  original  history  of  its  founder  to  ancient  times.  That 
at  that  time  written  documents  on  other  subjects  existed,  proves  nothing, 

'<*  Die  verschicdenen  Rucksichten,  in  welchen  und  fur  welche  der  Biograph  Jesu  arbeiten 
kann.    In  Bertholdt's  krit.  Journal,  5  Bd.  s.  235.  ff. 

*  Recens-von  Paulus  Commentar,  im  neuesten  theol.  Journal  7,  4,  s.  395  ff.  (1801). 

»  Hebraische  Mythologie.  i  Thl.  Einl.  §  5. 

'  1st  es  erlaubt,  in  der  Bibel,  und  sogar  im  N.T.,  Mythen  anzunehmen?  Im  Journal 
fur  auiierlesene  tbeol.  Literatur,  2,  i,  s.  49  ff. 
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whilst  it  can  be  shown  that  for  a  long  period  there  was  no  written  account  of 
the  life  of  Jesus,  and  particularly  of  his  infancy.  Oral  narratives  were  alone 
transmitted,  and  they  would  easily  become  tinged  with  the  marvellous,  mixed 
with  Jewish  ideas,  and  thus  grow  into  historical  mythi.  On  many  other 
points  there  was  no  tradition,  and  here  the  mind  was  left  to  its  own  surmises. 
The  more  scanty  the  historical  data,  the  greater  was  the  scope  for  conjecture ; 
and  historical  guesses  and  inferences  of  this  description,  formed  in  harmony 
with  the  Jewish-Christian  tastes,  may  be  called  the  philosophical,  or  rather, 
the  dogmatical  mythi  of  the  early  christian  Gospel.  The  notion  of  the 
mythus,  concludes  Gabler,  being  thus  shown  to  be  applicable  to  many  of  the 
narratives  of  the  New  Testament,  why  should  we  not  dare  to  call  them  by 
their  right  name ;  why — that  is  to  say  in  learned  discussion — avoid  an  ex- 
pression which  can  give  offence  only  to  the  prejudiced  or  the  misinformed? 

As  in  the  Old  Testament  Eichhom  had  been  brought  over  by  the  force  of 
internal  evidence  from  his  earlier  natural  explanation,  to  the  mythical  view 
of  the  history  of  the  fall ;  so  in  the  New  Testament,  the  same  thing  happened 
to  Usteri  in  relation  to  the  history  of  the  temptation.  In  an  earlier  work  he 
had,  following  Schleiermacher,  considered  it  as  a  parable  spoken  by  Jesus 
but  misunderstood  by  his  disciples.*  Soon  however  he  perceived  the  diffi- 
culties of  this  interpretation ;  and  since  both  the  natural  and  the  supernatural 
views  of  the  narrative  appeared  to  him  yet  more  objectionable,  he  had  no 
alternative  but  to  adopt  the  mythical  Once  admit,  he  remarks,  a  state  of 
excitement,  particularly  of  religious  excitement,  among  a  not  unpoetical 
people,  and  a  short  time  is  sufficient  to  give  an  appearance  of  the  marvellous 
not  only  to  obscure  and  concealed,  but  even  to  public  and  well-known  facts. 
It  is  therefore  by  no  means  conceivable  that  the  early  Jewish  Christians, 
gifted  with  the  spirit,  that  is,  animated  with  religious  enthusiasm,  as  they 
were,  and  familiar  with  the  Old  Testament,  should  not  have  been  in  a 
condition  to  invent  symbolical  scenes  such  as  the  temptation  and  other  New 
Testament  mythi  It  is  not  however  to  be  imagined  that  any  one  individual 
seated  himself  at  his  table  to  invent  them  out  of  his  own  head,  and  write 
them  down,  as  he  would  a  poem  :  on  the  contrary,  these  narratives  like  all 
other  legends  were  fashioned  by  degrees,  by  steps  which  can  no  longer  be 
traced ;  gradually  acquired  consistency,  and  at  length  received  a  fixed  form 
in  our  written  Gospels. 

We  have  seen  that  in  reference  to  the  early  histories  of  the  Old  Testament, 
the  mythical  view  could  be  embraced  by  those  only  who  doubted  the  com- 
position of  these  Scriptures  by  eye-witnesses  or  contemporaneous  writers. 
This  was  equally  the  case  in  reference  to  the  New.  It  was  not  till  Eichhom  ^ 
became  convinced  that  only  a  slender  thread  of  that  primitive  Gospel  believed 
by  the  Apostles  ran  through  the  three  first  Gospels,  and  that  even  in  Matthew 
this  thread  was  entangled  in  a  mass  of  unapostolic  additions,  that  he  discarded 
as  unhistorical  legends,  the  many  narratives  which  he  found  perplexing,  from 
all  share  in  the  history  of  Jesus ;  for  example,  besides  the  Gospel  of  Infancy, 
the  details  of  the  temptation  ;  several  of  the  miracles  of  Jesus ;  the  rising  of 
the  saints  from  their  graves  at  his  crucifixion ;  the  guard  at  the  sepulchre, 
etc.^  Particularly  since  the  opinion,  that  the  three  first  Gospels  originated 
from  oral  traditions,  became  firmly  established,^  they  have  been  found  to 

*  Ueber  den  Taufer  Johannes,  die  Taufe  und  Versuchung  Christi,   in  UUmann's  u. 
Umbreit's  theol.  Studien  u.  Kritiken,  2,  3,  s.  4^6  ff, 

^  Beitrag  zur  Erklarung  der  Versuchungsgeschichte,  in  ders.  Zeitschrifl,  1832,  4.  Heft. 

*  Einleitung  in  das  N.  T.  I,  s.  422  ff.  453  ff. 

7  Besonders  dutch  Gieseler,  iiber  die  Entstehung  und  die  friihsten  Schicksale  der  schrift 
lichen  Evangelien. 
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contain  a  continually  increasing  number  of  mythi  and  mythical  embellish- 
ments.^ On  this  account  the  authenticity  of  the  Gospel  of  John,  and  conse- 
quently its  historical  credibility,  is  con^dently  maintained  by  most  of  the 
theologians  of  the  present  day :  he  only  who,  with  Bretschneider,^  questions 
its  apostolic  composition,  may  cede  in  this  Gospel  also  a  considerable  place 
to  the  mythical  element 

§  10. 

THE    NOTION    OF   THE    MYTHUS    IN    ITS    APPLICATION   TO    SACRED    HISTORIES 

NOT  CLEARLY  APPREHENDED   BY  THEOLOGIANS. 

Thus,  indeed,  did  the  mythical  view  gain  application  to  the  biblical  history  : 
still  the  notion  of  the  mythus  was  for  a  long  time  neither  clearly  apprehended 
nor  applied  to  a  due  extent. 

Not  clearly  apprehended.  The  characteristic  which  had  been  recognised 
as  constituting  the  distinction  between  historical  and  philosophical  mythi, 
however  just  that  distinction  might  in  itself  be,  was  of  a  kind  which  easily 
betrayed  the  critic  back  again  into  the  scarcely  abandoned  natural  explana- 
tion. His  task,  with  regard  to  historical  mythi,  was  still  to  separate  the 
natural  fact — the  nucleus  of  historical  reality — from  its  unhistorical  and 
miraculous  embellishments.  An  essential  difference  indeed  existed :  the 
natural  explanation  attributed  the  embellishments  to  the  opinion  of  the 
actors  concerned,  or  of  the  narrator;  the  mythical  interpretation  derived 
them  from  tradition ;  but  the  mode  of  proceeding  was  left  too  little  deter- 
mined. If  the  Rationalist  could  point  out  historical  mythi  in  the  Bible, 
without  materially  changing  his  mode  of  explanation  ;  so  the  Supematuralist 
on  his  part  felt  himself  less  offended  by  the  admission  of  historical  mythi, 
which  still  preserved  to  the  sacred  narratives  a  basis  of  fact,  than  by  the 
supposition  of  philosophical  mythi,  which  seemed  completely  to  annihilate 
every  trace  of  historical  foundation.  It  is  not  surprising,  therefore,  that  the 
interpreters  who  advocated  the  mythical  theory  spoke  almost  exclusively  of 
historical  mythi ;  that  Bauer,  amongst  a  considerable  number  of  mythi  which 
he  cites  from  the  New  Testament,  finds  but  one  philosophical  mythus ;  and 
that  a  mixed  mode  of  interpretation,  partly  mythical  and  partly  natural, 
(a  medley  far  more  contradictory  than  the  pure  natural  explanation,  from  the 
difficulties  of  which  these  critics  sought  to  escape,)  should  have  been  adopted. 
Thus  Bauer  ^  thought  that  he  was  explaining  Jehovah's  promisfe  to  Abraham 
as  an  historical  mythus,  when  he  admitted  as  the  fundamental  fact  of  the 
narrative,  that  Abraham's  hopes  of  a  numerous  posterity  were  re-awakened  by 
the  contemplation  of  the  star-sown  heavens.  Another  theologian  '  imagined 
he  had  seized  the  mythical  point  of  view,  when,  having  divested  the  announce- 
ment of  the  birth  of  the  Baptist  of  the  supernatural;  he  still  retained  the 
dumbness  of  Zachariah  as  the  historical  groundwork.  In  like  manner  Krug,^ 
immediately  after  assuring  us  that  his  intention  is  not  to  explain  the  substance 
of  the  history,  (according  to  the  natural  mode,)  but  to  explain  the  origin  of 
the  narrative,  (according  to  the  mythical  view,)  constitutes  an  accidental 

*  Vid.  den  Anluing  der  Schulz'schen  Schrift  liber  das  Abendmahl,  nnd  die  Schriften  von 
Sieflert  und  Schneckenburger  iiber  den  Urspning  des  ersten  kanonischen  Evangeltums. 

*  In  den  Probabilien. 

*  Geschichte  der  hebraischen  Nation,  Theil.  i.  s.  123. 
'  In  Henke's  Magazin,  5ten  Bdes.  Ites  Stuck,  s.  163. 

*  Versach  iiber  die  genetische  oder  formelle  Erklarungsart  de  Wunder.    In  Henke's 
Museum,  L  3.  1803. 
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journey  of  oriental  merchants  the  basis  of  the  narrative  of  the  visit  of  the 
wise  men  from  the  east  But  the  contradiction  is  most  glaring  when  we  meet 
with  palpable  misconceptions  of  the  true  nature  of  a  my  thus  in  a  work  on 
the  mythology  of  the  New  Testament,  such  as  Bauer's ;  in  which  for  instance 
he  admits,  in  the  case  of  the  parents  of  John  the  Baptist,  a  marriage  which 
had  actually  been  childless  during  many  years ; — in  which  he  explains  the 
angelic  appearance  at  the  birth  of  Jesus  as  a  meteoric  phenomenon ;  supposes 
the  occurrence  of  thunder  and  lightning  and  the  accidental  descent  of  a 
dove  at  his  baptism ;  constitutes  a  storm  the  groundwork  of  the  transfigura- 
tion ;  and  converts  the  angels  at  the  tomb  of  the  risen  Jesus  into  white 
grave-clothes.  Kaiser  also,  though  he  complains  of  the  unnaturalness  of 
many  of  the  natural  explanations,  accords  to  a  very  considerable  proportion 
of  natural  explanations  a  place  by  the  side  of  the  mythical ;  remarking — and 
the  remark  is  in  itself  just — that  to  attempt  to  explain  all  the  miracles  of  the 
New  Testament  in  one  and  the  same  manner  betrays  a  limited  and  partial 
comprehension  of  the  subject.  Let  it  be  primarily  admitted  that  the  ancient 
author  intended  to  narrate  a  miracle,  and  the  natural  explanation  is  in  many 
instances  admissible.  This  may  be  either  a  physical-historical  explanation, 
as  in  the  narrative  of  the  leper  whose  approaching  recovery  Jesus  doubtless 
perceived ;  or  it  may  be  a  psychological  explanation  ;  since,  in  the  case  of 
many  sick  persons,  the  fame  of  Jesus  and  faith  in  him  were  mainly  instru- 
mental in  effecting  the  cure ;  sometimes  indeed  good  fortune  must  be  taken 
into  the  account,  as  where  one  apparently  dead  revived  in  the  presence  of 
Jesus,  and  he  became  regarded  as  the  author  of  the  sudden  re-animation. 
With  respect  to  other  miracles  Kaiser  is  of  opinion  that  the  mythical  inter- 
pretation is  to  be  preferred;  he,  however,  grants  a  much  larger  space  to 
historical,  than  to  philosophical  mythl  He  considers  most  of  the  miracles 
in  the  Old  and  New  Testament  real  occurrences  mythically  embellished : 
such  as  the  narrative  of  the  piece  of  money  in  the  fish's  mouth  ;  and  of  the 
changing  of  water  into  wine :  which  latter  history  he  supposes  to  have 
originated  from  a  friendly  jest  on  the  part  of  Jesus.  Few  only  of  the  miracles 
are  recognised  by  this  critic  as  pure  poetry  embodying  Jewish  ideas  ;  as  the 
miraculous  birth  of  Jesus,  and  the  murder  of  the  innocents.^ 

Gabler  in  particular  calls  attention  to  the  error  of  treating  philosophical 
mythi  as  if  they  were  historical,  and  of  thus  converting  into  facts  things  that 
never  happened.^  He  is  however  as  little  disposed  to  admit  the  exclusive 
existence  of  philosophical,  as  of  historical  mythi  in  the  New  Testament,  but 
adopting  a  middle  course,  he  decides  in  each  case  that  the  my  thus  is  of  this 
kind  or  of  that  according  to  its  intrinsic  character.  He  maintains  that  it  is 
as  necessary  to  guard  against  the  arbitrary  proceeding  of  handling  as  philo- 
sophical a  myth  us  through  which  a  fact  unquestionably  glimmers,  as  it  is  to 
avoid  the  opposite  tendency  to  explain  naturally  or  historically  that  which 
belongs  properly  to  the  mythical  clothing.  In  other  words :  when  the  deri- 
vation of  a  my  thus  from  a  thought  is  easy  and  natural,  and  when  the  attempt 
to  educe  from  it  a  matter  of  fact  and  to  give  the  wonderful  history  a  natural 
explanation,  does  violence  to  the  sense  or  appears  ridiculous,  we  have,  accord- 
ing to  Gabler,  certain  evidence  that  the  mythus  is  philosophical  and  not 
historical.  He  remarks  in  conclusion  that  the  philosophical-mythical  inter- 
pretation is  in  many  cases  far  less  ofiensive  than  the  historical-mythical 
explanation.^ 

Yet,  notwithstanding  this  predilection  in  favour  of  the  philosophical  mythus 

*  Kaiser's  biblische  Theologie,  I  Thl. 

^  Gabler's  Journal  fur  auserlesene  theol.  Literatur.  ii.  I.  s.  46. 

*  Gabler*s  neuestes  theolog.  Journal,  7  Bd. 
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in  relation  to  biblical  history,  one  is  surprised  to  find  that  Gabler  himself 
was  ignorant  of  the  true  nature  both  of  the  historical  and  of  the  philosophical 
mythus.  Speaking  of  the  mythological  interpreters  of  the  New  Testament 
who  had  preceded  him,  he  says  that  some  of  them,  such  as  Dr.  Paulus, 
discover  in  the  history  of  Jesus  historical  mythi  only;  whilst  others,  the 
anonymous  E.  F.  in  Henke's  Magazine  for  instance,  find  only  philosophical 
mythi.  From  this  we  see  that  he  confounded  not  only  the  natural  explana- 
tion with  the  historical-mythical  view,  (for  in  Paulus's  "  Commentar "  the 
former  only  is  adopted,)  but  also  historical  with  philosophical  mythi' ;  for  the 
author  £.  F.  is  so  exclusively  attached  to  the  historical-mythical  view  that 
his  explanations  might  almost  be  considered  as  naturalistic. 

De  Wette  has  some  very  cogent  observations  directed  equally  against  the 
arbitrary  adoption  either  of  the  historical-mythical  or  of  the  natural  explanation 
in  relation  to  the  Mosaic  history.  In  reference  to  the  New  Testament  an 
anonymous  writer  in  Bertholdt's  Critical  Journal  ^  is  the  most  decided  in  his 
condemnation  of  every  attempt  to  discover  an  historical  groundwork  even  in 
the  Gospel  mythi.  To  him  likewise  the  midway  path  struck  out  by  Gabler, 
between  the  exclusive  adoption  of  historical  mythi  on  the  one  hand  and  of 
philosophical  mythi  on  the  other,  appears  inapplicable ;  for  though  a  real 
occurrence  may  in  fact  constitute  the  basis  of  most  of  the  New  Testament 
narratives,  it  may  still  be  impossible  at  the  present  time  to  separate  the 
element  of  fact  from  the  mythical  adjuncts  which  have  been  blended  with  it, 
and  to  determine  how  much  may  belong  to  the  one  and  how  much  to  the 
other.  iTsteri  likewise  expressed  the  opinion  that  it  is  no  longer  possible  to 
discriminate  between  the  historical  and  the  symbolical  in  the  gospel  mythi ; 
no  critical  knife  however  sharp  is  now  able  to  separate  the  one  element  from 
the  other.  A  certain  measure  of  probability  respecting  the  preponderance  of 
the  historical  in  one  legend,  and  of  the  symbolical  in  another,  is  the  ultimate 
point  to  which  criticism  can  now  attain. 

Opposed  however  to  the  onesidedness  of  those  critics  who  found  it  so 
easy  to  disengage  the  historical  contents  from  the  mythical  narratives  of  the 
Scriptures,  is  the  onesidedness  of  other  critics,  who,  on  account  of  the 
difficulty  of  the  proposed  separation,  despaired  of  the  possibility  of  success, 
and  were  consequently  led  to  handle  the  whole  mass  of  gospel  mythi  as 
philpfiophical.  at  least  in  so  far  as  to  relinquish  the  endeavour  to  extract'Trom 
them  a  residuum  of  historical  fact.  Now  it  is  precisely  this  latter  onesided- 
ness which  has  been  attributed  to  my  criticism  of  the  life  of  Jesus ;  conse- 
quently, several  of  the  reviewers  of  this  work  have  taken  occasion  repeatedly 
to  call  attention  to  the  varying  proportions  in  which  the  historical  and  the 
ideal  in  the  pagan  religion  and  primitive  history,  (the  legitimate  province  of 
the  mythus,)  alternate;  an  interchange  with  the  historical  which  in  the 
christian  primitive  history,  presupposing  the  notion  of  the  mythus  to  be 
admitted  here,  must  unquestionably  take  place  in  a  far  greater  degree. 
Thus  Uilmann  distinguishes  not  only  firstly  xkit  philosophical^  and  secondly  the 
historical  mythus,  but  makes  a  further  distinction  between  the  latter  (that  is  the 
historical  mythus^  in  which  there  is  always  a  preponderance  of  the  fictitious,) 
and  thirdly  the  mythical  history,  in  which  the  historical  element,  though 
wrought  into  the  ideal,  forms  the  predominating  constituent ;  whilst  fourthly 
in  histories  of  which  the  legend  is  a  component  element  we  tread  properly 
speaking  upon  historical  ground,  since  in  these  histories  we  meet  only  with 
a  few  faint  echoes  of  mythical  fiction.  UUmann  is  moreover  of  opinion, 
and  Bretschneider  and  others  agree  with  him,  that  independently  of  the  re- 

7  Bertholdt's  Krit.  Journal,  v.  s.  235. 
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pulsion  and  confusion  which  must  inevitably  be  caused  by  the  application  of 
the  term  mythus  to  that  which  is  Christian — a  term  originally  conceived  in 
relation  to  a  religion  of  a  totally  different  character — it  were  more  suitable, 
in  connexion  with  the  primitive  Christian  records,  to  speak  only  of  Gospel 
legend^  (Sage)  and  the  legendary  element.^ 

Geoi^ge  on  the  contrary  has  recently  attempted  not  only  more  accurately  to 
define  the  notions  of  the  mythus  and  of  the  legend,  but  likewise  to  demon- 
strate that  the  gospel  narratives  are  mythical  rather  than  legendary.  Speaking 
generally,  we  should  say,  that  he  restricts  the  term  mythus  to  what  had 
previously  been  distinguished  as  philosophical  mythi ;  and  that  he  applies 
the  name  legend  to  what  had  hitherto  been  denominated  historical  mythi. 
He  handles  the  two  notions  as  the  antipodes  of  each  other ;  and  grasps  them 
with  a  precision  by  which  the  notion  of  the  mythus  has  unquestionably 
gained.  According  to  George,  mythus  is  the  creation  of  a  fact  out  of  an 
idea :  legend  the  seeing  of  an  idea  in  a  fact,  or  arising  out  of  it  A  people,  a 
religious  community,  finds  itself  in  a  certain  condition  or  round  of  institutions 
of  which  the  spirit,  the  idea,  lives  and  acts  within  it.  But  the  mind,  following 
a  natural  impulse,  desires  to  gain  a  complete  representation  of  that  existing 
condition,  and  to  know  its  origin.  This  origin  however  is  buried  in  oblivion^ 
or  is  too  indistinctly  discernible  to  satisfy  present  feelings  and  ideas.  Con- 
sequently an  image  of  that  origin,  coloured  by  the  light  of  existing  ideas,  is 
cast  upon  the  dark  wall  of  the  past,  which  image  is  however  but  a  magnified 
reflex  of  existing  influences. 

If  such  be  the  rise  of  the  mythus,  the  legend^  on  the  contrary,  proceeds 
from  given  facts:  represented,  indeed,  sometimes  in  an  incomplete  and 
abridged,  sometimes  in  an  amplified  form,  in  order  to  magnify  the  heroes  of 
the  history — ^but  disjoined  from  their  true  connexion;  the  points  of  view 
from  which  they  should  be  contemplated,  and  the  ideas  they  originally 
contained,  having  in  the  course  of  transmission  wholly  disappeared.  The 
consequence  is,  that  new  ideas,  conceived  in  the  spirit  of  the  different  ages 
through  which  the  legend  has  passed  down,  become  substituted  in  the  stead 
of  the  original  ideas.  For  example,  the  period  of  Jewish  history  subsequent 
to  the  time  of  Moses,  which  was  in  point  of  fact  pervaded  by  a  gradual 
elevation  of  ideas  to  monotheism  and  to  a  theocracy,  is,  in  a  later  legend, 
represented  in  the  exactly  opposite  light,  as  a  state  of  falling  away  from  the 
religious  constitution  of  Moses.  An  idea  so  unhistorical  will  infallibly  here 
and  there  distort  facts  transmitted  by  tradition,  fill  up  blanks  in  the  history, 
and  subjoin  new  and  significant  features— and  then  the  mythus  reappears  in 
the  legend.  It  is  the  same  with  the  mythus  :  propagated  by  tradition,  it,  in 
the  process  of  transmission,  loses  its  distinctive  character  and  completeness, 
or  becomes  exaggerated  in  its  details — ^as  for  example  in  the  matter  of 
numbers — and  then  the  mythus  comes  under  the  influence  of  the  legend. 
,In  such  wise  do  these  two  formations,  so  essentially  distinct  in  their  origin, 
jcross  each  other  and  mingle  together.  Now,  if  the  history  of  the  life  of  Jesus 
;be  of  mythical  formation,  inasmuch  as  it  embodies  the  vivid  impression  of 
the  original  idea  which  the  first  christian  community  had  of  their  founder, 
this  history,  though  unhistorical  in  its  form,  is  nevertheless  a  faithful  represen- 
tation of  the  idea  of  the  Christ  If  instead  of  this,  the  history  be  legendary — 
if  the  actual  external  facts  are  given  in  a  distorted  and  often  magnified  form 
— are  represented  in  a  false  light  and  embody  a  false  idea, — then,  on  the  con- 
trary, the  real  tenour  of  the  life  of  Jesus  is  lost  to  us.  So  that,  according  to 
George,  the  recognition  of  the  mythical  element  in  the  Gospels  is  far  less 

*  Ullmann,  Recens.  meines  L.  J.,  in  den  Theol.  Stadien  u.  Kritiken  1836.  3. 
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prejudicial  to  the  true  interests  of  the  Christian  faith  than  the  recognition  of 
the  legendary  element.^ 

With  respect  to  our  own  opinion,  without  troubling  ourselves  here  with  the 
dogmatic  signification,  we  need  only  remark  in  this  introduction,  that  we  are 
prepared  to  meet  with  both  legend  and  mythus  in  the  gospel  history ;  and 
when  we  undertake  to  extract  the  historial  contents  which  may  possibly 
exist  in  narratives  recognized  as  mythical,  we  shall  be  equally  careful  neither 
OQ  the  one  part  by  a  rude  and  mechanical  separation,  to  place  ourselves  on 
the  same  ground  with  the  natural  interpreter ;  nor  on  the  other  by  a  hyper- 
critical refusal  to  recognize  such  contents  where  they  actually  exist,  to  lose 
sight  of  the  history. 

§"• 

THE  APPLICATION   OF  THE  NOTION   OF  THE  MYTHUS  TOO   CIRCUMSCRIBED. 

The  notion  of  the  mythus,  when  first  admitted  by  theologians,  was  not 
only  imperfectly  apprehended,  but  also  too  much  limited  in  its  application  to 
biblical  history. 

As  Eichhom  recognized  a  genuine  mythus  only  on  the  very  threshold  of 
the  Old  Testament  history,  and  thought  himself  obliged  to  explain  all  that 
followed  in  a  natural  manner ;  as,  some  time  later,  other  portions  of  the  Old 
Testament  were  allowed  to  be  mythical,  whilst  nothing  of  the  kind  might  be 
suspected  in  the  New ;  so,  when  the  mythus  was  once  admitted  into  the 
New  Testament,  it  was  here  again  long  detained  at  the  threshold,  namely, 
the  history  of  the  infancy  of  Jesus,  every  farther  advance  being  contested. 
Ammon,^  the  anonymous  £.  F.  in  Henke's  Magazine,  Usteri,  and  others 
maintained  a  marked  distinction  between  the  historical  worth  of  the  narra- 
tives of  the  pubUc  life  and  those  of  the  infancy  of  Jesus.  The  records  of  the 
latter  could  not,  they  contend,  have  been  contemporaneous ;  for  particular  at- 
tention was  not  at  that  time  directed  towards  him ;  and  it  is  equally  manifest 
that  they  could  not  have  been  written  during  the  last  three  years  of  his  life, 
since  they  embody  the  idea  of  Jesus  glorified,  and  not  of  Jesus  in  conflict 
and  suffering.  Consequently  their  composition  must  be  referred  to  a  period 
subsequent  to  his  resurrection.  But  at  this  period  accurate  data  concerning 
his  childhood  were  no  longer  to  be  obtained.  The  apostles  knew  him  first  in 
manhood.  Joseph  was  probably  dead;  and  Mary,  supposing  her  to  be  living 
when  the  first  and  third  gospels  were  composed,  had  naturally  imparted  an  imagi- 
native lustre  to  every  incident  treasured  in  her  memory,  whilst  her  embellish- 
ments were  doubtless  still  further  magnified  in  accordance  with  the  Messianic 
ideas  of  those  to  whom  her  communications  were  made.  Much  also  that  is 
narrated  had  no  historical  foundation,  but  originated  entirely  from  the 
notions  of  the  age,  and  from  the  Old  Testament  predictions — that  a  virgin 
should  conceive — for  example.  But,  say  these  critics,  all  this  does  not  in 
any  degree  impair  the  credibility  of  what  follows.  The  object  and  task  of 
the  Evangelists  was  merely  to  give  an  accurate  account  of  the  three  last  years 
of  the  life  of  Jesus ;  and  here  they  merit  implicit  confidence,  since  they  were 
either  themselves  spectators  of  the  details  they  record,  or  else  had  learned 
them  from  the  mouth  of  trustworthy  eye-witnesses.  This  boundary  line  between 

*  George*  Mythus  und  Sage ;  Versuch  einer  wissenschafllichen  Entwicklung  dieser 
Bc|;riffe  and  ihres  Verhaltnisies  zam  christlichen  Glauben,  s.  11.  ff.  108.  fT. 

>  Woric  dted,  §  8,  note  4.  Hase,  Leben  Jesu,  §  32.  Tholuck,  s.  208.  ff.  Kern,  die 
Haoptsachen  der  evangelischen  Geschichte,  1st  Article,  Tubinger  Zeitschrift  fiir  Theo- 
logie,  1836,  iL  s.  39. 
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the  credibility  of  the  history  of  the  public  life,  and  the  fabulousness  of  the 
history  of  the  infancy  of  Jesus,  became  yet  more  definitely  marked,  from  the 
circumstance  that  many  theologians  were  disposed  to  reject  the  two  first 
chapters  of  Matthew  and  Luke  as  spurious  and  subsequent  additions." 

Soon,  however,  some  of  the  theologians  who  had  conceded  the  commence- 
ment of  the  history  to  the  province  of  mythi,  perceived  that  the  conclusion, 
the  history  of  the  ascension,  must  likewise,  be  regarded  as  mythical.'  Thus 
the  two  extremities  were  cut  off  by  the  pruning  knife  of  criticism,  whilst  the 
essential  body  of  the  history,  the  period  from  the  baptism  to  the  resurrection, 
remained,  as  yet,  unassailed :  or  in  the  words  of  the  reviewer  of  Greiling's  Life 
of  Jesus  :^  the  entrance  to  the  gospel  history  was  through  the  decorated 
portal  of  mythus,  and  the  exit  was  similar  to  it,  whilst  the  intermediate  space 
was  still  traversed  by  the  crooked  and  toilsome  paths  of  natural  interpreta- 
tions. 

In  Gabler's  ^  writings  we  meet  with  a  somewhat  more  extended  application 
of  the  mythical  view.  He  distinguishes  (and  recently  Rosenkranz^  has 
agreed  with  him)  between  th^  miracles  wrought  by  Jesus  and  those  operated 
on  him  or  in  relation  to  him^  interpreting  the  latter  mythically,  but  the  former 
naturally.  Subsequently  however,  we  find  Gabler  expressing  himself  as  if 
with  the  above  mentioned  theologians  he  restricted  the  mythical  interpreta* 
tion  to  the  miraculous  narratives  of  the  childhood  of  Jesus,  but  this 
restriction  is  in  fact  a  limitation  merely  of  the  admitted  distinction :  since 
though  all  the  miracles  connected  with  the  early  history  of  Jesus  were  operated 
in  relation  to  him  and  not  wrought  by  him,  many  miracles  of  the  same 
character  occur  in  the  history  of  his  public  life.  Bauer  appears  to  have  been 
guided  by  the  same  rule  in  his  Hebrew  mythology.  He  classes  as  mythical 
the  narratives  of  the  conception  and  birth  of  Jesus,  of  the  Baptism,  the 
transfiguration,  the  angelic  apparitions  in  Gethsemane  and  at  the  sepulchre : 
miracles  selected  from  all  periods  of  the  life  of  Jesus,  but  all  operated  in 
relation  to  him  and  not  by  him.  This  enumeration,  however,  does  not 
include  all  the  miracles  of  this  kind. 

The  often  referred  to  author  of  the  treatise  "Upon  the  different  views 
with  which  and  for  which  a  Biographer  of  Jesus  may  work,**  has  endeavoured 
to  show  that  so  limited  an  application  of  the  notion  of  the  mythus  to  the 
history  of  the  life  of  Jesus  is  insufficient  and  inconsequent.  This  confused 
point  of  view  from  which  the  gospel  narrative  is  regarded  as  partly  historical 
and  partly  mythical  owes  its  origin,  according  to  him,  to  those  theologians 
who  neither  give  up  the  history,  nor  are  able  to  satisfy  themselves  with  its  clear 
results,  but  who  think  to  unite  both  parties  by  this  middle  course — a  vain  en- 
deavour which  the  rigid  supranaturalist  pronounces  heretical,  and  the  rational- 
ist derides.  The  attempt  of  these  reconcilers,  remarks  our  author,  to  explain 
as  intelligible  everything  which  is  not  impossible,  lays  them  open  to  all  the 
charges  so  justly  brought  against  the  natural  interpretation  ;  whilst  the  admis- 
sion of  the  existence  of  mythi  in  the  New  Testament  subjects  them  to  the 
direct  reproach  of  being  inconsequent :  the  severest  censure  which  can  be 
passed  upon  a  scholar.  Besides,  the  proceeding  of  these  Eclectics  is  most 
arbitrary,  since  they  decide  respecting  what  belongs  to  the  history  and  what 
to  the  mythus  almost  entirely  upon  subjective  grounds.    Such  distinctions 

*  Comp.  Euinol,  Prolegom.  in  Matthaeum,  §  .") ;  in  Lncam,  {  6. 

*  e.  g.  Ammon,  in  der,  Diss. :  Ascensus  J.  C.  in  coelum  hbtoria  biblica,  in  seinen  Opusc 
nov. 

^  In  Bertholdt's  Krit.  Joum.  v.  Bd.  s.  248. 

*  Gabler's  neuestes  theol.  Journal,  Bd.  vii.  s.  395. 

*  Encyclopadie  der  theol.  Wissenschaften,  s.  161. 
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are  equally  foreign  to  the  evangelists,,  to  logical  reasoning,  and  to  historical 
criticism.  In  consistency  with  these  opinions,  this  writer  applies  the  notion 
of  the  mythus  to  the  entire  history  of  the  life  of  Jesus ;  recognizes  mythi  or 
mythical  embellishments  in  evesy  portion,,  and  ranges  under  the  category  of 
mythus  not  merely  the  miraculous  occurrences  during  the  infancy  of  Jesus, 
but  those  also  of  his  public  life ;  not  merely  miracles  operated  on  Jesus,  but 
those  wrought  by  him. 

The  most  extended  application  of  the  notion  of  the  philosophical  or 
dogmatical  mythus  to  the  Goepel  histories  which  ha»  yet  been  made,  was 
published  in  1799  in  an  anonymous  work  concesning  Reveladon  aod  My- 
thology. The  writer  contends  that  the  whole  life  of  Jesus,  all  that  he  should 
and  would  do,  had  an  ideal  ejifstehce "  in  the  Jewish  mind  long  prior  to  his 
birth.  Jesus  as  an  individual  was  not  actually  such  as  according  to  Jewish 
anticipations  he  should  have  beeiK  Not  even  that,  in  which  all  the  records 
which  recount  his  actions  agree,  is  absolutely  matter  of  fact.  A  popular  idea 
of  the  life  of  Jesus  grew  out  of  various  popular  contributions^  and  from  this 
source  our  written  Gospels  were  first  derived^  A  reviewei  objects  that  this 
author  appears  to  suppose  a  still  smaHer  portion  of  the  historical  element  in 
the  gospels  than  actually  exists.  It  would,  he  remarks,  have  been  wiser  to 
have  been  guided  by  a  sober  criticism  of  details^  than  by  a  sweeping  scepti- 
cism.^ 

§  »2. 

OPPOSITION   TO   THE  MYTHICAL  VIEW  OF  THE   GOSPEL   HISTORY. 

In  adopting  the  mythical  point  of  view  as  hitherto  applied  to  Biblical 
history,  our  theologians  had  again  approximated  to  the  ancient  allegorical 
interpretation.     For  as  both  the  natural  explanations  of  the  Rationalists,  and 
the  jesting  expositions  of  the  Deists,  belong  to  that  form  of  opinion  wliich, 
whilst  it  sacrifices  all  divine  meaning  in  the  sacred  record,  still  upholds  its 
historical  character;  the  mythical  mode  of  interpretation  agrees  with  the 
allegorical,  in  relinquishing  the  historical  reality  of  the  sacred  narratives  in 
order  to  preserve  to  them  an  absolute  inherent  truth.     The  mythical  and  the 
allegorical  view  (as  also  the  moral^  equally  allow  that  the  historian  apparently 
relates  that  which  is  historical,  but  they  suppose  him,  under  the  influence  of 
a  higher  inspiration  known  or  unknown  to  himself,  to  have  made  use  of  this 
historical  semblance  merely  as  the  shell  of  an  idea — of  a  religious  conception,  i 
The  only  essential  distinction  therefore  between  these  two  modes  of  explana-  . 
tion  is,  that  according  to  the  allegorical  this  higher  intelligence  is  the  imme- 
diate divine  agency ;  according  to  the  mythical,  it  is  the  spirit  of  a  people  j 
or  a  community.    -(According  to  the  moral  view  it  is  generally  the  mind  of  . 
the  interpreter  which  suggests  the  interpretation.)     Thus  the  allegorical  view 
attributes  the  narrative  to  a  supernatural  source,  whilst  the  mythical  view 
ascribes  it  to  that  natural  process  by  which  legends  are  originated  and 
developed.     To  which  it  should  be  added,  that  the  allegorical  interpreter  (as 
well  as  the  moral)  may  with  the  most  unrestrained  arbitrariness  separate  from 
the  history  every  thought  he  deems  to  be  worthy  of  God,  as  constituting  its 
inherent  meaning ;  whilst  the  mythical  interpreter,  on  the  contrary,  in  search- 
ing out  the  ideas  which  are  embodied  in  the  narrative,  is  controlled  by  regard 
to  conformity  with  the  spirit  and  modes  of  thought  of  the  people  and  of  the 
age. 

This  new  view  of  the  sacred  Scriptures  was  opposed  alike  by  the  orthodox 

*  In  Gabler*s  neaestem  theolog.  Journal,  Bd.  vi.  4te8  Stiick.  s.  35^. 
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and  by  the  rationalistic  party.  From  the  first,  whilst  the .  mythical  interpreta- 
tion was  still  restricted  to  the  primitive  history  of  the  Old'  Testament,  Hess  ^ 
on  the  orthodox  side,  protested  against  it  The  three  following  conclusions 
may  be  given  as  comprising,  however  incredible  this  may  appear,  the  sub- 
stance of  his  book,  a  work  of  some  compass ;  upon  which  however  it  is  un- 
necessary to  remark  further  than  that  Hess  was  by  no  means  the  last  ortliodox 
theologian  who  pretended  to  combat  the  mythical  view  with  such  weapons. 
He  contends,  ist,  that  mythi  are  to  be  understood  figuratively;  now  the 
sacred  historians  intended  their  writings  to.be  understood  literally:  conse- 
quently they  do  not  relate  mythi.  2ndly,  Mythology  is  something  heathen- 
ish ;  the  Bible  is  a  christian  book  ;  consequently  it  contains  no  mythology. 
The  third  conclusion  is  more  complex,  and,  as  will  appear  below,  has  more 
meaning.  If,  says  Hess,  the  marvellous  were  confined  to  those  earliest 
biblical  records  of  which  the  historical  validity  is  less  certain,  and  did  not 
appear  in  any  subsequent  writings,  the  miraculous  might  be  considered  as  a 
proof  of  the  mythical  character  of  the  narrative ;  but  the  marvellous  is  no  less 
redundant  in  the  latest  and  undeniably  historical  records,  than  in  the  more 
ancient ;  consequently  it  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  criterion  of  the  mythical.  In 
short  the  most  hollow  natural  explanation,  did  it  but  retain  the  slightest  vestige 
of  the  historical— however  completely  it  annihilated  every  higher  meaning, — 
was  preferable,  in  the  eyes  of  the  orthodox,  to  the  mythical  interpretation. 
Certainly  nothing  could  be  worse  than  Eichhom's  natural  explanation  of  the 
fall.  In  considering  the  tree  of  knowledge  as  a  poisonous  plant,  he  at  once 
destroyed  the  intrinsic  value  and  inherent  meaning  of  the  history ;  of  this  he 
afterwards  became  fully  sensible,  and  in  his  subsequent  mythical  interpreta- 
tion, he  recognized  in  the  narrative  the  incorporation  of  a  worthy  and 
elevated  conception.  Hess  however  declared  himself  more  content  with 
Eichhorn's  original  explanation,  and  defended  it  against  his  later  mythical 
interpretation.  So  true  is  it  that  supranaturalism  clings  with  childlike  fond- 
ness to  the  empty  husk  of  historical  semblance,  though  void  of  divine  signifi- 
cance, and  estimates  it  higher  than  the  most  valuable  kernel  divested  of  its 
variegated  covering.. 

Somewhat  later  De  Wette's  bold  and  thorough  application  of  the  mythical 
view  to  the  Mosaic  writings ;  his  decided  renunciation  of  the  so-called  histori- 
caUmythical^  or  more  properly  speaking  of  the  natural  mode  of  interpretation ; 
and  his  strict  opposition  to  the  notion  of  the  possibility  of  arriving  at  any 
certainty  respecting  the  residue  of  fact  preserved  in  these  writings,  gave  rise 
to  much  controversy.  Some  agreed  with  Steudel  in  totally  rejecting  the 
mythical  view  in  relation  to  the  Bible,  and  in  upholding  the  strictly  historical 
and  indeed  supranatural  sense  of  the  Scriptures :  whilst  Meyer  and  others 
were  willing  to  follow  the  guidance  of  De  Wette,  at  least  as  far  as  the  principles 
of  Vater,  which  permitted  the  attempt  to  extract  some,  if  only  probable, 
historical  data  from  the  mythical  investment.  If,  says  Meyer^  the  marvellous- 
ness  and  irrationality  of  many  of  the  narratives  contained  in  the  Pentateuch, 
(narratives  which  no  one  would  have  thought  of  inventing,)  together  with  the 
want  of  symmetry  and  connexion  in  the  narration,  and  other  considerations, 
permit  us  not  to  mistake  the  historical  groundwork  of  the  record ;  surely, 
allowing  the  existence  of  an  historical  basis,  a  modest  and  cautious  attempt 
to  seek  out  or  at  any  rate  to  approximate  towards  a  discovery  of  that  historical 

^  Granzbeslimmung  dessen,  was  in  der  Bibel  Mythus,  u.  8.  f.,  und  was  wirkliche 
Geschichte  ist.     In  seiner  Bibliothek  der  heiligen  Geschichte,  ii.  Bd.  s.  155.  ff. 

*  Meyer,  Apologie  der  geschichtlichen  Aunassung  der  historiscben  Bacher  des  A.  T., 
l^esonders  des  Pentateuohs,  im  Gegensatz  gegen  die  dIos  mythische  Deutung  des  letztem. 
Fritzsche.    Kelle. 
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foundation  is  admissible.  In  the  hope  of  preserving  those  who  adopted  the 
historical-mythical  view  from  relapsing  into  the  inconsistencies  of  the  natural 
interpreters,  Meyer  laid  down  the  following  rules,  which  however  serve  rather 
to  exhibit  afresh  the  difficulty  of  escaping  this  danger,  i.  To  abstract  every 
thing  which  is  at  once  recognizable  as  mythical  representation  as  opposed  to 
historical  fact ;  that  is  the  extraordinary,  the  miraculous,  accounts  of  imme- 
diate divine  operation,  also  the  religious  notions  of  the  narrators  in  relation 
to  final  causes.  2.  To  proceed  from  that  which  is  simple  to  that  which  is 
more  complicated.  Let  a  case  be  supposed  where  we  have  two  accounts  of 
the  same  event,  the  one  natural,  the  other  supernatural,  as,  for  instance,  the 
gathering  of  the  elders  by  Moses,  attributed.  Numbers,  xL  16.,  to  the  sugges- 
tion of  Jehovah,  and  Exodus,  xviii.  14.,  to  the  counsel  of  Jethro.  According 
to  this  rule  all  divine  inspiration  must  be  subtracted  from  the  known  decisions 
of  Noah,  Abraham,  Moses,  and  others.  (Precisely  the  proceeding  which  met 
with  the  censure  of  De  Wette  quoted  above.)  3.  As  far  as  possible  to  con- 
template the  fact  which  forms  the  basis  of  a  narrative,  in  its  simple  and 
common  character^  apart  from  all  collateral  incidents.  (This  however,  is 
going  too  far  where  no  basis  of  fact  exists.)  For  example.  The  story  of  the 
deluge  may  be  reduced  thus ;  a  great  inundation  in  Asia  Minor,  according 
to  the  legend,  destroyed  many  wicked.  (Here  the  supposed  final  cause  is  not 
abstracted.)  Noah  the  father  of  Shem,  a  devout  man,  (the  ideological  notion 
again  I)  saved  himself  by  swimming.  The  exact  circumstances  of  this  pre- 
servation, the  character  of  the  vessel,  if  such  there  were,  which  saved  him, 
are  left  undetermined  in  order  to  avoid  arbitrary  explanations.  Thus,  in 
reference  to  the  birth  of  Isaac,  Meyer  is  satisfied  with  saying,  that  the  wish 
and  hope  of  the  wealthy  and  pious  £mir  Abraham  to  possess  an  heir  by  his 
wife  Sara  was  fiilfilled  unusually  late,  and  in  the  eyes  of  others  very  unex- 
pectedly.    (Here  again  De  Wette's  censure  is  quite  applicable.) 

In  like  manner  Eichhom^  in  his  Introduction  to  the  New  Testament^ 
declared  in  yet  stronger  terms  his  opposition  to  the  view  advocated  by  De 
Wette.  If  the  orthodox  were  displeased  at  having  their  historical  faith 
disturbed  by  the  progressive  inroads  of  the  mythical  mode  of  interpretation, 
the  rationalists  were  no  less  disconcerted  to  find  the  web  of  facts  they  had 
so  ingeniously  woven  together  torn  asunder,  and  all  the  art  and  labour 
expended  on  the  natural  explanation  at  once  declared  useless.  Unwillingly 
does  Dr.  Paulus  admit  to  himself  the  presentiment  that  the  reader  of  his 
Commentary  may  possibly  exdain :  "  Wherefore  all  this  labour  to  give  an 
historical  explanation  to  such  legends?  how  singular  thus  to  handle  mythi  as 
history,  and  to  attempt  to  render  marvellous  fictions  intelligible  according  to 
the  rules  of  causality ! "  Contrasted  with  the  toilsomeness  of  his  natural 
explanation,  the  mythical  interpretation  appears  to  this  theologian  merely  as 
the  refiige  of  mental  indolence,  which,  seeking  the  easiest  method  of  treating 
the  gospel  history,  disposes  of  all  that  is  marvellous,  and  all  that  is  difficult  to 
comprehend,  under  the  vague  term — mythus,  and  which,  in  order  to  escape 
the  labour  of  disengaging  the  natural  from  the  supernatural,  fact  from  opinion, 
carries  back  the  whole  narration  into  the  camerorobscura  of  ancient  sacred 
legends.^ 

Still  more  decided  was  Greiling's  ^  expression  of  disapprobation,  elicited  by 
Krug's  commendation  of  the  genetic — ^that  is  to  say,  mythical  theory ;  but  each 
stroke  levelled  by  him  at  the  mythical  interpretation  may  be  turned  with  far 
greater  force  against  his  own  natural  explanation.  He  is  of  opinion  that 
among  all  the  attempts  to  explain  obscure  passages  in  the  New  Testament, 

*  Exegetisches  Handbuch,  L  a.  s.  i,  71. 

^  GreUing  in  Henke's  Musenia  '*  ii.  s.  621.  ff. 
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scarcely  any  can  be  more  injurious  to  the  genuine  historical  interpretation,  to 
the  ascertaining  of  actual .  facts  and  their  legitimate  objects  (that  is,  more 
prejudicial  to  the  pretensions  of  the  natural  expounder)  than  the  endeavour 
to  supply,  by  aid  of  an  inventive  imagination,  the  deficiencies  of  the  historical 
narrative.  (The  inventive  imagination  is  that  of  the  natural  interpreter, 
which  suggests  to  him  collateral  incidents  of  which  there  is  no  trace  in  the 
text  The  imagination  of  the  mythical  interpreter  is  not  inventive ;  his  part 
is  merely  the  recognizing  and  detecting  of  the  fictitious.)  According  to 
Greiling  the  genetic,  or  mythical  mode  of  explaining  miracles,  is  a  needless 
and  arbitrary  invention  of  the  imagination.  (Let  a  groping  spirit  of  inquiry 
be  added,  and  the  natural  explanation  is  accurately  depicted.)  Many  facts, 
he  continues,  which  might  be  retained  as  such  are  thus  consigned  to  the 
province  of  fable,  or  replaced  by  fictions  the  production  of  the  interpreter. 
(But  it  is  the  historical  mythical  mode  of  interpretation  alone  which  substi- 
tutes such  inventions,  and  this  only  in  so  far  as  it  is  mixed  up  with  the  natural 
explanation.)  Greiling  thinks  that  the  explanation  of  a  miracle  ought  not  to 
change  the  fact,  and  by  means  of  interpretation,  as  by  sleight  of  hand, 
substitute  one  thing  for  another ;  (which  is  done  by  the  natural  explanation 
only,)  for  this  is  not  to  explain  that  which  shocks  the  reason,  but  merely  to 
deny  the  fact,  and  leave  the  difficulty  unsolved.  (It  is  false  to  say  we  have  a 
fact  to  explain ;  what  immediately  lies  before  us  is  a  statement,  respecting 
which  we  have  to  discover  whether  it  embody  a  fact  or  not)  According  to 
this  learned  critic  the  miracles  wrought  by  Jesus  should  be  naturally,  or  rather 
psychologically,  explained ;  by  which  means  all  occasion  to  change,  clip,  and 
amplify  by  invention  the  recorded  facts,  till  at  length  they  become  meta- 
morphosed into  fiction,  is  obviated — (with  how  much  justice  this  censure 
may  be  applied  to  the  natural  mode  of  explanation  has  been  sufficiently 
demonstrated.) 

Heydenreich  has  lately  written  a  work  expressly  on  the  inadmissibility  of 
the  mythical  interpretation  of  the  historical  portions  of  the  New  Testament. 
He  reviews  the  external  evidences  concerning  the  origin  of  the  Gospels,  and 
finds  the  recognition  of  a  mythical  element  in  these  writings  quite  incom- 
patible with  their  substantiated  derivation  from  the  Apostles,  and  the  disciples 
of  the  Apostles.  He  also  examines  the  character  of  the  gospel  representa- 
tions, and  decides,  in  reference  to  their  form,  that  narratives  at  once  so 
natural  and  simple,  so  complete  and  exact,  could  be  expected  only  firom  eye- 
witnesses, or  those^onnected  with  them ;  and,  with  respect  to  their  contents, 
that  those  represental^ons  which  are  in  their  nature  miraculous  are  so  worthy  of 
God,  that  nothing  short  of  an  abhorrence  of  miracles  could  occasion  a  doubt 
as  to  their  historical  truth.  The  divine  operations  are  indeed  generally 
mediate,  but  according  to  Heydenreich  this  by  no  means  precludes  the 
possibility  of  occasional  intermediate  exertions  of  the  divine  energy,  when  re- 
quisite to  the  accomplishment  of  some  particular  object ;  and,  referring  to 
each  of  the  divine  attributes  in  succession,  he  shows  that  such  intervention 
in  nowise  contradicts  any  of  them ;  and  that  each  individual  miracle  is  a 
peculiarly  appropriate  exercise  of  divine  power. 

These,  and  similar  objections  against  the  mythical  interpretation  of  the 
gospel  histories,  which  occur  in  recent  commentaries  and  in  the  numerous 
writings  in  opposition  to  my  work  on  the  life  of  Jesus,  will  find  their  place 
and  refutation  in  the  following  pages. 
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§   13. 

THE   POSSIBILITY  OF  THE   EXISTENCE   OF  MYTHI   IN  THE  NEW  TESTAMENT 
CONSIDERED  IN   REFERENCE  TO  THE  EXTERNAL  EVIDENCES. 

The  assertion  that  the  Bible  contains  mythi  is,  it  is  true^  directly  opposed 
to  the  convictions  of  the  believing  christian.  For  if  his  religious  view  be 
circumscribed  within  the  limits  of  his  own  community,  he  knows  no  reason 
why  the  things  recorded  in  the  sacred  books  should  not  literally  have  taken 
place;  no  doubt  occurs  to  him,  no  reflection  disturbs  him.  But,  let  his 
horizon  be  so  far  widened  as  to  dlow  him  to  contemplate  his  own  religion  in 
relation  to  other  religions,  and  to  draw  a  comparison  between  them,  the  con- 
clusion to  which  he  then  comes  is  that  the  histories  related  by  the  heathens 
of  their  deities,  and  by  the  Mussulman  of  his  prophet,  are  so  many  fictions, 
whilst  the  accounts  of  God's  actions,  of  Christ  and  other  Godlike  men  con- 
tained in  the  Bible  are,  on  the  contrary,  true.  Such  is  the  general  notion 
expressed  in  the  theological  position :  that  which  distinguishes  Christianity 
from  the  heathen  religions  is  this,  they  are  mythical,  it  is  historical 

But  this  position,  thus  stated  without  further  definition  and  proof,  is  merely 
the  product  of  the  limitation  of  the  individual  to  that  form  of  belief  in  which 
he  has  been  educated,  which  renders  the  mind  incapable  of  embracing  any 
but  the  affirmative  view  in  relation  to  its  own  creed,  any  but  the  negative  in 
reference  to  every  other — a  prejudice  devoid  of  real  worth,  and  which  cannot 
exist  in  conjunction  with  an  extensive  knowledge  of  history.  For  let  us 
transplant  ourselves  among  other  religiou^  communities ;  the  believing 
Mohammedan  is  of  opinion  that  truth  is  contained  in  the  Koran  alone, 
and  that  the  greater  portion  of  our  Bible  is  fabulous ;  the  Jew  of  the  present 
day,  whilst  admitting  the  truth  and  divine  origin  of  the  Old  Testament,  rejects 
the  New ;  and,  the  same  exclusive  belief  in  the  truth  of  their  own  creed  and 
the  falsity  of  every  other  was  entertained  by  the  professors  of  most  of  the 
heathen  religions  before  the  period  of  the  Syncretism.  But  which  community 
is  right  ?  Not  all,  for  this  is  impossible,  since  the  assertion  of  each  excludes 
the  others.  But  which  particular  one  ?  Each  claims  for  itself  the  true  faith. 
The  pretensions  are  equal;  what  shall  decide?  The  origin  of  the  several 
religions  ?  Each  lays  claim  to  a  divine  origin.  Not  only  does  the  Christian 
religion  profess  to  be  derived  from  the  Son  of  God,  and  the  Jewish  from  God 
himself,  through  Moses;  the  Mohammedan  religion  asserts  itself  to  be 
founded  by  a  prophet  immediately  inspired  by  God;  in  like  manner  the 
Greeks  attributed  the  institution  of  their  worship  to  the  gods. 

**  But  in  no  other  religion  "  it  is  urged  ''  are  the  vouchers  of  a  divine  origin 
so  unequivocal  as  in  the  Jewish  and  the  Christian.  The  Greek  and  Roman 
mythologies  aj:e  the  product  of  a  collection  of  unauthenticated  legends, 
whilst  the  Bible  hbtory  was  written  by  eye-witnesses ;  or  by  those  whose  con- 
nexion with  eye-witnessgSu Afforded  them  opportunities  of  ascertaining  the 
truth ;  and  wln»e  integrity  is  too  apparent  to  admit  of  a  doubt  as  to  the 
sincerity  of  their  intentions."  It  would  most  unquestionably  be  an  argument 
of  decisive  weight  in  favour  of  the  credibility  of  the  biblical  history,  could  it 
indeed  be  shown  that  it  was  written  by  eye-witnesses,  or  even  by  persons  nearly 
contemporaneous  with  the  events  narrated.  For  though  errors  and  false 
representations  may  glide  into  the  narrations  even  of  an  eye-witness,  there  is  far 
less  probability  of  unintentional  mistake  (intentional  deception  may  easily  be 
detected)  than  where  the  narrator  is  separated  by  a  long  interval  from  the 
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facts  he  records,  and  is  obliged  to  derive  his  materials  through  the  medium  of 
transmitted  communications. 

But  this  alleged  ocular  testimony,  or  proximity  in  point  of  time  of  the 
sacred  historians  to  the  events  recorded,  is  mere  assumption,  an  assumption 
onginating  from  the  titles  which  the  biblical  books  bear-ki^-our  Canon.  Those 
books  which  describe  the  departure  of  the  Israelites  from  Egypt,  and  their 
wanderings  through  the  wilderness,  bear  the  name  of  Moses,  who  being  their 
leader  would  undoubtedly  give  a  faithful  history  of  these  occurrences,  unless 
he  designed  to  deceive ;  and  who,  if  his  intimate  connexion  with  Deity 
described  in  these  books  be  historically  true,  was  likewise  eminently  qualified, 
by  virtue  of  such  connexion,  to  produce  a  credible  history  of  the  earlier 
periods.  In  like  manner,  of  the  several  accounts  of  the  life  and  fate  of 
Jesus,  the  superscriptions  assign  one  to  Matthew  and  one  to  John  :  two  men 
who  having  been  eye-witnesses  of  the  public  ministry  of  Jesus  from  its  com- 
mencement to  its  close  were  particularly  capable  of  giving  a  report  of  it ;  and 
who,  from  their  confidential  intercourse  with  Jesus  and  his  mother,  together 
with  that  supernatural  aid  which,  according  to  John,  Jesus  promised  to  his 
disciples  to  teach  them  and  bring  all  things  to  their  remembrance,  were 
enabled  to  give  information  of  the  circumstances  of  his  earlier  years ;  of 
which  some  details  are  recorded  by  Matthew. 

But  that  little  reliance  can  be  placed  on  the  headings  of  ancient  manu- 
scripts, and  of  sacred  records  more  especially,  is  evident,  and  in  reference  to 
biblical  books  has  long  since  been  proved.  In  the  so-called  books  of  Moses 
mention  is  made  of  his  death  and  burial :  but  who  now  supposes  that  this 
was  written  beforehand  by  Moses  in  the  form  of  prophecy  ?  Many  of  the 
Psalms  bear  the  name  of  David  which  presuppose  an  acquaintance  with  the 
miseries  of  the  exile ;  and  predictions  are  put  into  the  mouth  of  Daniel,  a 
Jew  living  at  the  time  of  the  Babylonish  captivity,  which  could  not  have  been 
written  before  the  reign  of  Antiochus  Epiphanes.  It  is  an  incontrovertible 
position  of  modem  criticism  that  the  titles  of  the  Biblical  books  represent 
nothing  more  than  the  design  of  their  author,  or  the  opinion  of  Jewish  or 
Christian  antiquity  respecting  their  origin ;  points  the  first  of  which  proves 
nothing ;  and  as  to  the  second  every  thing  depends  upon  the  following  con- 
siderations :  I.  the  date  of  the  opinion  and  the  authority  on  which  it  rests ; 
2.  the  degree  of  harmony  existing  between  this  opinion  and  the  internal 
character  of  the  writings  in  question.  The  first  consideration  includes  an 
examination  of  the  external,  the  second  of  the  internal  grounds  of  evidence 
respecting  the  authenticity  of  the  biblical  books.  To  investigate  the  internal 
grounds  of  credibility  in  relation  to  each  detail  given  in  the  Gospels,  (for  it  is 
with  them  alone  we  are  here  concerned)  and  to  test  the  probability  or 
improbability  of  their  being  the  production  of  eye-witnesses,  or  of  compe- 
tently informed  writers,  is  the  sole  object  of  the  present  work.  The  external 
grounds  of  evidence  may  be  examined  in  this  introduction,  only  so  far  how- 
ever as  is  necessary  in  order  to  judge  whether  they  yield  a.  definite  result, 
which  may  perhaps  be  in  opposition  to  the  internal  grounds  of  evidence ;  or 
whether  the  external  evidence,  insufficient  of  itself,  leaves  to  the  internal 
evidence  the  decision  of  the  question. 

We  learn  from  the  works  of  Irenseus,  of  Clemens  Alexandrinus,  and  of 
Tertullian,  that  at  the  end  of  the  second  century  after  Christ  our  four  Gospels 
were  recognized  by  the  orthodox  church  as  the  writings  of  the  Apostles  and 
the  disciples  of  the  Apostles ;  and  were  separated  from  many  other  similar 
productions  as  authentic  records  of  the  life  of  Jesus.  The  first  Gospel 
according  to  our  Canon  is  attributed  to  Matthew,  who  is  enumerated  among 
the  twelve  Apostles ;  the  fourth  to  John  the  beloved  disciple  of  our  Lord ; 
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the  second  to  Mark  the  interpreter  of  Peter ;  and  the  third  to  Luke  the 
companion  of  Paul.*  We  have,  besides,  the  authority  of  earlier  authors,  both 
in  their  own  works  and  in  quotations  cited  by  others. 

It  is  usual,  in  reference  to  the  first  Gospel,  to  adduce  the  testimony  of 
Papias,  Bishop  of  Hierapolis,  said  to  have  been  an  auditor  cucovcrr^s  of  John, 
(probably  the  presbyter)  and  to  have  suffered  martyrdom  under  Marcus 
Aurelius.  (i6i~i8o.)  Papias  asserts  that  Matthew  the  Apostle  wrote  ra  koyia 
(ra  fcv/Moxa ').  Schleiermacher,  straining  the  meaning  of  Xoyio,  has  latterly 
understood  it  to  signify  merely  a  collection  of  the  sayings  of  Jesus.  But 
when  Papias  speaks  of  Mark^  he  seems  to  use  crvvrofiv  tom/  kvpiokCw  XoyiW 
voitiarOaij  and  ra  \nro  rov  X/motov  ^  Xc^^erra  ^  icpayOhrra  ypa<f>€iv  as  equivalent 
expressions.  Whence  it  appears  that  the  word  Xoy&a  designates  a  writing 
comprehending  the  acts  and  fate  of  Jesus ;  and  the  fathers  of  the  church  were 
justified  in  understanding  the  testimony  of  Papias  as  relating  to  an  entire 
Gospel.'  They  did  indeed  apply  this  testimony  decidedly  to  our  first  Gospel ; 
but  the  words  of  the  Apostolic  father  contain  no  such  indication,  and  the 
manuscript,  of  which  he  speaks,  cannot  be  absolutely  identical  with  our 
Gospel ;  for,  according  to  the  statement  given  by  Papias,  Matthew  wrote  in 
the  Hebrew  language ;  and  it  is  a  mere  assumption  of  the  christian  fathers 
that  our  Greek  Matthew  is  a  translation  of  the  original  Hebrew  Gospel^ 
Precepts  of  Jesus,  and  narratives  concerning  him,  corresponding  more  or 
less  exactly  with  passages  in  our  Matthew,  do  indeed  occur  in  the  works  of 
other  of  the  apostolic  Others ;  but  then  these  works  are  not  wholly  genuine, 
and  the  quotations  themselves  are  either  in  a  form  which  indicates  that  they 
might  have  been  derived  from  oral  traditions ;  or  where  these  authors  refer 
to  written  sources,  they  do  not  mention  theni  a&  being  directly  apostolic. 
Many  citations  in  the  writings  of  Justin  Martyr  (who  died  i66)  agree  with 
passages  in  our  Matthew ;  but  there  are  also,  mixed  up  with  these,  other 
elements  which  are  not  to  be  found  in  our  Gospels ;  and  he  refers  to  the 
writings  from  which  he  derives  them  generally  a»  &ieo^uinfffjuov€VfjLaTa  r<ov 
awoaroXtav,  or  cvayycXta,  without  naming  any  author  in  particular.  Celsus,'^ 
the  opponent  of  Christianity,  (subsequent  to  150)  mentions  that  the  disciples 
of  Jesus  had  written  his  history,  and  he  alludes  to  our  present  Gospels  when 
he  speaks  of  the  divergence  of  the  accounts  respecting  the  number  of  angels 
seen  at  the  resurrection ;  but  we  find  no  more  precise  reference  to  any  one 
Evangelist  in  his  writings,  so  far  as  we  know  them  through  Origen. 

We  have  the  testimony  of  the  same  Papias  who  has  the  notice  concerning 
Matthew,  a  testimony  from  the  mouth  of  John  {wp€<rPvr€pos;),  that  Mark,  who 
according  to  him  was  the  interpreter  of  Peter  (^fii/vcvr^  IXcrpov),  wrote  down 
the  discourses  and  actions  of  Jesus  from  his  recollections  of  the  instructions 
of  that  Apostle.'  Ecclesiastical  writers  have  likewise  assumed  that  this  pas- 
sage from  Papias  refers  to  our  second  Gospel,  though  it  does  not  say  any 
thing  of  the  kind,  and  is  besides  inapplicable  to  it  For  our  second  Gospel 
cannot  have  originated  from  recollectioBS  of  Peter's  instructions,  i.e.,  from  a 
source  peculiar  to  itself,  since  it  is  evidently  a  compilation,  whether  made 
from  memory  or  otherwise,  from  the  first  and  third  Gospels.''  As  little  will 
the  remark  of  Papias  that  Mark  wrote  without  order  (ov  rof ci)  apply  to  our 

'  See  the  quotations  given  by  De  Wette  in  his  **  Einleitung  in  d.  N.  T."  §  76. 
»  Euseb.  H.  E.,  iii.  39- 

*  Ullman,  Credner,  Lucke,  De  Wette. 

*  Hieron.  de  vir.  illusU'.  3. 

*  Contra  Celsum,  ii.  16.  v.  56. 

*  Euseb.  H.  E.  iii.  391 

7  This  is  clearly  demonstrated  by  Griesbach  in  his  **  Commentatio,  qui  Marci  Evangelium 
totum  e  Matthaei  et  Lucse  commentariis  decerptum  esse  demonstratur." 
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Gospel.  For  he  'cannot  by  this  expression  intend  a  false  chronological 
arrangement,  since  he  ascribes  to  Mark  the  strictest  love  of  truth,  which, 
united  with  the  consciousness  that  he  had  not  the  means  of  fixing  dates,  must 
have  withheld  him  from  making  the  attempt.  But  a  total  renunciation  of 
chronological  connexion,  which  Papias  can  alone  have  meant  to  attribute  to 
him,  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  second  Gospel.  This  b^ing  the  case,  what  do 
those  echoes  which  our  second  Gospel,  in  like  manner  as  our  first,  seems  to 
find  in  the  most  ancient  ecclesiastical  writers,  prove  ? 

That  Luke,  the  companion  of  Paul,  wrote  a  Gospel,  is  not  attested  by  any 
authority  of  corresponding  weight  or  antiquity  with  that  of  Papias  in  relation 
to  Matthew  and  to  Mark.  I'he  third  Gospel  however  possesses  a  testimony 
of  a  particular  kind  in  Ifhe  "  Acts  of  the  Apostles  ;  '*  not  indeed  authenticat- 
ing it  as  the  composition  of  Luke,  but  attributing  it  to  an  occasional  com- 
panion of  the  Apostle  Paul.  According  to  the  proem  to  the  Acts  and  that  to 
the  Gospel  of  Luke,  these  two  books  proceeded  from  the  same  author  or 
compiler  :  an  origin  w^ich  these  writings  do  not,  in  other  respects,  contradict. 
In  several  chapters  in  the  second  half  of  the  Book  of  the  Acts  the  author, 
speaking  of  himself  together  with  Paul,  makes  use  of  the  first  person  plural,^ 
and  thus  identifies  himself  with  the  companion  of  that  apostle.  The  fact  is, 
however,  that  many  of  the  details  concerning  Paul,  contained  in  other  parts 
of  the  book  of  the  Acts,  are  so  indefinite  and  marvellous,  and  are  moreover 
so  completely  at  variance  with  Paul's  genuine  epistles,  that  it  is  extremely 
difficult  to  reconcile  them  with  the  notion  that  they  were  written  by  a  com- 
panion of  that  apostle.  It  is  also  not  a  little  remarkable  that  the  author, 
neither  in  the  introduction  to  the  Acts,  nor  in  that  to  the  Gospel^  alludes  to 
his  connexion  with  one  of  the  most  distinguished  of  the  Apostles,  so  that  it 
is  impossible  not  to  suspect  that  the  passages  in  which  the  writer  speaks  of 
himself  as  an  actor  in  the  scenes  described,  belong  to  a  distinct  memorial  by 
another  hand,  which  the  author  of  the  Acts  has  merely  incorporated  into  his 
history.  But  leaving  this  conjecture  out  of  the  question^  it  is  indeed  possible 
that  the  companion  of  Paul  may  have  composed  his  two  works  at  a  time,  and 
under  circumstances,  when  he  was  no  longer  protected  by  Apostolic  influence 
against  the  tide  of  tradition ;  and  that  he  saw  no  reason  why,  because  he  had 
not  heard  them  previously  from  this  Apostle,  he  should  therefore  reject  the 
instructive,  and  (according  to  his  notions,  which  certainly  would  not  lead  him 
to  shun  the  marvellous,)  credible  narratives  derived  from  that  source.  Now, 
It  is  asserted  that  because  the  Book  of  the  Acts  terminates  with  the  two  years' 
imprisonment  of  Paul  at  Rome,  therefore  this  second  work  of  the  disciple  of 
that  apostle,  must  have  been  written  during  that  time,  (63-65,  a.d.)  before 
the  decision  of  Paul's  trial,  and  that  consequently,  the  Gospel  of  Luke,  the 
earlier  work  of  the  same  author,  could  not  have  been  of  later  date.  But,  the 
breaking  off  of  the  Acts  at  that  particular  point  might  have  been  the  result  of 
many  other  causes ;  at  all  events  such  testimony,  standing  alone,  is  wholly 
insufficient  to  decide  the  historical  worth  of  the  Gospel. 

It  were  to  be  wished  that  Polycarp,  (he  died  167)  who  both  heard  and  saw 
the  Apostle  John,*  had  left  us  a  testimony  respecting  him  similar  to  that  of 
Papias  concerning  Matthew.  Still  his  silence  on  this  subject,  in  the  one 
short  epistle  which  has  come  down  to  us,  is  no  evidence  against  the  authen- 
ticity of  that  Gospel,  any  more  than  the  more  or  less  ambiguous  allusions  in 
several  of  the  Apostolic  fathers  to  the  Epistles  of  John  are  proofs  in  its  favour. 
But  it  is  matter  of  surprise  that  Irenaeus  the  disciple  of  Polycarp,  who  was 

•  Chap,  xvi,  10-17  ;  xx.  5-15 ;  xxi.  I-17 ;  xxvii.  1-28;  xxviii.  10-16. 
'  Euseb.  H.  £.  v.  20,  24. 


DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  MYTHICAL  POINT  OF  VIEW.  73 

called  upon  to  defend  this  Gospel  from  the  attacks  of  those  who  denied  its 
composition  by  John,  should  neither  on  this  occasion^  nor  once  in  his  diffuse 
work,  have  brought  forward  the  weighty  authority  of  his  Apostolic  master,  as 
to  this  fact  Whether  or  not  the  fourth  Gospel  originally  bore  the  name  of 
John  remains  uncertain.  We  meet  with  it  first  among  the  Valentinians  and 
^be  Montanists,  about  the  middle  of  the  second  century.  Its  Apostolic 
origin  was  however  (immediately  after)  denied  by  the  so-called  Alogi,  who 
ascribed  it  to  Cerinthus ;  partly  because  the  Montanists  derived  from  it  their 
idea  of  the  Paraclete  ;  partly  also  because  it  did  not  harmonize  with  the  other 
Gospels.^^  The  earliest  quotation  expressly  stated  to  be  from  the  Gospel  of 
John  is  found  in  Theophilus  of  Antioch,  about  the  year  172.^^  How  little 
reasoB  the  numerous  theologians  of  the  present  day  have  to  boast  of  the 
evidences  in  favour  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  whilst  they  deny  the  not  less  well 
attested  Apocalypse,  has  been  well  remarked  by  Tholuck.  Lastly,  that  there 
were  two  Johns,  the  Apostle  and  the  Presbyter,  living  contemporaneously  at 
Ephesus,  is  a  circumstance  which  has  not  received  sufficient  attention  in 
connexion  with  the  most  ancient  testimonies  in  favour  of  the  derivation  from 
John,  of  the  Apocalypse  on  the  one  hand,  and  of  the  Gospels  and  Epistles  on 
the  other. 

Thus  these  most  ancient  testimonies  tell  us,  firstly,  that  an  apostle,  or  some 
other  person  who  had  been  acquainted  with  an  apostle,  wrote  a  Gospel 
history  ;  but  not  whether  it  was  identical  wjth  that  which  afterwards  came  to 
be  circulated  fn  the  church  under  hisjiame.;  secondly,  that  writings  similar 
to  our  Gospels  were  in  existence ;  but  not  that  they  were  ascribed  with  cer- 
tainty to  any  one  individual  apostle  or  companion  of  an  apostle.  Such  is  the 
uncertainty  of  these  accounts,  which  after  all  do  not  reach  further  back  than 
the  third  or  fourth  decade  of  the  second  century.  According  to  all  the  rules 
of  probability,  the  Apostles  were  all  dead  before  the  close  of  the  first  century ; 
not  excepting  John,  who  is  said  to  have  lived  till  a.d.  100 ;  concerning  whose 
age  and  death,  however,  many  fables  were  early  invented.  What  an  ample 
scope  for  attributing  to  the  Apostles  manuscripts  they  never .^rote !  The 
Apostles,  dispersed  abroad,  had  died  in  the  latter  half  of  the  first  century ; 
the  Gospel  became  more  widely  preached  throughout  the  Roman  empire,  and 
by  degrees  acquired  a  fixed  form  in  accordance  with  a  particular  type.  It  was 
doubtless  from  this  orally  circulated  Gospel  that  the  many  passages  agreeing 
accurately  with  passages  in  our  Gospels,  which  occur  without  any  indication 
of  their  source  in  the  earliest  ecclesiastical  writers^  were  actually  derived.  Be- 
fore long  this  oral  txaditioimy_Qpspel  became  dfp<>ftitftd  in  diffftrpnt  mq^^w — 
scripts :  this  person  or  that,  po5f?ibly  an  apf>stlfr,  furnishing  the  principal 
features  of  the  history.  But  these  manuscripts  were  not  at  first  compiled 
according  to  a  particular  form  and  order,  and  consequently  had  to  undergo 
many  revisions  and  re-arrangements,  of  which  we  have  an  example  in  the 
Gospel  of  the  Hebrews  and  the  citations  of  Justin.  It  appears  that  these 
manuscripts  did  not  originally  bear  the  names  of  their  compilers,  but  either 
that  of  the  community  by  whom  they  were  first  read,  as  the  Gospel  of 
Hebrews ;  or  that  of  the  Apostle  or  disciple  after  whose  oral  discourses  or 
notes  some  other  person  had  composed  a  connected  history.  The  latter 
seems  to  have  been  the  original  meaning  attached  to  the  word  «cara ;  as  in 
the  title  to  our  first  Gospel.  ^^  Nothing  however  was  more  natural  than  the 
supposition  which  arose  among  the  early  christians,  that  the  histories  con- 
cerning Jesus  which  were  circulated  and  used  by  the  churches  had  been 

»•  Dc  Wette,  Gieseler. 
'^  Ad.  Atttol.  ii.,  23. 
^*  See  Schleiermacher. 
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written  by  his  immediate  disciples.  Hence  the  ascription  of  the  gospel 
writings  generally  to  the  apostles  by  Justin  and  by  Celsus  ;  and  also  of  par- 
ticular gospels  to  those  particular  apostles  and  disciples,  whose  oral  discourses 
or  written  notes  might  possibly  have  formed  the  groundwork  of  a  gospel 
manuscript,  or  who  had  perhaps  been  particularly  connected  with  some 
certain  district,  or  had  been  held  in  especial  esteem  by  some  particular  com- 
munity. The  Gospel  of  the  Hebrews  successively  received  all  three  kinds  of 
appellations ;  being  first  called  ivayyiXiov  Kaff  'E^potovs,  after  the  community 
by  which  it  was  read ;  somewhat  later,  Evangdium  juxta  duodecim  apostolos  ; 
and  finally,  secundum  MatthcBum, 

Admitting  however  that  we  do  not  possess  the  immediate  record  of  an  eye- 
witness in  any  one  of  the  four  Gospels,  it  is  still  very  incomprehensible,  re- 
plies the  objector,  how  in  Palestine  itself,  and  at  a  time  when  so  many  eye- 
witnesses yet  lived,  unhistorical  legends  and  even  collections  of  them  should 
have  been  formed.  But,  in  the  first  place,  the  fact  that  many  such  compila- 
tions of  narratives  concerning  the  life  of  Jesus  were  already  in  general  circula- 
tion during  the  lifetime  of  the  Apostles,  and  more  especially  that  any  one  of 
our  gospels  was  known  to  an  Apostle  and  acknowledged  by  him,  can  never 
be  proved.  With  respect  to  isolated  anecdotes,  it  is  only  necessary  to  form 
an  accurate  conception  of  Palestine  and  of  the  real  position  of  the  eye-wit- 
nesses refeued  to,  in  order  to  understand  that  the  origination  of  legends,  even 
at  so  early  a  period,  is  by  no  means  incomprehensible.  Who  informs  us  that 
they  must  necessarily  have  taken  root  in  that  particular  district  of  Palestine 
where  Jesus  tarried  longest,  and  where  his  actual  history  was  well  known  ? 
And  with  respect  to  eye-witnesses,  if  by  these  we  are  to  understand  the 
Apostles,  it  is  to  ascribe  to  them  absolute  ubiquity,  to  represent  them  as 
present  here  and  there,  weeding  out  all  the  unhistorical  legends  concerning 
Jesus  in  whatever  places  they  had  chanced  to  spring  up  and  flourish.  Eye- 
witnesses in  the  more  extended  sense,  who  had  only  seen  Jesus  occasionally 
and  not  been  his  constant  companions,  must,  on  the  contrary,  have  been 
strongly  tempted  to  fill  up  their  imperfect  knowledge  of  his  history  with 
mythical  representations. 

But  it  is  inconceivable,  they  say,  that  such  a  mass  of  mythi  should  have 
originated  in  an  age  so  historical  as  that  of  the  first  Roman  emperors.  We 
must  not  however  be  misled  by  too  comprehensive  a  notion  of  an  historical 
age.  The  sun  is  not  visible  at  the  same  instant  to  every  place  on  the  same 
meridian  at  the  same  time  of  year ;  it  gleams  upon  the  mountain  summits 
and  the  high  plains  before  it  penetrates  the  lower  valleys  and  the  deep 
ravines.  No  less  true  is  it  that  the  historic  age  dawns  not  upon  all  people  at 
the  same  period.  The  people  of  highly  civilized  Greece,  and  of  Rome  the 
capital  of  the  world,  stood  on  an  eminence  which  had  not  been. reached  in 
Galilee  and  Judaea.  Much  rather  may  we  apply  to  this  age  an  expression 
become  trite  among  historians,  but  which  seems  in  the  present  instance 
willingly  forgotten  :  namely,  that  incredulity  and  superstition,  scepticism  and 
fanaticism  go  hand  in  hand. 

But  the  Jews,  it  is  said,  had  long  been  accustomed  to  keep  written  records ; 
nay,  the  most  flourishing  period  of  their  literature  was  already  past,  they  were 
no  longer  a  progressing  and  consequently  a  productive  people,  they  were  a 
nation  verging  to  decay.  But  the  fact  is,  the  pure  historic  idea  was  never 
developed  among  the  Hebrews  during  the  whole  of  their  political  existence ; 
their  latest  historical  works,  such  as  the  Books  of  the  Maccabees,  and  even 
the  writings  of  Josephus,  are  not  free  from  marvellous  and  extravagant  tales. 
Indeed  no  just  notion  of  the  true  nature  of  history  is  possible,  without  a  per- 
ception of  the  inviolability  of  the  chain  of  finite  causes,  and  of  the  impossi- 
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bility  of  miracles.  This  perception  which  is  wanting  to  so  many  minds  of 
our  own  day  was  still  more  deficient  in  Palestine,  and  indeed  throughout  the 
Roman  empire.  And  to  a  mind  still  open  to  the  rebeption  of  the  marvellous, 
if  it  be  once  carried  away  by  the  tide  of  religious  enthusiasm,  all  things  will 
appear  credible,  and  should  this  enthusiasm  lay  hold  of  a  yet  wider  circle,  it 
will  awaken  a  new  creative  vigour,  even  in  a  decayed  people.  To  account 
for  such  an  enthusiasm  it  is  by  no  means  necessary  to  presuppose  the  gospel 
miracles  as  the  existing  cause.  This  may  be  found  in  the  known  religious 
dearth  of  that  period,  a  dearth  so  great  that  the  cravings  of  the  mind  after 
some  religious  belief  excited  a  relish  for  the  most  extravagant  forms  of 
worship ;  secondly  in  the  deep  religious  satisfaction  which  was  afforded  by 
the  belief  in  the  resurrection  of  the  deceased  Messiah,  and  by  the  essential 
principles  of  the  doctrine  of  Jesus. 


§  14. 

THE  POSSIBILITY   OF   MVTHI    IN   THE  NEW  TESTAMENT   CONSIDERED   ON 

INTERNAL  GROUNDS. 

Seeing  from  what  has  already  been  said  that  the  external  testimony  re- 
specting the  composition  of  our  Gospels,  far  from  forcing  upon  us  the  conclu- 
sion that  they  proceeded  from  eye-witnesses  or  well-informed  contemporaries, 
leaves  the  decision  to  be  determined  wholly  by  internal  grounds  of  evidence, 
that  is,  by  the  nature  of  the  Gospel  narratives  themselves :  we  might  imme- 
diately proceed  from  this  introduction  to  the  peculiar  object  of  the  present 
work,  which  is  an  examination  of  those  narratives  in  detail  It  may  however 
appear  useful,  before  entering  upon  this  special  inquiry,  to  consider  the  general 
question,  how  far  it  is  consistent  with  the  character  of  the  Christian  religion 
that  mythi  should  be  found  in  it,  and  how  far  the  general  construction  of  the 
Gospel  narratives  authorizes  us  to  treat  them  as  mythi.  Although,  indeed,  if 
the  following  critical  examination  of  the  details  be  successful  in  proving  the 
actual  existence  of  mythi  in  the  New  Testament,  this  preliminary  demonstra- 
tion of  their  possibility  becomes  superfluous. 

If  with  this  view  we  compare  the  acknowledged  mythical  religions  of 
antiquity  with  the  Hebrew  and  Christian,  it  is  true  that  we  are  struck  by  many 
differences  between  the  sacred  histories  existing  in  these  religious  forms  and 
those  in  the  former.  Above  all,  it  is  commonly  alleged  that  the  sacred 
histories  of  the  Bible  are  distinguished  from  the  legends  of  the  Indians, 
Greeks,  Romans,  etc,  by  their  moral  character  and  excellence.  "  In  the 
latter,  the  stories  of  the  battles  of  the  gods,  the  loves  of  Krishna,  Jupiter,  etc., 
contain  much  which  was  offensive  to  the  moral  feeling  even  of  enlightened 
heathens,  and  which  is  revolting  to  ours :  whilst  in  the  former,  the  whole 
course  of  the  narration,  offers  only  what  is  worthy  of  God,  instructive,  and 
ennobling."  To  this  it  may  be  answered  with  regard  to  the  heathens,  that 
the  appearance  of  immorality  in  many  of  their  narratives  is  merely  the  conse- 
quence of  a  subsequent  misconception  of  their  original  meaning :  and  with 
regard  to  the  Old  Testament,  that  the  perfect  moral  purity  of  its  history  has 
been  contested.  Often  indeed,  it  has  been  contested  without  good  grounds, 
because  a  due  distinction  is  not  made  between  that  which  is  ascribed  to 
individual  men,  (who,  as  they  are  represented,  are  by  no  means  spotless 
examples  of  purity,)  and  that  which  is  ascribed  to  God  :^  nevertheless  it  is 

'  This  same  want  of  distinction  has  led  the  Alexandrians  to  allegorize,  the  Deists  to  scoff, 
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true  that  we  have  commands  called  divide,  which,  like  that  to  the  Israelites 
on  their  departure  out  of  Egypt  to  purloin  vessels  of  gold,  are  scarcely  less 
revolting  to  an  enlightened  moral  feeling,  than  the  thefts  of  the  Grecian 
Hermes.  But  even  admitting  this  difference  in  the  morality  of  the  religions 
to  its  full  extent  (and  it  must  be  admitted  at  least  with  regard  to  the  New 
Testament),  still  it  furnishes  no  proof  of  the  historical  character  of  the 
Bible ;  for  though  every  story  relating  to  God  which  is  immoral  is  necessarily 
fictitious,  even  the  most  moral  is  not  necessarily  true. 

"  But  that  which  is  incredible  and  inconceivable  forms  the  staple  of  the 
heathen  fables;  whilst  in  the  biblical  history,  if  we  only  presuppose  the 
immediate  intervention  of  the  Deity,  there  is  nothing  of  the  kind."  Exactly, 
if  this  be  presupposed.  Otherwise,  we  might  very  likely  find  the  miracles  in 
the  life  of  Moses,  Elias,  or  Jesus,  the  Theophany  and  Angelophany  of  the 
Old  and  New  Testament,  just  as  incredible  as  the  fables  of  Jupiter,  Hercules, 
or  Bacchus :  presuppose  the  divinity  or  divine  descent  of  these  individuals, 
and  their  actions  and  fate  become  as  credible  as  those  of  the  biblical  person- 
ages with  the  like  presupposition.  Yet  not  quite  so,  it  may  be  returned. 
Vishnu  appearing  in  his  three  first  avatars  as  a  fish,  a  tortoise,  and  a  boar ; 
Saturn  devouring  his  children ;  Jupiter  turning  himself  into  a  bull,  a  swan, 
etc. — these  are  incredibilities  of  quite  another  kind  from  Jehovah  appearing 
to  Abraham  in  a  human  form  under  the  terebinth  tree,  or  to  Moses  in  the 
burning  bush.  This  extravagant  love  of  the  marvellous  is  the  .character  of 
the  heathen  mythology.  A  similar  accusation  might  indeed  be  brought 
against  many  parts  of  the  Bible,  such  as  the  tales  of  Balaam,  Joshua,  and 
Samson ;  but  still  it  is  here  less  glaring,  and  does  not  form  as  in  the  Indian 
religion  and  in  certain  parts  of  the  Grecian,  the  prevailing  character.  What 
however  does  this  prove?  Only  that  the  biblical  history  might  be  true, 
sooner  than  the  Indian  or  Grecian  fables ;  not  in  the  least  that  on  this 
account  it  must  be  true,  and  can  contain  nothing  fictitious. 

"  But  the  subjects  of  the  heathen  mythology  are  for  the  most  part  such,  as 
to  convince  us  beforehand  that  they  are  mere  inventions :  those  of  the  Bible 
such  as  at  once  to  establish  their  own  reality.  A  Brahma,  an  Ormusd,  a 
Jupiter,  without  doubt  never  existed;  but  there  still  is  a  God,  a  Christ,  and 
there  have  been  an  Adam,  a  Noah,  an  Abraham,  a  Moses."  Whether  an 
Adam  or  a  Noah,  however,  were  such  as  they  are  represented,  has  already 
been  doubted,  and  may  still  be  doubted.  Just  so,  on  the  other  side,  there 
may  have  been  something  historical  about  Hercules,  Theseus,  Achilles,  and 
other  heroes  of  Grecian  story.  Here,  again,  we  come  to  the  decision  that  the 
biblical  history  might  be  true  sooner  than  the  heathen  mythology,  but  is  not 
necessarily  so.  This  decision  however,  together  with  the  two  distinctions 
already  made,  brings  us  to  an  important  observation.  How  do  the  Grecian 
divinities  approve  themselves  immediately  to  us  as  non-existing  beings,  if  not 
because  things  are  ascribed  to  them  which  we  cannot  reconcile  with  our  idea 
of  the  divine?  whilst  the  God  of  the  Bible  is  a  reality  to  lis  just  in  so  far  as 
he  corresponds  with  the  idea  we  have  formed  of  him  in  our  own  minds. 
Besides  the  contradiction  to  our  notion  of  the  divine  involved  in  the  plurality 
of  heathen  gods,  and  the  intimate  description  of  their  motives  and  actions, 
we  are  at  once  revolted  to  find  that  the  gods  themselves  have  a  history  ;  that 
^  they  are  born,  grow  up,  marry,  have  children,  work  out  their  purposes,  suffer 
difficulties  and  weariness,  conquer  and  are  conquered.  It  is  irreconcileable 
with  our  idea  of  the  Absolute  to  suppose  it  subjected  to  time  and  change,  to 

and  the  Superaaturaltsts  to  strain  the  meaning  of  words  ;  as  was  done  lately  \y  HofTmann  in 
describing  David's  behaviour  to  the  conquered  Ammonites.    (Chrbtoterpe  aaf  1838,  s.  184.) 
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opposition  and  suffering ;  and  therefore  where  we  meet  with  a  narrative  in 
which  these  are  attributed  to  a  divine  being,  by  this  test  we  recognize  it  as 
unhistorical  or  mythical 

It  is  in  this  sense  that  the  Bible,  and  even  the  Old  Testament,  is  said  to 
contain  no  mythi.  The  story  of  the  creation  with  its  succession  of  each  day's 
labour  ending  in  a  rest  after  the  completion  of  the  task  ;  the  expression  often 
recurring  in  the  farther  course  of  the  narrative,  God  repented  of  having  done 
so  and  so ; — these  and  similar  representations  cannot  indeed  be  entirely  vin- 
dicated from  the  charge  of  making  finite  the  nature  of  the  Deity,  and  this  is 
the  ground  which  has  been  taken  by  mythical  interpreters  of  the  history  of  the 
creation.  And  in  every  other  instance  where  God  is  said  to  reveal  himself 
exclusively  at  any  definite  place  or  time,  by  celestial  apparition,  or  by  miracle 
wrought  immediately  by  himself,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  Deity  has 
become  finite  and  descended  to  human  modes  of  operation.  It  may  how-  j 
ever  be  said  in  general,  that  in  the  Old  Testament  the  divine  nature  does 
not  appear  to  be  essentially  affected  by  the  temporal  character  of  its  operation, 
but  that  the  temporal  shows  itself  rather  as  a  mere  form,  an  unavoidable 
appearance,  arising  out  of  the  necessary  limitation  of  human,  and  especially  of '» 
uncultivated  powers  of  representation.  It  is  obvious  to  every  one,  that  there  | 
is  something  quite  different  in  the  Old  Testament  declarations,  that  God 
made  an  alliance  with  Noah,  and  Abraham,  led  his  people  out  of  Egypt, 
gave  them  laws,  brought  them  into  the  promised  land,  raised  up  for  them 
judges,  kings,  and  prophets,  and  punished  them  at  last  for  their  disobedience 
by  exile ; — ^from  the  tales  concerning  Jupiter,  that  he  was  born  of  Rhea  in 
Crete,  and  hidden  from  his  father  Saturn  in  a  cave ;  that  afterwards  he  made 
war  upon  his  father,  fireed  the  Uranides,  and  with  their  help  and  that  of  the 
lightning  with  which  they  furnished  him,  overcame  the  rebellious  Titans,  and 
at  last  divided  the  world  amongst  his  brothers  and  children.  The  essential 
difference  between  the  two  representations  is,  that  in  the  latter,  the  Deity 
himself  is  the  subject  of  progression,  becomes  another  being  at  the  end  of  the 
process  from  what  he  was  at  the  beginning,  something  being  effected  in  himself 
and  for  his  own  sake :  whilst  in  the  former,  change  takes  place  only  on  the  side 
of  the  world ;  God  remains  fixed  in  his  own  identity,  as  the  I  AM,  and  the 
temporal  is  only  a  superficial  reflection  cast  back  upon  his  acting  energy  by 
that  course  of  mundane  events  which  he  both  originated  and  guides.     In  the  i 

\  heathen  mythology  the  gods  have  a  history :   in  the  Old  Testament,  God 
himself  has  none,  but  only  his  people :  and  if  the  proper  meaning  of  mytho- 

:  logy  be  the  history  of  gods,  then  the  Hebrew  religion  has  no  mythology. 
From  the  Hebrew  religion,  this  recognition  of  the  divine  unity  and  immu- 

'  tability  was  transmitted  to  the  Christian.  The  birth,  growth,  miracles,  suffer- 
ings, death,  and  resurrection  of  Christ,  are  circumstances  belonging  to  the 
destiny  of  the  Messiah,  above  which  God  remains  unaffected  in  his  own 
changeless  [dentityl  T^e  New  Testament  therefore  knows  nothing  of  mytho- 
logy in  the  above  sense.  The  state  of  the  question  is  however  somewhat 
changed  from  that  which  it  assumed  in  the  Old  Testament :  for  Jesus  is 
called  the  Son  of  God,  not  merely  in  the  same  sense  as  kings  under  the 
theocracy  were  so  called^  but  as  actually  begotten  by  the  divine  spirit,  or 
from  the  incarnation  in  his  person  of  the  divine  Xoyo9.  Inasmuch  as  he  is 
one  with  the  Father,  and  in  him  the  whole  fullness  of  the  godhead  dwells ' 
bodily,  he  is  more  than  Moses.  The  actions  and  sufferings  of  such  a  being 
are  not  external  to  the  Deity  :  though  we  are  not  allowed  to  suppose  a  tA€(h 
paschitic  union  with  the  divine  nature,  yet  still,  even  in  the  New  Testament, 
and  more  in  the  later  doctrine  of  the  Church,  it  is  a  divine  being  that  here 

\  lives  and  suffers,  and  what  befals  him  has  an  absolute  worth  and  significance. 
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Thus  according  to  the  above  accepted  notion  of  the  mythus,  the  New  Testa- 
ment has  more  of  a  mythical  character  than  the  Old.  But  to  call  the  history 
of  Jesus  mythical  in  this  sense,  is  as  unimportant  with  regard  to  the  historiod 
question  as  it  is  unexceptionable ;  for  the  idea  of  God  is  in  no  way  opposed 
to  such  an  intervention  in  human  affairs  as  does  not  afifect  his  own  inmiuta- 
bility ;  so  that  as  far  as  regards  this  point,  the  gospel  history,  notwithstanding 
its  mythical  designation,  might  be  at  the  same  time  throughout  historically 
true. 

Admitting  that  the  biblical  history  does  not  equally  with  the  heathen 
mythology  offend  our  idea  of  Deity,  and  that  consequently  it  is  not  in  like 
manner  characterized  by  this  mark  of  the  unhistorical,  however  far  it  be 
from  bearing  any  guarantee  of  being  historical, — we  are  met  by  the  further 
question  whether  it  be  not  less  accordant  with  our  idea  of  the  world,  and 
whether  such  discordancy  may  not  furnish  a  test  of  its  unhistorical  nature. 

In  the  ancient  world,  that  is,  in  the  east,  the  religious  tendency  was  so  pre- 
ponderating, and  the  knowledge  of  nature  so  limited,  that  the  law  of  con- 
nexion between  earthly  linite  beings  was  very  loosely  regarded.  At  every 
link  there  was  a  disposition  to  spring  into  the  Infinite,  and  to  see  God  as  the 
immediate  cause  of  every  change  in  nature  or  the  human  mind.  In  this 
mental  condition  the  biblical  history  was  written.  Not  that  God  is  here 
represented  as  doing  all  and  every  thing  himself: — a  notion  which,  from  the 
manifold  direct  evidence  of  the  fundamental  connexion  between  finite  things, 
would  be  impossible  to  any  reasonable  mind:— but  there  prevails  in  the 
biblical  writers  a  ready  disposition  to  derive. ^UjhingSL  down  to  the  minutest 
details,  as  soon  as  they  appear  particularly  important,  immediately  from  God. 
He  it  is  who  gives  the  rain  and  sunshine ;  he  sends  the  east  wind  and  the 
storm ;  he  dispenses  war,  famine,  pestilence ;  he  hardens  hearts  and  softens 
them,  suggests  thoughts  and  resolutions.  And  this  is  particularly  the  case 
with  regard  to  his  chosen  instruments  and  beloved  people.  In  the  history  of 
the  Israelites  we  find  traces  of  his  immediate  agency  at  every  step  :  through 
M^es,  Elias,  Jesus,  he  performs  things  which  never  would  have  happened  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  nature. 

Our  modem  world,  on  the  contrary,  after  many  centuries  of  tedious  re- 
search, has  attained  a  conviction,  that  all  things  are  linked  together  by  a 
chain  of  causes  and  effects,  which  suffers  no  interruption.     It  is  true  that 
single  facts  and  groups  of  facts,  with  their  conditions  and  processes  of  change, 
are  not  so  circumscribed  as  to  be  unsusceptible  of  external  induence ;  for  the 
taction  of  one  existence  or  kingdom  in  nature  intrenches  on  that  of  another : 
Jhuman  freedom  controls  natural  development,  and  material  laws  react  on 
human  freedom.     Nevertheless  the  totality  of  finite  things  forms  a  vast  circle, 
which,  except  that  it  owes  its  existence  and  laws  to  a  superior  power,  suffers  ' 
.  1  no  intrusion  from  without     This  conviction  is  so  much  a  habit  of  tKougHt 
with  the  modem  world,  that  in  actual  life,  the  belief  in  a  giip<>rnat|j[ral  mani- 
festation^  an  immediate  divine  agency,  is  at  once  attributed  to  ignorance  or 
'  imposture.     It  has  been  canied  to  the  extreme  in  that  modern  explanation, 
which,  in  a  spirit  exactly  opposed  to  that  of  the  Bible,  has  either  totally 
removed  the  divine  causation,  or  has  so  far  restricted  it  that  it  is  immediate 
in  the  act  of  creation  alone,  but  mediate  from  that  point  onwards ; — i.e.,  God 
operates  on  the  world  only  in  so  far  as  he  gave  to  it  this  fixed  direction  at  the 
creation.     From  this  point  of  view,  at  which  nature  and  history  appear  as  a 
compact  dssue  of  finite  causes  and  effects,  it  was  impossible  to  regard  the 
narratives  of  the  Bible,  in  which  this  tissue  is  broken  by  innumerable  instances 
of  divine  interference,  as  historical. 
It  must  be  confessed  on  nearer  investigation,  that  this  modem  explanation. 
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although  it  does  not  exactly  deny  the  existence  of  God,  yet  puts  aside  the  idea 
of  him,  as  the  ancient  view  did  the  idea  of  the  world.  For  this  is,  as  it  has 
been  often  and  well  remarked,  no  longer  a  God  and  Creator,  but  a  mere  finite 
Artist,  who  acts  immediately  upon  his  work  only  during  its  first  production, 
and  then  leaves  it  to  itself ;  who  becomes  excluded  with  his  full  energy  from 
one  particular  sphere  of  existence.  It  has  therefore  been  attempted  to  unite 
the  two  views  so  as  to  maintain  for  the  world  its  law  of  sequence,  and  for 
God  his  unlimited  action,  and  by  this  means  to  preserve  the  truth  of  the 
biblical  history.  According  to  this  view,  the  world  is  supposed  to  move  in 
obedience  to  the  law  of  consecutive  causes  and  effects  bound  up  with  its  con- 
stitution, and  God  to  act  upon  it  only  mediately :  but  in  single  instances, 
where  he  finds  it  necessary  for  particular  objects,  he  is  not  held  to  be  restricted 
from  entering  into  the  course  of  human  changes  immediately.  This  is  the 
view  of  modern  Supranaturalism  ^j  evidently  a  vain  attempt  to  reconcile  two 
op[>osite  views,  srnce~il  Contains  the  faults  of  both,  and  adds  a  new  one  in  the 
contradiction  between  the  two  ill-assorted  principles.  For  here  the  consecu- 
tiveness  of  nature  and  history  is  broken  through  as  in  the  ancient  biblical 
view ;  and  the  action  of  God  limited  as  in  the  contrary  system.  The  propo- 
sition that  God  works  sometimes  mediately,  sometimes  immediately,  upon  the 
world,  introduces  a  changeableness,  and  therefore  a  temporal  element,  into 
the  nature  of  his  action,  which  brings  it  under  the  same  condemnation  as  both 
the  other  systems ;  that,  namely,  of  distinguishing  the  maintaining  power,  in 
the  one  case  from  individual  instances  of  the  divine  agency,  and  in  the  other 
from  the  act  of  creation.* 

Since  then  our  idea  of  God  requires  an  immediate,  and  our  idea  of  the 
world  a  mediate  divine  operation  ;  and  since  the  idea  of  combination  of  the 
two  species  of  action  is  inadmissible  : — nothing  remains  for  us  but  to  regard 
them  both  as  so  permanently  and  immoveably  united,  that  the  operation  of 
God  on  the  world  continues  for  ever  and  every  where  twofold,  both  imme- 
diate and  mediate ;  which  comes  just  to  this,  that  it  is  neither  of  the  two,  or 
this  distinction  loses  its  value.  To  explain  more  closely :  if  we  proceed  from 
the  idea  of  God,  from  which  arose  the  demand  for  his  immediate  operation, 
then  the  world  is  to  be  regarded  in  relation  to  him  as  a  Whole  :  on  the  con- 
trary, if  we  proceed  from  the  idea  of  the  finite,  the  world  is  a  congeries  of 
separate  parts,  and  hence  has  arisen  the  demand  for  a  merely  mediate  agency 
of  God  : — so  that  we  must  say — ^God  acts  upon  the  world  as  a  Whole  imme- 
diately, but  on  each  part  only  by  means  of  his  action  on  every  other  part, 
that  is  to  say,  by  the  laws  of  nature.^ 

This  view  brings  us  to  the  same  conclusion  with  regard  to  the  historical 
value  of  the  Bible  as  the  one  above  considered.  The  miraeles  which  God 
wrought  for  and  by  Moses  and  Jesus,  do  not  proceedHfrom  his  immediate 

*  Heydenreich,  iiber  die  Unzulassigkeit,  u.  s.  f.  I  stUck.     Compare  Storr,  doctr.  christ. 

§  35.  ff. 

'  If  the  Supranfttural  view  contains  a  theological  contradiction,  so  the  new  evangelical 

theolc^,  which  esteems  itself  raised  so  far  above  the  old  supranatural  view,  contains  a  loi^i- 

cal  contradiction.     To  say  that  God  acts  only  mediately  upon  the  world  as  the  general  rule, 

but  sometimes,  by  way  of  exception,  immediately, — has  some  meaning,  though  perhaps  not  a 

wise  one.     But  to  say  that  God  acts  always  immediately  on  the  world,  but  in  some  cases 

more  particularly  immediately, — is  a  flat  contradiction  in  itself.     On  the  principle  of  the 

immanence  or  immediate  agency  of  God  in  the  world,  to  which  the  new  evangelical  theology 

lays  claim,  the  idea  of  the  miraculous  is  impossible.     Comp.  my  Streitschriften,  i.  3,  s. 

40  f. 

*  In  this  view  essentially  coincide  Wegscheider,  instit.  theol.  dogm,  §  12  ;  De  Wette,  bibl. 
Dogm.,  Vorbereitung ;  Schleiermacher,  Glaubensl.  §  46  f. ;  Marheineke,  Dogm.  §  269  ff. 
Comp.  George,  s.  78  f. 
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operation  on  the  Whole»  but  presuppose  an  immediate  action  in  particular 
cases,  which  is  a  contradiction  to  the  type  of  the  divine  agency  we  have  just 
given.     The  supranaturalists  indeed  claim  an  exception  from  this  type  oh  be- 
half of  the  biblical  history ;  a  presupposition  which  is  inadmissible  from  our 
point  of  view  ^  according  to  which  the  same  laws,  although  varied  by  various 
circumstances,  are  supreme  in  every  sphere  of  being  and  action,  and  there- 
fore every  narrative  which  offends  against  these  laws,  is  to  be  recognized  as  so 
far  unhistorical. 
The  result,  then,  however  surprising,  of  a  general  examination  of  the  biblical 
\  history,  is  that  the  Hebrew  and  Christian  religions,  like  all  others,  have  their 
I  mythi.     And  this  result  is  confirmed,  if  we  consider  the  inherent  nature  of 
;  religion,  what  essentially  belongs  to  it  and  therefore  must  5e  common  to  all 
'  reTi|tons,  and  what  on  the  other  hand  is  peculiar  and  may  differ  in  each.     If 
}  '^^^  :j^       religion  be  defined  as  the  perception  of  truth,  not  in  the  form  of  an  idea, 
P'^  "^     which  is  the  philosophic  perception,  but  invested  with  imagery ;  it  is  easy  to 
see  that  the  mythical  element  can  be  wanting  only  when  religion  either  falls 
short  of,  or  goes  beyond,  its  peculiar  province,  and  that  in  the  proper  religious 
sphere  it  must  necessarily  exist. 

It  is  only  amongst  the  lowest  and  most  barbarous  people,  such  as   the 
Esquimaux,  that  we  find  religion  not  yet  fashioned  into  an  objective  form,  but 
still  confined  to  a  subjective  feeling.     They  know  nothing  of  gods,  of  superior 
spirits  and  powers,  and  their  whole  piety  consists  in  an  undefined  sentiment 
excited  by  the  hurricane,  the  eclipse,  or  the  magician.     As  it  progresses  how- 
ever, the  religious  principle  loses  more  and  more  of  this  indefiniteness,  and 
ceasing  to  be  subjective,  becomes  objective.     In  the  sun,  moon,  mountains, 
animals,  and  other  objects  of  the  sensible  world,  higher  powers  are  discovered 
and  revered ;  and  in  proportion  as  the  significance  given  to  these  objects  is 
remote  from  their  actual  nature,  a  new  world  of  mere  imagination  is  created 
a  sphere  of  divine  existences  whose  relations  to  one  another,  actions,  and 
influences,  can  be  represented  only  after  human  analogy,  and  therefore  as 
temporal  and  historical.     Even  when  the  mind  has  raised  itself  to  the  con- 
beption  of  the  Divine  unity,  still  the  energy  and  activity  of  God  are  considered 
only  under  the  form  ofa  series  of  acts  :  and  on  the  other  hand,  natural  events 
and  human  actions  can  be  raised  to  a  religious  significance  only  by  the. 
admission  of  divine  interpositions  and  miracles.     It  is  only  from  the  philoso- 1 
phic  point  of  view  that  the  world  of  imagination  is  seen  again  to  coincide! 
with  the  actual,  because  the  thought  of  God  is  comprehended  to  be  hisf 
essence,  and  in  the  regular  course  itself  of  nature  and  of  history,  the  revela-j 
tion  of  the  divine  idea  is  acknowledged. 

It  is  certainly  difficult  to  conceive,  how  narratives  which  thus  speak  of 
imagination  as  reality  can  have  been  formed  without  intentional  deceit,  and 
believed  without  unexampled  credulity ;  and  this  difficulty  has  been  held  an 
invincible  objection  to  the  mythical  interpretation  of  many  of  the  narratives  of 
the  Old  and  New  Testament.  If  this  were  the  case,  it  would  apply  equally 
to  the  Heathen  legends ;  and  on  the  other  hand,  if  profane  Mythology  have 

'  To  a  freedom  from  this  presupposition  we  lay  claim  in  the  following  work  ;  in  the  same 
sense  as  a  state  might  be  called  free  from  presupposition  where  the  privileges  of  station,  etc, 
were  of  no  account.  Such  a  state  indeed  has  one  presupposition,  that  of  the  natural  equality 
of  its  citizens ;  and  similarly  do  we  take  for  granted  the  equal  amenability  to  law  of  all 
events  ;  but  this  is  merely  an  affirmative  form  of  expression  for  our  former  negation.  But  to 
claim  for  the  biblical  history  especial  'laws  of  its  own,  is  an  affirmative  proposition,  which, 
according  to  the  established  rule,  is  that  which  requires  proof,  and  notour  denial  of  it» 
which  is  merely  negative.  And  if  the  proof  cannot  be  given,  or  be  found  insufficient,  it  is 
the  former  and  not  the  latter,  which  is  to  be  considered  a  presupposition.  See  my  Streit- 
schriften  i.  3.  s.  36  ff.  ^ 
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steered  clear  of  the  difBculty,  neither  will  that  of  the  Bible  founder  upon  it. 
I  shall  here  quote  at  length  the  words  of  an  experienced  inquirer  into  Grecian 
mythology  and  primitive  history,  Otfried  Miiller,  since  it  is  evident  that  this 
preliminary  knowledge  of  the  subject  which  must  be  derived  from  general 
mythology,  and  which  is  necessary  for  the  understanding  of  the  following  ex- 
amination of  the  evangelic  mythus,  is  not  yet  familiar  to  all  theologians. 
"  How,"  says  Miiller  ^,  "  shall  we  reconcile  this  combination  of  the  true  and 
the  false,  thil^al  aird  ideal,  in  mythi,  with  the  fact  of  their  being  believed  and 
received  as  truth  ?  The  ideal,  it  may  be  said,  is  nothing  else  than  poetry  and 
fiction  clothed  in  the  form  of  a  narration.  But  a  fiction  of  this  kind  cannot 
be  invented  at  the  same  time  by  many  different  persons  without  a  miracle, 
requiring,  as  it  does,  a  peculiar  coincidence  of  intention,  imagination,  and 
expression.  It  is  therefore  the  work  of  one  person  : — but  how  did  he  con- 
vince all  the  others  that  his  fiction  had  an  actual  truth  ?  Shall  we  suppose 
him  to  have  been  one  who  contrived  to  delude  by  all  kinds  of  trickery  and 
deception,  and  perhaps  allied  himself  with  similar  deceivers,  whose  part  it  was 
to  afford  attestation  to  the  people  of  his  inventions  as  having  been  witnessed 
by  themselves  ?  Or  shall  we  think  of  him  as  a  man  of  higher  endowments 
than  others,  who  believed  him  upon  his  word ;  and  received  the  mythical 
tales  under  whose  veil  he  sought  to  impart  wholesome  truths,  as  a  sacred 
revelation  ?  But  it  is  impossible  to  prove  that  such  a  caste  of  deceivers 
existed  in  ancient  Greece  (or  Palestine) ;  on  the  contrary,  this  skilful  system 
of  deception,  be  it  gross  or  refined,  selfish  or  philanthropic,  if  we  are  not  mis- 
led by  the  impression  we  have  received  from  the  earliest  productions  of  the 
Grecian  (or  Christian)  mind,  is  little  suited  to  the  noble  simplicity  of  those 
times.  Hence  an  ioycnteLpf  the  mjthus  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  word  is 
inconceivable.  Tfeis  reasoning  T)rrngs  us  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  idea  of  a 
deliberate  and  intentional  fabrication,  in  which  the  author  clothes  that  which 
he  knows  to  be  false  in  the  appearance  of  truth,  must  be  entirely  set  aside  as 

'  insufficient  to  account  for  the  origin  of  the  mythus.  Or  in  other  words,  that 
there  is  a  certain  necessity  in  this  connexion  between  the  ideal  and  the  real, 
which  constitutes  the  mythus ;  that  the  mythical  images  were  formed  by  the 
influence  of  sentiments  common  to  all  mankind :  and  that  the  different 
elements  grew  together  without  the  author's  being  himself  conscious  oU  their 
incongruity.  It  is  this  notion  of  a  certain  necessity  and  unconsciousness  in 
the  formation  of  the  ancient  mytbi,  on  which  we  insist  If  this  be  once 
understood,  it  will  also  be  perceived  that  the  contention  whether  the  mythus 
proceed  from  one  person  or  many,  from  the^oet  or  the  people,  though  it  may 
be  started  on  other  grounds,  does  not  go  to  the  root  of  the  matter.  For  if 
the  one  who  invents  the  mydius  is  only  obeying  the  impulse  which  acts  also 
upon  the  minds  of  his  hearers,  he  is  but  the  mouth  through  which  all  speak, 
the  skilful  interpreter  who  has  tEe  address  Srst  to  give  form  and  expression  to 
the  thoughts  of  all.     It  is  however  very  possible  that  this  notion  of  necessity 

I*  and  unconsciousness,  might  appear  itself  obscure  and  mystical  to  our  anti- 
quarians (and  theologians),  firom  no  other  reason  than  that  this,  mythicising 
tendency  has  no  analogy  in  the  present  mQde_ofjhinking.  But  is  not  history 
to  acknowledge  even  what  is  strange,  when  led  to  it  by  unprejudiced 
research?" 

As  an  example  to  show  that  even  very  complicated  mythi,  in  the  formation 
of  which  many  apparently  remote  circumstances  must  have  combined,  may 

*  Prolegomena  xn.  dner  wissenschaftlichen  Mythologie,  s.  no  ft.  With  this  Ullmann, 
and  }.  Miiller  in  their  reviews  of  this  work,  Hoffmann,  s.  113  f.,  and  others  are  agreed  as 
far  as  telates  to  the  heathen  mythi  Especially  compare  George,  Mythus  and  Sage,  s.  15  ff. 
103. 
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yet  have  arisen  in  this  unconscious  manner,  Miiller  then  refers  to  the  Grecian 
mythus  of  Apollo  and  Marsyas.  "  It  was  customary  to  celebrate  the  festivals 
of  Apollo  with  playing  on  the  lyre,  and  it  was  necessary  to  piety,  that  the  god 
himself  should  be  regarded  as  its  author.  In  Phrygia,  on  the  contrary,  the 
national  music  was  the  flute,  which  was  similarly  derived  from  a  demon  of 
their  own,  named  Marsyas.  The  ancient  Grecians  perceived  that  the  tones 
of  these  two  instruments  were  essentially  opposed  :  the  harsh  shrill  piping  of 
the  flute  must  be  hateful  to  Apollo,  and  therefore  Marsyas  his  enemy.  This 
was  not  enough :  in  order  that  the  lyre-playing  Grecian  might  flatter  himself 
that  the  invention  of  his  god  was  the  more  excellent  instrument,  Apollo  must 
triumph  over  Marsyas.  But  why  was  it  necessary  in  particular  that  the  un- 
lucky Phrygian  should  be  flayed  ?  Here  is  the  simple  origin  of  the  mythus. 
Near  the  castle  of  Celoene  in  Phrygia,  in  a  cavern  whence  flowed  a  stream  or 
torrent  named  Marsyas,  was  suspended  a  skin  flask,  called  by  the  Phrygians, 
the  bottle  of  Marsyas ;  for  Marsyas  was,  like  the  Grecian  Silenus,  a  demi-^od 
symbolizing  the  exuberance  of  the  juices  of  nature.  Now  where  a  Grecian,  or 
a  Phrygian  with  Grecian  prepossessions,  looked  on  the  bottle,  he  plainly  saw 
the  catastrophe  of  Marsyas ;  here  was  still  suspended  his  skin,  which  had  been 
torn  ofl*  and  made  into  a  bottle  : — Apollo  had  flayed  him.  In  all  this  there  is 
no  arbitrary  invention  :  the  same  ideas  might  have  occurred  to  many,  and  if 
one  first  gave  expression  to  them,  he  knew  well  that  his  auditors,  imbued 
with  the  same  prepossessions,  would  not  for  an  instant  doubt  his  accuracy." 

"The  chief  reason  of  the  complicated  character  of  my  thi  in  general,  is  their 
having  been  formed  for  the  most  part,  not  at  once,  but  successively  and  by 
degrees,  under  the  influence  of  very  different  circumstances  and  events  both 
f  external  and  internal.     The  popular  traditions,  being  orally  transmitted  and 
'  not  restricted  by  any  written  document,  were  open  to  receive  every  new 
addition,  and  thus  grew  in  the  course  of  long  centuries  to  the  form  in  which 
we  now  find  them.     (How  far  this  applies  to  a  great  part  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment mythi,  will  be  shown  hereafter.)    This  is  an  important  and  luminous 
fact,  which  however  is  very  frequently  overlooked  in  the  explanation  of  mythi ; 
for  they  are  regarded  as  allegories  invented  by  one  person,  at  one  stroke,  with 
,  .the  definite  purpose  of  investing  a  thought  in  the  form  of  a  narration." 

The  view  thus  expressed  by  Miiller,  that  the  mythus  is  founded  not  upon 
any  individual  conception,  but  upon  the  more  elevated  and  general  conception 
of  a  'whole  people  (or  religious  community),  is  said  by  a  competent  judge 
of  Miiller's  work  to  be  the  necessary  condition  for  a  right  understanding  of 
the  ancient  mythus,  the  admission  or  rejection  of  which  henceforth  ranges  the 
opinions  on  mythology  into  two  opposite  divisions.^ 

It  is  not  however  easy  to  draw  a  line  of  distinction  between  intentional  and 

unintentional  fiction.     In  the  case  where  a  fact  lay  at  the  foundation,  which, 

being  the  subject  of  popular  conversation  and  admiration,  in  the  course  of 

time  formed  itself  into  a  mythus,  we  readily  dismiss  all  notion  of  wilful  fraud, 

at  least  in  its  origin.     For  a  mythus  of  this  kind  is  not  the  work  of  one  man, 

.  but  of  a  whole  body  of  men,  and  of  succeeding  generations ;  the  narrative 

;  passing  from  mouth  to  mouth,  and  like  a  snowball  growing  by  the  involuntary 

'  addition  of  one  exaggerating  feature  from  this,  and  another  from  that  narrator. 

'  In  time  however  these  legends  are  sure  to  fall  into  the  way  of  some  gifted 

minds,  which  will  be  stimulated  by  them  to  the  exercise  of  their  own  poetical, 

religious,  or  didactic  powers.     Most  of  the  mythical  narratives  which  have 

come  down  to  us  from  antiquity,  such  as  the  Trojan,  and  the  Mosaic  series 

of  legends,  are  presented  to  us  in  this  elaborated  form.     Here  then  it  would 

'  The  words  of  Baur  in  his  review  of  Miiller's  Prolegomena,  in  Jahn's  Jahrbiichem  t 
Fhilol.  u.  Padag.  1828,  i  Heft,  s.  7. 
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appear  there  must  have  been  intentional  deception :  this  however  is  only  the 
result  of  an  erroneous  assumption.  It  is  almost  impossible,  in  a  critical  and 
enlightened  age  like  our  own,  to  carry  ourselves  back  to  a  period  of  civiliza- 
tion in  which  the  imagination  worked  so  powerfully,  that  its  illusions  were 
believed  as  realities  by  the  very  minds  that  created  them.  Yet  the  very  same 
miracles  which  are  wrought  in  less  civilized  circles  by  the  imagination,  are 
produced  in  the  more  cultivated  by  the  understanding.  Let  us  take  one  of 
the  best  didactic  historians  of  ancient  or  modem  times,  Livy,  as  an  example. 
"  Numa,"  he  says,  **  gave  to  the  Romans  a  number  of  religious  ceremonies, 
ne  luxuriarentur  otto  animi,  and  because  he  regarded  religion  as  the  best 
means  of  bridling  multiiudinem  imperiiam  et  Hits  seadis  rudem,  Idem^^  he 
continues,  *'  nefastos  dies  fastosqtu  fecit,  quia  aliqttando  nihil  cum  popido  agi 
utile  futurum  erat"  ®  How  did  Livy  know  that  these  were  the  motives  of 
Numa?  In  point  of  fact  they  certainly  were  not.  But  Livy  believed  them 
to  be  so.  The  inference  of  his  own  understanding  appeared  to  him  so  neces- 
sary, that  he  treated  it  with  full  conviction  as  an  actual  fact  The  popular 
legend,  or  some  ancient  poet,  had  explained  this  fertility  of  religious  inven- 
tion in  Numa  otherwise ;  namely,  that  it  arose  from  his  communication  with 
the  n3rmph  Egeria,  who  revealed  to  him  the  forms  of  worship  that  would  be 
most  acceptable  to  the  gods.  It  is  obvious,  that  the  case  is  pretty  nearly  the 
same  with  regard  to  both  representations.  If  the  latter  had  an  individual 
author,  it  was  his  opinion  that  the  historical  statement  could  be  accounted  for 
onty  upon  the  supposition  of  a  communication  with  a  superior  being ;  as  it 
was  that  of  Livy,  that  its  explanation  must  lie  in  political  views.  The  one 
mistook  the  production  of  his  imagination,  the  other  the  inference  of  his 
understanding,  for  reality. 

Perhaps  it  may  be  admitted  that  there  is  a  possibility  of  unconscious 
fiction,  even  when  an  individual  author  is  assigned  to  it,  provided  that  the 
mythical  consists  only  in  the  filling  up  and  adorning  some  historical  event 
with  imaginary  circumstances :  but  that  where  the  whole  story  is  invented, 
and  not  any  historical  nucleus  is  to  be  found,  this  unconscious  fiction  is  n  jL 
impossible.  Whatever  view  maybe  taken  of  the  heathen  mythology^^it  is  ^n 
easy  to  show  with  regard  to  the  New  Testament,  that  there  was  the  greatest 
antecedent  probability  of  this  very  kind  of  fiction  having  arisen  respecting  /<  - 

Jesus  without  any  fraudulent  intention.  The  expectation  of  a  Messiah  had 
grown  up  amongst  the  Israelitish  people  long  before  the  time  of  Jesus, 
and  just  then  had  ripened  to  full  maturity.  And  from  its  beginning  this 
expectation  was  not  indefinite,  but  determined,  and  characterized  by  many 
important  particulars.  Moses  was  said  to  have  promised  his  people  a 
prophet  like  unto  himself  (Deut.  xviii.  15),  and  this  passage  was  in  the  time 
of  Jesus  applied  to  the  Messiah  (Acts  iii.  22  ;  vii.  37).  Hence  the  rabbinical 
principle:  as  the  first  redeemer  (Goel),  so  shall  be  tiie  second;  which 
principle  was  carried  out  into  many  particulars  to  be  expected  in  the  Messiah 
after  his  prototype  Moses.  ^  Again,  the  Messiah  was  to  come  of  the^race 
of  David,  and  as  a  second  David  take  possession  of  his  throne  (Matt.  xxiL  42 ; 

»  L  19. 

*  Midrasch  Koheleth  t  73,  3  (in  Schottgen,  hora  hibraica  et  talmudica,  2,  S.  251  f.). 
R»  Berechias  nomine  R.  Isaaci  dixit:  ^ietnadmodum  Goll  primus  (Moses),  sic  etiam 
postremus  (Messias)  comparatus  est.  De  GoiUprimo  quidnam  scriptura  dicit  ?  Exod.  iv.  20 : 
et  sumsit  Moses  uxorem  et  JUioSy  eosque  cuino  imposuit.  Sic  Goil  postremus,  Zachar.  ix.  9 : 
pauper  et  insidens  asino.  Quidnam  de  Goile  prima  nosti?  Is  descendere  fecit  Man^  q,d, 
Exod.  xvi.  14 :  ecce  ego  pluere  faciam  vobis  panem  de  calo.  Sic  etiam  Goil  postremus  Manna 
descendere  faciei^  g,  d*  Ps.  Ixxii.  16 :  erit  multitudo  frumenti  in  terra,  Quomodo  Goil  primus 
comparatus  fuitf  Is  ascendere  fecit  puteum :  sic  quoqUe  Goil  postremus  ascendere  faciei 
aqueu,  q.  d,  Joel  iv.  18 :  etfons  e  dome  Domini  egredietur^  et  torrentem  Sittim  irrigabit* 
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Luke  1.  32 ;  Acts  iL  30) :  and  therefore  in  the  time  of  Jesus  it  was  expected 
that  he,  like  David,  should  be  bom  in  the  little  village  of  Bethlehem  (John 
vii.  42  ;  Matt  IL  5  £).  In  the  above  passive  Moses  describes  the  supposed 
Messiah  as  a  prophet;  so  in  his  own  idea,  Jesus  was  the  greatest  smd  last 
of  the  prophetic  race.  But  in  the  old  national  legends  the  prophets  were 
made  illustrious  by  the  most  wonderful  actions  and  destiny.  How  could 
less  be  expected  of  the  Messiah  ?  Was  it  not  necessary  beforehand,  that  his 
life  should  be  adorned  with  that  which  was  most  glorious  and  important  in 
the  Ifvesoftb^-prophets?  Must  not  the  popular  expectation  give  him  a 
share  in  the  lurkhLipoFtion  of  their  history,  as  subsequently  the  sufferings 
of  himself  and  ms  disciples  were  attributed  by  Jesus,  when  he  appeared  as 
the  Messiah,  to  a  participation  in  thejladLjide  of  the  fate  of  the  prophets 
(Matt  xxiil  29  £;  Luke  xiii.  z^fL;  comp.  Matt  v.  12)?  Believing  that 
Moses  and  all  the  prophets  had  prophesied  of  the  Messiah  (John  v.  46 ; 
Luke  iv.  21 ;  xxiv.  27),  it  was  as  natural  for  the  Jews,  with  their  allegorizing 
tendency,  to  consider  their  actions  and  destiny  as  t3rpes  of  the  Messiah,  as  to 
take  their  sayings  for  predictions.  In  general  the  whole  Messianic  era  was 
expected  to  be  fuH  of  signs  and  wonders.  The  eyes  of  the  blind  should  be 
opened,  the  ears  of  the  deaf  should  be  unclosed,  the  lame  should  leap,  and 
the  tongue  of  the  dumb  praise  God  (Isa.  xxxv.  5f. ;  xlii.  7;  comp.  xxxii. 
3,  4).  These  merely  figurative  expressions  soon  came  to  be  understood 
literally  (Matt  xi.  5 ;  Luke  vii.  21  f.),  and  thus  the  idea  of  the  Messiah'  was 
continually  filled  up  with  new  details,  even  before  the  appearance  of  Jesus.^^ 
Thus  many  of  the  legends  respecting  him  hadngt^to  be  newly  invenj 
they  already  existed  in  the  popular  hope  of  the  M^iab»  l^ii 


Lving  been  mostly 
derived  with  varioUf  modtflc^tions  ^^  from  the  Old  Testament,  and  had 
merely  to  be  transferred  to  Jesus,  ^^  and  accommodated  to  his  character  and 
doctrines.  In  no  case  could  it  be  easier  for  the  person  who  first  added  any 
new  feature  to  the  description  of  Jesus,  to  believe  himself  its  genuineness, 
since  his  argument  would  be :  Such  and  such  things  must  have  happened 
to  the  Messiah;  Jesus  was  the  Messiah;  therefore  such  and  such  things 
happened  to  him.^^ 

Truly  it  may  be  said  that  the  middle  term  of  this  aigument;  namely,  that 
Jesus  was  the  Messiah,  would  have  failed  in  proof  to  his  contemporaries 
all  the  more  on  account  of  the  common  expectation  of  miraculous  events, 
if  that  expectation  had  not  been  fulfilled  by  him.    But  the  following  critique 

^®  Taachuma  f.  54, 4.  (in  Schottgen,  p.  74) :  ^.  Acka  nomine  R.  SamueHs  bar  N(uhmam 
dixit:  Quacumque  Deus  S,  B.facturus  est  Ml?  l^ny?  (tempore  Meseiano)  ea  jam  ante  fecit 
per  manus  justorum  TW\\  D/iyi  {secuic  ante  Messiam  elapso).  Deus S.  B*  suscitabit  mortuas, 
id  qnod  jam  ante  fecit  per  EUam,  £/isam  et  EnecHielem,  Mare  exsiccabit^prout  per  Mosen 
factum  est  Oeulos  cacorum  aperiet^  id  quod  per  Elisam  fecit,  Deus  S.  B,  future  tempore 
tfisitabit  steriles,  quemadmodum  in  Abrakamo  et  Sard  feat, 

^^  The  Old  Testament  legends  have  undergone  many  changes  and  amplifications,  even 
without  any  reference  to  the  Messiah,  so  that  the  partial  discrepancy  between  the  narrati¥es 
concerning  Jesus  with  those  relating  to  Moses  and  the  prophets,  is  not  a  decisive  proof  that 
the  former  were  not  derived  from  the  latter.  Compare  Acts  vii.  22,  53,  and  the  correspond- 
ing part  of  Josephus  Antiq.  iu  &  liL  with  the  account  of  Moses  ^ven  in  Exodusu  Also 
the  biblical  account  of  Abraham  with  Antiq.  1.  8,  2 ;  of  Jacob  with  L  19,  6 ;  of  Joseph 
with  ii.  5,  4. 

'*  George,  s.  125 :  If  we  consider  the  firm  conviction  of  the  disciples,  that  all  which  had 
been  prophesied  in  the  Old  Testament  of  the  Messiah  must  necessarily  have  been  folfilled 
in  the  person  of  their  master ;  and  moreover  that  there  were  many  blank  spaces  in  tb« 
history  of  Christ ;  we  shall  see  that  it  was  impossible  to  have  happened  otherwise  than  that 
these  ideas  should  have  embodied  themselves,  and  thvs  the  mythi  have  arisen  which  we  find. 
Even  if  a  more  correct  representation  of  the  life  of  Jesvs  had  been  possible  by  means  of 
tradition,  this  conviction  of  the  disciples  must  have  been  strong  enough  to  triumph  over  it. 

^*  Compare  O.  Miiller,  Prolegomena,  s.  7,  <mi  a  similar  oondusion  of  Grecian  poeta. 
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on  the  Life  of  Jesus  does  not  divest  it  of  all  those  features  to  which  the 
character  of  miraculous  has  been  appropriated :  and  besides  we  must  take  into 
account  the  overwhelming  impression  which  was  made  upon  those  around 
him  by  the  personal  character  and  discourse  of  Jesus^  as  long  as  he  was 
living  amongst  them,  which  did  not  permit  them  dehberately  to  scrutinize 
and  compare  him  with  their  previous  standard.  The  belief  in  him  as  the 
Messiah  extended  to  wider  circles  only  by  slow  degrees ;  and  even  during 
his  lifetime  the  people  may  have  reported  many  wonderful  stories  of  him 
(comp.  Matt  xiv.  2).  After  his  death,  however,  the  belief  in  his  resurrection, 
however  that  belief  may  have  arisen,  afforded  a  more  than  sufficient  proof 
of  his  Messiahship ;  so  that  all  the  odier  miracles  in  his  history  need  not  be 
considered  as  the  foundation  of  the  faith  in  this,  but  may  rather  be  adduced 
as  the  consequence  of  it 

It  is  however  by  no  means  necessary  to  attribute  this  same  freedom  from 
all  conscious  intention  of  fiction,  to  the  authcnrs  of  all  those  narratives  in  the 
Old  and  New  Testament  which  must  be  considered  as  unhistorical.  In 
every  series  of  legends,  especially  if  any  patriotic  or  religious  party  interest 
is  associated  with  them,  as  soon  as  they  become  the  subject  of  free  poetry 
or  any  other  literary  composition,  some  kind  of  fiction  will  be  intentionally 
mixed  up  with  them.  The  authors  of  the  Homeric  songs  could  not  have 
believed  that  every  particular  which  they  related  of  their  gods  and  heroes 
had  really  happened ;  and  just  as  little  could  the  writer  of  the  Chronicles 
have  been  ignorant  that  in  his  deviation  from  the  books  of  Samuel  and  of 
the  Kings,  he  was  introducing  many  eveny^  of  later  occurrence  into  an 
earlier  period;  or  the  author  of  the  book  of^anielHfthat  he  was  modelling 
his  history  upon  that  of  Joseph,  and  accommodating  prophecies  to  events 
already  past ;  and  exactly  as  little  may  this  be  said  of  all  the  unhistorical 
narratives  of  the  Gospels,  as  for  example,  of  the  first  chapter  of  the  third, 
and  many  parts  of  the  fourth  Gospel.  But  a  fiction,  although  not  undesigned, 
may  still  be  without  evil  design.  It  is  ^e,  the  case  is  not  the  same  with 
the  supposed  authors  of  many  fictions  in  the  Bible,  as  with  poets  properly 
so  called,  since  the  latter  write  without  any  expectation  that  their  poems  will 
be  received  as  history  :  but  still  it  is  to  be  considered  that  in  ancient  times, 
and  especially  amongst  the  Hebrews,  and  yet  more  when  this  people  was 
stirred  up  by  religious  excitement,  the  line  of  distinction  between  history 
and  fiction,  prose  and  poetry,  was  not  drawn  so  clearly  as  with  us.  It  is 
a  fact  also  deserving  attention  that  amongst  the  Jews  and  early  Christians, 
the  most  reputable  authors  published  their  works  with  the  substitution  of 
venerated  names^  without  an  idea  that  they  were  guilty  of  any  falsehood  or  ^ 
deception  by  so  doing. 

^*  The  comparison  of  the  first  chapter  of  this  book  with  the  history  of  Joseph  in  Genesis, 
gives  an  instnictiye  view  of  the  tendency  of  thj^^iator  Hebrew  legend  and  poetry  to  form 
new  relations  upon  the  pattern  of  the  old.  As  ,Joseplv  was  carried  captive  to  Egypt,  so  was 
Daniel  to  Babylon  (i.  2) ;  like  Joseph  he  must  .change  his  name  (7).  God  m^es  the 
Q^P^^jpn  ^  favourable  to  him,  as  the  D^OJ^^D  ^  DHp  to  Joseph  (9) ;  he  abstains  from 
polluting  himself  with  partaking  of  the  king's  meats  and  drinks,  which  are  pressed  upon 
him  (8) ;  aself-denial  held  as  meritorious  in  the  time  of  Antiochus  Epiphanes,  as  that  of 
Joseph  witEl^afS'to  Potiphar's  wife  ;  like  Joseph  he  gains  eminence  by  the  interpretation 
of  a  dream  of  the  king,  which  his  D^tpl^lO  were  unable  to  explain  to  him  (ii.) ;  whilst 
the  additional  circumstance  that  Daniel  is  enabled  to  give  not  only  the  interpretation,  but 
the  dream  itself,  which  had  escaped  the  memory  of  the  king,  appears  to  be  a  romantic  ex- 
aggeration of  that  which  was  attributed  to  Joseph.  In  the  account  of  Josephus,  the  history 
of  Daniel  has  reacted  in  a  singular  manner  upon  that  of  Joseph ;  for  as  Nebuchadnezzar 
forgets  his  dream,  and  the  interpretation  according  to  Josephus  revealed  to  him  at  the  same 
time,  so  does  he  make  Pharaoh  forget  the  interpretation  shown  to  him  with  the  dream. 
Antiq.  ii.  5,  4. 
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The  only  question  that  can  arise  here  is  whether  to  such  fictions,  the  work 
of  an  individual,  we  can  give  the  name  of  mythi  ?  If  we  regard  only  their 
o^n  intrinsic  nature,  the  name  is  not  appropriate ;  but  it  is  so  when  these 
fictions,  having  met  with  faith,  come  to  be  received  amongst  the  legends  of 
a  people  or  religious  party,  for  this  is  always  a  proof  that  they  were  the  fruit, 
not  of  any  individual  conception,  but  of  an  accordance  with  the  sentiments 
of  a  multitude.^* 

A  frequently  raised  objection  remains,  for  the  refutation  of  which  the 
remarks  above  made,  upon  the  date  of  the  origin  of  many  of  the  gospel 
mythi,  are  mainly  important :  the  objection,  namely,  that  the  space  of  about 
thirty  years,  from  the  death  of  Jesus  to  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  during 
which  the  greater  part  of  the  narratives  must  have  been  formed ;  or  even  the 
interval  extending  to  the  beginning  of  the  second  century,  the  most  distant 
period  which  can  be  allowed  for  the  origin  of  even  the  latest  of  these  gospel 
.narratives,  and  for  the  written  composition  of  our  gospels ; — is  much  too  short 
I  to  admit  of  the  rise  of  so  rich  a  collection  of  mythL  But,  as  we  have  shown, 
the  greater  part  of  these  mythi  did  not  arise  during  that  period,  for  their  first 
fgundatipnjYas  laid  in  the  legends  of  the  Old  Testament,  before  and  jifter 
[the  Babylonish  jexile^.  and  the  transference  of  these  legends  with  suitable 
modificatfons  to  the  expected  Messiah,  was  made  in  the  course  of  the 
centuries  which  elapsed  between  that  exile  and  the  time  of  Jesus.  So  that 
for  the  period  between  the  formation  of  the  first  Christian  community  and 
the  writing  of  the  Gospels,  there  remains  to  be  effected  only  the  transference 
of  Messianic  legends,  almost  all  xeady  formed,  to  Jesus,  with  some  alterations 
to  adapt  them  to  christian  opinions,  and  to  the  individual  character  and 
circumstances  of  Jesus :  only  a  very  small  proportion  of  mythi  having  to  be 
formed  entirely  new. 

§  IS. 

DEFINITION   OF  THE  EVANGELICAL   MYTHUS   AND   ITS   DISTINCTIVE 

CHARACTERISTICS. 

The  precise,  sense  in  which  we  use  the  expression  mythus^  applied  to  certain 
parts  of  the  gospel  history,  is  evident  from  all  that  has  already  been  said ; 
at  the  same  time  the  different  kinds  and  gradations  of  the  mythi  which  we 
shall  meet  with  in  this  history  may  here  by  way  of  anticipation  be  pointed 
out. 

We  distinguish  by  the  name  evangelical  myihus  a  narrative  relating  directly 
or  indirectly  to  Jesus,  which  may  be  considered  not  as  the  expression  of  a 
fact,  but  as  the  product  of  an  idea  of  his  earUest  followers  :  such  a  narrative 
being  mythical  in  proportion  as  it  exhibits  this  character.  The  mythus  in 
this  sense  of  the  term  meets  us,  in  the  Gospel  as  elsewhere,  sometimes  in  its 
pure  form,  constituting  the  substance  of  the  narrative,  and  sometimes  as 
an  accidental  adjunct  to  the  actual  history. 

The  pure  mythus  in  the  Gospel  will  be  found  to  have  two  sources,  which 
in  most  cases  contributed  simultaneously,  though  in  different  proportions, 
to  form  the  mythus.  The  one  source  is,  as  already  stated,  the  Messianic 
ideas  and  expectations  existing  according  to  their  several  forms  in  the  Jewish 
mind  before  Jesus,  and  independently  of  him ;  the  other  is  that  particular 
impression  which  was  lefl  by  the  personal  character,  actions,  and  fate  of 
Jesus,  and  which  served  to  modify  the  Messianic  idea  in  the  minds  of  his 
people.    The  account  of  the  Transfiguration,  for  example,  is  derived  almost 

i>  Thus  J.  Miiller,  theol.  Studien  u.  Kritiken,  1836,  iii.  s.  839  ff. 
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exclusively  from  the  former  source;  the  only  amplification  taken  from  the 
latter  source  being — that  they  who  appeared  with  Jesus  on  the  Mount  spake 
bf  his  decease.  On  the  other  hand,  the  narrative  of  the  rending  of  the  jeil 
of  the  temple  at  the  death  of  Jesus  seems  to  have  had  its  origin  in  the  ho^e 
position  which  Jesus,  and  his  church  after  him,  sustained  in  relation  to  the 
Jewish  temple  worship.  Here  already  we  have  something  historical,  though 
consisting  merely  of  certain  general  features  of  character,  position,  etc. ; 
we  are  thus  at  once  brought  upon  the  ground  of  the  historical  mythusw 

T^  ?ustorical  mythus  has  for  its  groundwork  a  definite  individual  Jact 
which  has  been  seized  upon  by  religious  enthusiasm,  and  twined  around  with  i 
mythical  conceptions  culled  from  the  id^a  of  the  Christ  This  fact  is  perhaps  j 
a  saying  of  Jesus  such  as  that  concerning  '*  fishers  of  men  "  or  the  barren 
fig-tree, 'which  now  appear  in  the  Gospels  transmuted  into  marvellous  histories : 
or,  it  is  perhaps  a  real  transaction  or  event  taken  from  his  life ;  for  instance, 
the  mythical  traits  in  the  account  of  the  baptisny  were  built  upon  such  a 
reality.  Certain  of  the  miraculous  histories  may  likewise  have  had  some 
foundation  in  natural:  occurrences,  which  the  narrative  has  either  exhibited 
in  a  supernatural  light,  or  enriched  with  miraculous  incidents. 

All  the  species  of  imagery  here  enumerated  may  justly  be  designated 
as  mythi,  even  according  to  the  modem  and  precise  definition  of  George, 
inasmuch  as  the  unhistorical  which  they  embody — rwhether  formed  gradually 
by  tradition,  or  created  by  an  individual  author — is  in  each  case  the  product 
of  an  idea.  But  for  those  parts  of  the  history  which  are  charactenzed  by 
indefiniteriess  and  want  of  connexion,  by  n^iscoiistructi<^n  and  transforma- 
tion, by  strange  combinations  and  confusion, — the  natural  results  of  a  long 
course  of  oral  transmission  ;  or  which,  on  the  contrary,  are  distinguished  by 
highly  coloured  and  pictorial  representations,  which  also  seem  to  point  to 
a  traditionary  origin ; — for  these  parts  the  iertn.  Jegendar^  is  certainly  the  more 
appropriate.  / 

Lastly.  It  is  requisite  to  distinguish  equally  from  the  mythus  and  the 
legend,  that  which,  as  it  serves  not  to  clothe  an  idea  on  the  one  hand,  and 
admits  not  of  being  referred  to  tradition  on  the  other,  must  be  regarded  as 
tAg  oddiHon  of  the  author^  as  purely  individual,  and  designed  merely  to  give 
clearness,  connexion,  and  climax,  to  the  representation. 

It  is  to  the  various  forms  of  the  unhistorical  in  the  Gospels  that  this 
enumeration  exclusively  refers  :  it  does  not  involve  the  renunciation  of  the 
historical  which  they  may  likewise  contain. 


§  16. 

CRITERIA   BY  WHICH  TO  DISTINGUISH  THE   UNHISTORICAL   IK   THE  GOSPEL 

NARRATIVE. 

Having  shown  the  possible  existence  of  the  mythical  and  the  legendary  in 
the  Gospels,  both  on  extrinsic  and  intrinsic  grounds,  and  defined  their  distinc- 
tive characteristics,  it  remains  in  conclusion  to  inquire  how  their  actual  pre- 
sence may  be  recognised  in  individual  cases  ? 

The  mythus  presents  two  phases  :  in  the  first  place  it  is  not  history ;  in  the 
second  it  is  fiction,  the  product  of  the  particular  mental  tendency  of  a  certain 
community.  These  two  phases  afford  the  one  a  negative,  the  other  a  positive 
criterion,  by  which  the  mythus  is  to  be  recognised. 

I.  Negative.  That  an  account  is  not  historical — that  the  matter  related 
could  not  havfe  taken  place  in  the  manner  described  is  evident, 
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First  When  the  nanatton  is  irreconcilable  with  the  known  and  universal 
^  laws  which  govern  the  course  of  events.  Now  according  to  these  laws,  agree- 
ing with  all  just  philosophical  conceptions  and  all  credible  experience,  the 
al^olute  cause  never  disturbs  the  chain  of  secondary  causes  by  single  arbitrary 
acts  of  interposition,  but  rather  manifests  itself  in  the  production  of  the 
aggregate  of  finite  casualities,  and  of  their  reciprocal  action.  When  therefore 
we  meet  with  an  account  of  certain  phenomena  or  events  of  which  it  js  eith^ 
expressly  stated  or  implied  that  they  were  produced  immediately  ^by  Goon 
himself  (divine  apparitions — voices  from  heaven  and  the  like),  oi^  by  human 
beings  possessed  of  supernatural  powers  (miracles,  prophecies),  such  an  ac- 
count is  in  so  far  to  be  considered  as  not  historical  And  inasmuch  as,  in 
general,  the  intermingling  of  the  spiritual  world  with  the  human  is  found  only 
in  unauthentic  records,  and  is  irreconcilable  with  all  just  conceptions ;  so 
narratives  of  angels  and  of  devils,  of  their  appearing  in  human  shape  and 
interfering  with  human  concerns,  cannot  possibly  be  received  as  historical. 

Another  law  which  controls  the  course  of  events  is  the  law.of_suQce8sion, 
jn  accordance  with  which  all  occurrences,  not  excepting  the  most  violent  con- 
vtilsions  and  the  most  rapid  changes,  follow  in  a  certain  order  of  sequence  of 
increase  and  decrease.  If  therefore  we  are  told  of  a  celebrated  individual 
that  he  attracted  already  at  his  birth  and  during  his  childhood  that  atten- 
tion which  he  excited  in  his  manhood;  that  his  followers  at  a  single 
glance  recognized  him  as  being  all  that  he  actually  was ;  if  the  transition  from 
the  deepest  despondency  to  the  most  ardent  enthusiasm  after  his  death  is 
represented  as  the  work  of  a  single  hour ;  we  must  feel  more  than  doubtful 
whether  it  is  a  real  history  which  lies  before  us.  Lastly,  all  those  psycholo- 
gical laws,  which  render  it  improbable  that  a  human  being  should  feel,  think, 
and  act  in  a  manner  directly  opposed  to  his  own  habitual  mode  and  that  of 
men  in  general,  must  be  taken  into  consideration.  As  for  example,  when  the 
Jewish  Sanhedrim  are  represented  as  believing  the  declaration  of  the  watch 
at  the  grave  that  Jesus  was  risen,  and  instead  of  accusing  them  of  having 
suffered  the  body  to  be  stolen  away  whilst  they  were  asleep,  bribing  them  to 
give  currency  to  such  a  report.  By  the  same  rule  it  is  contrary  to  all  the 
laws  belonging  to  the  human  faculty  of  memory,  that  long  discourses,  such  as 
those  of  Jesus  given  in  the  foiuth  Gospel,  could  have  been  faithfully  recol- 
lected and  reproduced. 

It  is  however  true  that  effects  are  often  far  more  rapidly  produced,  particu- 
larly in  men  of  genius  and  by  their  agency,  than  might  be  expected  ;  and  that 
human  beings  frequently  act  inconsequently,  and  in  opposition  to  their  general 
modes  and  habits ;  the  two  last  mentioned  tests  of  the  mythical  character 
must  therefore  be  cautiously  applied,  and  in  conjunction  only  with  other 
tests. 

Secondly,  An  account  which  shall  be  regarded  as  historically  valid,  must 
neither  be  inconsistent  with  itself,  nor  in  contradiction  with  other  accounts. 

The  most  decided  case  falling  under  this  rule,  amounting  to  a  positive  con- 
tradiction^ is  when  one  account  affirms  what  another  denies.  Thus,  one 
gospel  represents  the  first  appearance  of  Jesus  in  Galilee  as  subsequent  to  the 
imprisonment  of  John  the  Baptist,  whilst  another  Gospel  remarks,  long  after 
Jesus  had  preached  both  in  Galilee  and  in  Judea,  that  ''John  was  not  yet 
cast  into  prison." 

When  on  the  contrary,  the  second  account,  without  absolutely  contradicting 
the  first,  differs  from  it,  the  disagreement  may  be  merely  between  the  inci- 
dental particulars  of  the  narrative ;  such  as  time^  (the  clearing  of  the  Temple,) 
placfy  (the  original  residence  of  the  parents  of  Jesus  ;)  number^  (the  Gadarenes, 
the  angels  at  Uie  sepulchre ;)  names^  (Matthew  and  Levi ;)  or  it  may  concern 
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the  essential  substance  of  the  history.  In  the  latter  case,  sometimes  the 
character  and  circumstances  in  one  account  differ  altogether  from  those  in 
another.  Thus,  according  to  one  narrator,  the  Baptist  recognizes  Jesus  as  the 
Messiah  destined  to  suffer ;  according  to  the  other,  John  takes  offence  at  his 
suffering  condition.  Sometimes  an  occurrence  is  represented  in  two  or  more 
ways,  of  which  one  only  can  be  consistent  with  the  reality ;  as  when  in  one 
account  Jesus  calls  his  first  disciples  from  their  nets  whilst  fishing  on  the  sea  of 
Galilee,  and  in  the  other  meets  them  in  Judea  on  his  way  to  Galilee.  We 
may  class  under  the  same  head  instances  where  events  or  discourses  are 
represented  as  having  occurred  on  two  distinct  occasions,  whilst  they  are  so 
similar  that  it  is  impossible  to  resist  the  conclusion  that  both  the  narratives 
refer  to  the  same  event  or  discourse. 

It  may  here  be  asked :  is  it  to  be  regarded  as  a  contradiction  if  one  account 
is  wholly  silent  respecting  a  circumstance  mentioned  by  another  ?  In  itself, 
apart  from  all  other  considerations,  the  argumentum  ex  silentio  is  of  no  weight ; 
but  it  is  certainly  to  be  accounted  of  moment  when,  at  the  same  time,  it  may 
be  shown  that  had  the  author  known  the  circumstance  he  could  not  have 
failed  to  mention  it,  and  also  that  he  roust  have  known  it  had  it  actually 
occurred. 

II.  PosUive,  The  positive  characters  of  legend  and  fiction  are  to  be  re- 
cognized sometimes  in  the  form,  sometimes  in  the  substance  of  a  narrative. 

If  the  form  be  poetical,  if  the  actors  converse  in  hymns,  and  in  a  more 
diffuse  and  elevated  strain  than  might  be  expected  from  their  training  and 
situations,  such  discourses,  at  all  events,  are  not  to  be  regarded  as  historical. 
The  absence  of  these  marks  of  the  unhistorical  do  not  however  prove  the 
historical  validity  of  the  narration,  since  the  mythus  often  wears  the  most 
simple  and  apparently  historical  form :  in  which  case  the  proof  lies  in  the 
substance. 

If  the  contents  of  a  narrative  strikingly  accords  with  certain  ideas  existing  ) 
and  prevailing  within  the  circle  from  which  the  narrative.proceeded,  which  ideas 
themselves  seem  to  be  the  product  of  preconceived  opinions  rather  than  of 
practical  experience,  it  is  more  or  less  probable,  according  to  circumstances,  \ 
that  such  a  narrative  is  of  mythical  origin.  The  knowledge  of  the  fact,  that  i 
Jhe  Jews  werefondof  representing  their  jgreat  men  as  the  children  of  parents 
who  had  long  been  cTiildless.  cannot  but  make  us  doubtful  of  the  historical 
truth  of  the  statement  that  this  was  the  case  with  John  the  Baptist ;  knowing  k 
also  that  the  Jews  saw  predictions  everywhere  in  the  writings  of  their  pro- 
phets and  poets,  and  discovered  types  "of  the  Messiah  in  all  tt^Jives  of  holy 
men  recorded  in  their  Scriptures ;  when  we  find  details  in  the  life  of  Jesus 
evidently  sketched  after  the  pattern  of  these  prophecies  and  prototypes,  we 
\  cannot  but  suspect  that  they  are  rather  mythical  than  historical. 

The  more  simple  characteristics  of  the  legend,  and  of  additions  by  the 
author,  after  the  observations  of  the  former  section,  need  no  further  elucida- 
tion. 

Yet  each  of  these  tests,  on  the  one  hand,  and  each  narrative  on  the  other, 
considered  apart,  will  rarely  prove  more  than  the  possible  or  probable  un- 
historical character  of  the  record.  The  concurrence  of  several  such  indica-* 
tions,  is  necessary  to  bring  about  a  more  definite  result  The  accounts  of  the 
visit  of  the  Magi,  and  of  the  murder  of  the  innocents  at  Bethlehem,  harmonize 
remarkably  with  the  Jewish  Messianic  notion,  built  upon  the  prophecy  of 
Balaam,  respecting  the  star  which  should  come  out  of  Jacob ;  and  with  the 
history  of  the  sanguinary  command  of  Pharaoh.  Still  this  would  not  alone 
suffice  to  stamp  the  narratives  as  mythical.  But  we  have  also  the  corrobora- 
tive facts  that  the  described  appearance  of  the  star  is  contrary  to  the  physical, 
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the  alleged  conduct  of  Herod  to  the  psychological  laws ;  that  Josephus,  who 
gives  in  other  respects  so  circumstantial  an  account  of  Herod,  agrees  with  all 
other  historical  authorities  in  being  silent  concerning  the  Bethlehem  massacre; 
and  that  the  visit  of  the  Magi  together  with  the  flight  into  Egypt  related  in  the 
one  (jospel,  and  the  presentation  in  the  temple  related  in  another  Gospel, 
mutually  exclude  one  another.  Wherever,  as  in  this  instance,  the  several 
criteria  of  the  mythical  character  concur,  the  result  is  certain,  and  certain  in 
proportion  to  the  accumulation  of  such  grounds  of  evidence. 

It  may  be  that  a  narrative,  standing  alone,  would  discover  but  slight  indi- 
cations, or  perhaps,  might  present  no  one  distinct  feature  of  the  mythus ;  but 
it  is  connected  with  others,  or  proceeds  from  the  author  of  other  narratives 
which  exhibit  unquestionable  marks  of  a  mythical  or  legendary  character ; 
and  consequently  suspicion  is  reflected  back  from  the  latter,  on  the  former. 
Every  narrative,  however  miraculous,  contains  some  details  which  might  in 
themselves  be  historical,  but  which,  in  consequence  of  their  connexion  with 
the  other  supernatural  incidents,  necessarily  become  equally  doubtful. 

In  these  last  remarks  we  are,  to  a  certain  extent,  anticipating  the  question 
which  is,  in  conclusion,  to  be  considered  :  viz.,  whether  the  mythical  char- 
acter is  restricted  to  those  features  of  the  narrative,  upon  which  such  character 
is  actually  stamped  ;  and  whether  a  contradiction  between  two  accounts  in- 
validate one  account  only,  or  both  ?  That  is  to  say,  what  is  the  precise 
boundary  line  between  the  historical  and  the  unhistorical  ? — the  most  diflicult 
question  in  the  whole  province  of  criticism. 

In  the  first  place,  when  two  narratives  mutually  exclude  one  another,  one  only 
is  thereby  proved  to  be  unhistorical.  If  one  be  true  the  other  must  be  false, 
but  though  the  one  be  false  the  other  may  be  true.  Thus,  in  reference  to  the 
original  residence  of  the  parents  of  Jesus,  we  are  justified  in  adopting  the  account 
of  Luke  which  places  it  at  Nazareth,  to  the  exclusion  of  that  of  Matthew,  which 
plainly  supposes  it  to  have  been  at  Bethlehem ;  and,  generally  speaking,  when 
we  have  to  choose  between  two  irreconcilable  accounts,  in  selecting  as  his- 
torical that  which  is  the  least,  opposed  to  the  laws  of  nature,  and  has  the  least 
correspondence  with  certain  national  or  party  opinions.  But  upon  a  more 
particular  consideration  it  will  appear  that,  since  one  account  is  false,  it  is 
possible  that  the  other  may  be  so  likewise :  the  existence  of  a  mythus  re- 
specting some  certain  point,  shows  that  the  imagination  has  been  active  in 
reference  to  that  particular  subject;  (we  need  only  refer  to  the  genealogies;) 
and  the  historical  accuracy  of  either  of  two  such  accounts  cannot  be  relied 
upon,  unless  substantiated  by  its  agreement  with  some  other  well  authenticated 
testimony. 

Concerning  the  different  parts  of  one  and  the  same  narrative :  it  might  be 
,  thought  for  example,  that  though  the  appearance  of  an  angel,  and  his  an- 
'  nouncement  to  Mary  that  she  should  be  the  Mother  of  the  Messiah,  must 
certainly  be  regarded  as  unhistorical,  still,  that  Mary  should  have  indulged 
this  hope  before  the  birth  of  the  child,  is  not  in  itself  incredible.  But  what 
should  have  excited  this  hope  in  Mary's  mind  ?  It  is  at  once  apparent  that 
that  which  is  credible  in  itself  is  nevertheless  unhistorical  when  it  is  so  inti- 
mately connected  with  what  is  incredible  that,  if  you  discard  the  latter,  you  at 
the  same  time  remove  the  basis  on  which  the  former  rests.  Again,  any  action 
of  Jesus  represented  as  a  miracle,  when  divested  of  the  marvellous,  might  be 
thought  to  exhibit  a  perfectly  natural  occurrence  ;  with  respect  to  some  of  the 
miraculous  histories,  the  expulsion  of  devils  for  instance,  this  might  with  some 
limitation^  be  possible.  But  for  this  reason  alone  :  in  these  instances,  a  cure, 
so  instantaneous,  and  effected  by  a  few  words  merely,  as  it  is  described  in  the 
Gospels,  is  not  psychologically  incredible ;  so  that,  the  essential  in  these 
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narratives  remains  untouched.  It  is  different  in  the  case  of  the  healing  of  a 
inan  bom  blind.  A  natural  cure  could  not  have  been  effected  otherwise  than 
by  a  gradual  process ;  the  narrative  states  the  cure  to  have  been  immediate ; 
if  therefore  the  history  be  understood  to  record  a  natural  occurrence,  the  most 
essential  particular  is  incorrectly  represented,  and  consequently  all  security  for 
the  truth  of  the  otherwise  natural  remainder  is  gone,  and  the  real  fact  cannot 
be  discovered  without  the  aid  of  arbitrary  conjecture. 

The  following  examples  will  serve  to  illustrate  the  mode  of  deciding  in  such 
cases.  According  to  the  narrative,  as  Mary  entered  the  house  and  saluted 
her  cousin  Elizabeth,  who  was  then  pregnant,  the  babe  leaped  in  her  womb, 
she  was  filled  with  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  she  immediately  addressed  Mary  as 
the  mother  of  the  Messiah.  This  account  bears  indubitable  marks  of  an  un- 
historical  character.  Yet,  it  is  not,  in  itself,  impossible  that  Mary  shoOld  have 
paid  a  visit  to  her  cousin,  during  which  everything  went  on  quite  naturally. 
The  fact  is  however  that  there  are  psychological  difficulties  connected  with 
this  journey  of  the  betrothed ;  and  that  the  visit,  and  even  the  relationship  of  | 
the  two  women,  seem  to  have  originated  entirely  in  the__wi§h-  to  exhibit  a  \ 
connexion  between  the  mother  of  John  the  Baptist,  and  the  mother  of.  ^ 
the  Messiah.  Or  when  in  the  history  of  the  trg^pgfigriiratinn  it  is  stated,  that  the  j 
men  who  appeared  with  Jesus  on  the  Mount  were  Moses  and  Elias :  and  that 
the  brilliancy  which  illuminated  Jesus  was  supernatural ;  it  might  seem  here 
also  that,  after  deducting  the  marvellous,  the  presence  of  two  men  and  a 
bright  morning  beam  might  be  retained  as  the  historical  facts.  But  the  legend 
was  predisposed,  by  virtue  of  the  current  idea  concerning  the  relation  of  the 
Messiah  to  these  two  prophets,  not  merely  to  make  any  two  men  (whose  per- 
sons, object  and  conduct,  if  they  were  not  what  the  narrative  represents  them, 
remain  in  the  highest  degree  mysterious)  into  Moses  and  Elias,  but  to  create 
the  whole  occurrence ;  and  in  like  manner  not  merely  to  conceive  of  some 
certain  illumination  as  a  supernatural  effulgence  (which,  if  a  natural  one,  is 
much  exaggerated  and  misrepresented),  but  to  create  it  at  once  after  the 
pattern  of  the  brightness  which  illumined  the  face  of  Moses  on  Mount  Sinai^    ^ 

Hence  is  derived  the  following  rule.  Where  not  merely  the  particular  nature 
and  manner  of  an  occurrence  is  critically  suspicious,  its  external  circumstances 
represented  as  miraculous  and  the  like ;  but  where  likewise  the  essential  sub- 
stance and  groundwork  is  either  inconceivable  in  itself,  or  is  in  striking  har- 
mony with  some  Messianic  idea  of  the  Jews  of  that  age,  then  not  the  particular 
alleged  course  and  mode  of  the  transaction  only,  but  the  entire  occurrence 
must  be  regarded  as  unhistorical.  Where  on  the  contrary,  the  form  only,  and 
not  the  general  contents  of  the  narration,  exhibits  the  characteristics  off  the 
unhistorical,  it  is  at  least  possible  to  suppose  a  kernel  of  historical  fact; 
although  we  can  never  confidently  decide  whether  this  kernel  of  fact  actually 
exists,  or  in  what  it  consists ;  unless,  indeed,  it  be  discoverable  from  other 
sources.  In  legendary  narratives,  or  narratives  embellished  by  the  writer,  it  is 
less  difficult, — by  divesting  them  of  all  that  betrays  itself  as  fictitious  imagery, 
exaggeration,  etc — by  endeavouring  to  abstract  from  them  every  extraneous 
adjunct  and  to  fill  up  every  hiatus — to  succeed,  proximately  at  least,  in  separat- 
ing the  historical  groundwork. 

The  boundary  line,  however,  between  the  historical  and  the  unhistorical,  in 
records,  in  which  as  in  our  Gospels  this  latter  element  is  incorporated,  will 
ever  remain  fluctuating  and  unsusceptible  of  precise  attainment.  Least  of  all 
can  it  be  expected  that  the  first  comprehensive  attempt  to  treat  these  records 
from  a  critical  point  of  view  should  be  successful  in  drawing  a  sharply  defined 
line  of  demarcation.  In  the  obscurity  which  criticism  has  produced,  by  the 
extinction  of  all  lights  hitherto  held  historical,  the  eye  must  accustom  itself 
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by  degrees  to  discriminate  objects  with  precision ;  and  at  all  events  the 
author  of  this  work,  wishes  especially  to  guard  himself  in  those  places  where 
he  declares  he  knows  not  what  happened,  from  the  imputation  of  asserting 
that  he  knows  that  nothing  happened. 


FIRST  PART. 


HISTORY  OF  THE  BIRTH  AND  CHILDHOOD  OF 

JESUS. 


CHAPTER  I. 

ANNUNCIATION  AND  BIRTH  OF  JOHN  THE  BAPTIST. 


§   17- 


ACCOUNT     GIVEN     BY    LUKE.*      IMMEDIATE,    SUPERNATURAL    CHARACTER    OF 

THE  REPRESENTATION. 

Each  of  the  four  Evangelists  represents  the  public  ministry  of  Jesus  as  pre- 
ceded by  that  of  John  the  Baptist;  but  it  is  peculiar  to  Luke  to  make  the 
Baptist  the  precursor  of  the  Messiah  in  reference  also  to  the  event  of  his 
birth.  This  account  finds  a  legitimate  place  in  a  work  devoted  exclusively  to 
the  consideration  of  the  life  of  Jesus :  firstly,  on  account  of  the  intimate 
connexion  which  it  exhibits  as  subsisting  from  the  very  commencement  be- 
tween the  life  of  John  and  the  life  of  Jesus ;  and  secondly,  because  it  consti- 
tutes a  valuable  contribution,  aiding  essentially  towards  the  formation  of  a 
correct  estimate  of  the  general  character  of  the  gospel  narratives.  The 
opinion  that  the  two  first  chapters  of  Luke,  of  which  this  particular  history 
forms  a  portion,  are  a  subsequent  and  unauthentic  addition,  is  the  uncritic^ 
assumption  of  a  class  of  theologians  who  felt  that  the  history  of  the  childhood 
of  Jesus  seemed  to  require  a  mythical  interpretation,  but  yet  demurred  to 
apply  the  comparatively  modern  mythical  view  to  the  remainder  of  the 
GospeL^ 

A  pious  sacerdotal  pair  had  lived  and  grown  old  in  the  cherished,  but 
unrealized  hope,  of  becoming  parents,  when,  on  a  certain  day,  as  the  priest  is 
offering  incense  in  the  sanctuary,  the  angel  Gabriel  appears  to  him,  and 
promises  him  a  son,  who  shall  live  consecrated  to  God,  and  who  shall  be  the 
harbinger  of  the  Messiah,  to  prepare  his  way  when  he  shall  visit  and  redeem 
his  people.  Zacharias,  however,  is  incredulous,  and  doubts  the  prediction  on 
account  of  his  own  advanced  age  and  that  of  his  wife  ;  whereupon  the  angel, 
both  as  a  sign  and  as  a  punishment,  strikes  hiih  dumb  until  the  time  of  its 
accomplishment ;  an  infliction  which  endures  until  the  day  of  the  circumcision 
of  the  actually  bom  son,  when  the  father,  being  called  upon  to  assign  to  the 
child  the  name  predetermined  by  the  angel,  suddenly  recovers  his  speech, 
and  with  the  regained  powers  of  utterance,  breaks  forth  in  a  hymn  of  praise. 
(Luke  i.  5-25,  5 7-80.) 

It  is  evidently  the  object  of  this  gospel  account  to  represent  a  series  of 
external  and  miraculous  occurrences.     The  announcement  of  the  birth  of  the 

*  It  may  here  be  observed,  once  for  all,  that  whenever  in  the  following  inquiry  the  names 
"Matthew,"  *'  Luke,"  etc.,  are  used,  it  is  the  author  of  the  several  Gospels  who  is  thus 
briefly  indicated,  ^uite  irrespective  of  the  question  whether  either  of  the  Gospels  was  written 
by  an  apostle  or  disciple  of  that  name,  or  by  a  later  unknown  author. 

'  See  Kuinol  Comm.  in  Luc,  Proleg.,  p.  247 
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forerunner  of  the  Messiah  is  divinely  communicated  by  the  apparition  of  a 
celestial  spirit ;  the  conception  takes  place  under  the  particular  and  preter- 
natural blessing  of  God ;  and  the  infliction  and  removal  of  dumbness  are 
effected  by  extraordinary  means.  But  it  is  quite  another  question,  whether 
we  can  accede  to  the  view  of  the  author,  or  can  feel  convinced  that  the  birth 
of  the  Baptist  was  in  fact  preceded  by  such  a  series  of  miraculous  events. 

The  first  offence  against  our  modern  notions  in  this  narrative  is  the  appear- 
ance of  the  angel  :  the  event  contemplated  in  itself,  as  well  as  the  peculiar 
circumstances  of  the  apparition.  With  respect  to  the  latter,  the  angel 
announces  himself  to  be  Gubriel  that  stands  in  the  presence  of  God,  Now  it  is 
inconceivable  that  the  constitution  of  the  celestial  hierarchy  should  actually 
correspond  with  the  notions  entertained  by  the  Jews  subsequent  to  the  exile ; 
and  that  the  names  given  to  the  angels  should  be  in  the  language  of  this 
people.*  Here  the  supranaturalist  finds  himself  in  a  dilemma,  even  upon  his 
own  ground.  Had  the  belief  in  celestial  beings,  occupying  a  particular  station 
in  the  court  of  heaven,  and  distinguished  by  particular  names,  originated  from 
the  revealed  religion  of  the  Hebrews, — had  such  a  belief  been  established  by 
Moses,  or  some  later  prophet, — ^then,  according  to  the  views  of  the  supra- 
naturalist,  they  might,  nay  they  must,  be  admitted  to  be  correct  But  it  is  in 
the  Maccabsean  Daniel  •  and  in  the  apocryphal  Tobit,*  that  this  doctrine  of 
angels,  in  its  more  precise  form,  first  appears ;  and  it  is  evidently  a  product  of 
the  influence  of  the  Zend  religion  of  the  Persians  on  the  Jewish  mind.  We 
have  the  testimony  of  the  Jews  themselves,  that  they  brought  the  names  of 
the  angels  with  them  from  Babylon.^  Hence  arises  a  series  of  questions 
extremely  perplexing  to  the  supranaturalist.  Was  the  doctrine  false  so  long 
as  it  continued  to  be  the  exclusive  possession  of  the  heathens,  but  true  as 
soon  as  it  became  adopted  by  the  Jews?  or  was  it  at  all  times  equally 
true,  and  was  an  important  truth  discovered  by  an  idolatrous  nation  sooner 
than  by  the  people  of  God  ?  If  nations  shut  out  from  a  particular  and  divine 
revelation,  arrived  at  truth  by  the  light  of  reason  alone,  sooner  than  the  Jews 
who  were  guided  by  that  revelation,  then  either  the  revelation  was  superfluous, 
or  its  influence  was  merely  negative :  that  is,  it  operated  as  a  check  to  the 
premature  acquisition  of  knowledge.  If,  in  order  to  escape  this  consequence, 
It  be  contended  that  truths  were  revesded  by  the  divine  influence  to  Qther 
people  besides  the  Israelites,  the  supranaturalistic  point  of  view  is  annihilated; 
and,  since  all  things  contained  in  religions  which  contradict  each  other  cannot 
have  been  revealed,  we  are  compelled  to  exercise  a  critical  discrimination. 
Thus,  we  find  it  to  be  by  no  means  in  harmony  with  an  elevated  conception 
of  God  to  represent  him  as  an  earthly  monarch,  surrounded  by  his  court : 
and  when  an  appeal  is  made,  in  behalf  of  the  reality  of  angels  standing  round 
the  throne,  to  the  reasonable  belief  in  a  graduated  scale  of  created  intelli- 
gences,* the  Jewish  representation  is  not  thereby  justified,  but  merely  a 
modern  conception  substituted  for  it.    We  should,  thus,  be  driven  to  the 

*  Paulas,  exeget.  Handbuch,  i  a.  s.  78  f.  96.     Bauer,  hebr.  MythoL,  2  Bd.  s.  2x8  f. 

*  Here  Michael  is  called  one  of  the  chief  princes, 

^  Here  Raphael  is  represented  as  one  of  the  seven  angels  which  go  in  andotU  before  tho  giory 
of  the  holy  One;  (Tobit,  xii.  15),  almost  the  saire  as  Gabriel  in  Luke  i.  19,  excepting  the 
mention  of  die  number.  This  number  is  in  imitation  of  the  Persian  Amscbaspands.  vid. 
De  Wette,  bibl.  Dogmatik,  §  171  b. 

^  Hieros,  rosch  haschanah  f.  Ivi.  4.  (Lightfoot,  horse  hebr.  et  talmud.  in  IV.  Evangg., 
p.  723)  :  R*  Simeon  6en  Lachisch  dicit:  nomina  angdorum  ascenderunt  in  manu  Israilisex 
Bciylone*  Nam  antea  dictum  est  :  advolavit  ad  me  unus  rwr  Seraphim^  Seraphim  steterunt 
oftteeum,  Jes.  vi.  ;  at  post :  vir  Gabriel,  Dan.  ix.  21,  Michail princeps  vester^  Dan.  x.  21. 

*  Olshausen,  biblischer  Commentar  zum  N.T.,  i  Thl.  s.  29  (2te  Auflage).  Comp. 
HofEmann,  s.  124  f. 
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expedient  of  supposing  an  accommodation  on  the  part  of  God :  that  he  sent 
a  celestial  spirit  with  the  command  to  simulate  a  rank  and  title  which  did  not 
belong  to  him,  in  order  that,  by  this  conformity  to  Jewish  notions,  he  might 
insure  the  belief  of  the  father  of  the  Baptist  Since  however  it  appears  that 
Zacharias  did  not  believe  the  angel,  but  was  first  convinced  by  the  result,  the 
accommodation  proved  fruitless,  and  consequently  could  not  have  been  a 
divine  arrangement  With  regard  to  the  name  of  the  angel,  and  the  improba- 
bility that  a  celestial  being  should  bear  a  Hebrew  name,  it  has  been  remarked 
that  the  word  Gabriel,  taken  appellatively  in  the  sense  of  Man  of  God,  very 
appropriately  designates  the  nature  of  the  heavenly  visitant ;  and  since  it  may 
be  rendered  with  this  signification  into  every  dififerent  language,  the  name 
cannot  be  said  to  be  restricted  to  the  Hebrew.7  This  explanation  however 
leaves  the  difficulty  quite  unsolved,  since  it  converts  into  a  simple  appellative 
a  name  evidently  employed  as  a  proper  name.  In  this  case  likewise  an 
accommodation  must  be  supposed,  namely,  that  the  angel,  in  order  to  indicate 
his  real  nature,  appropriated  a  name  which  he  did  not  actually  bear:  an 
accommodation  already  judged  in  the  foregoing  remarks. 

But  it  is  not  only  the  name  and  the  alleged  station  of  the  angel  which  shock 
our  modem  ideas,  we  also  feel  his  discourse  and  his  conduct  to  be  unworthy. 
Paulus  indeed  suggests  that  none  but  a  levitical  priest,  and  not  an  angel  of 
Jehovah,  could  have  conceived  it  necessary  that  the  boy  should  live  in  nazarite 
abstemiousness,^  but  to  this  it  may  be  answered  that  the  an^el  also  might 
have  known  that  under  this  form  John  would  obtain  greater  influence  with 
the  people.  But  there  is  a  more  important  difficulty.  When  Zacharias, 
overcome  by  surprise,  doubts  the  promise  and  asks  for  a  sign,  this  natural 
incredulity  is  regarded  by  the  angel  as  a  crime,  and  immediately  punished 
with  dumbness.  Though  some  may  not  coincide  with  Paulus  that  a  real 
angel  would  have  lauded  the  spirit  of  inquiry  evinced  by  the  priest,  yet  all 
will  agree  in  the  remark,  that  conduct  so  imperious  is  less  in  character  with  a 
truly  celestial  being  than  with  the  notions  the  Jews  of  that  time  entertained  of 
such.  Moreover  we  do  not  find  in  the  whole  province  of  supranaturalism  a 
parallel  severity. 

The  instance,  cited  by  Paulus,  of  Jehovah's  far  milder  treatment  of  Abraham, 
who  asks  precisely  the  same  question  unreproved,  Gen  xv.  8,  is  refuted  by 
Obhausen,  because  he  considers  the  words  of  Abraham,  chap.  v.  6,  an 
evidence  of  his  faith ;  but  this  observation  does  not  apply  to  chap,  xviii.  12, 
where  the  greater  incredulity  of  Sarah,  in  a  similar  case,  remains  unpunished ; 
nor  to  chap.  xvii.  17,  where  Abraham  himself  is  not  even  blamed,  though  the 
divine  promise  appears  to  him  30  incredible  as  to  excite  laughter.  The 
example  of  Mary  is  yet  closer,  who  (Luke  i.  34)  in  regard  to  a  still  greater 
improbability,  but  one  which  was  similarly  declared  by  a  special  divine 
messenger  to  be  no  impossibility,  puts  exactly  the  same  question  as  Zacharias ; 
so  that  we  must  agree  with  Paulus  that  such  inconsistency  certainly  cannot 
belong  to  the  conduct  of  God  or  of  a  celestial  being,  but  merely  to  the  Jewish 
representation  of  them.  Feeling  the  objectionableness  of  the  representation 
in  its  existing  form,  orthodox  theologians  have  invented  various  motives  to 
justify  this  infliction  of  dumbness.  Hess  has  attempted  to  screen  it  from  the 
reproach  of  an  arbitrary  procedure  by  regarding  it  as  the  only  means  of  keep- 
ing secret,  even  against  the  will  of  the  priest,  an  event,  the  premature  procla- 
mation of  which  might  have  been  followed  by  disastrous  consequences,  similar 
to  those  which  attended  the  announcement  by  the  wise  men  of  the  birth  of 

^  Olshansen,  ut  sap.  Hoffimann,  s.  135. 
•  Ut  sup.  s.  77. 
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the  child  Jesus.'  But,  in  the  first  place,  the  angel  says  nothing  of  such  an 
object,  he  inflicts  the  dumbness  but  as  a  sign  and  punishment ;  secondly,  the 
loss  of  speech  did  not  hinder  Zacharias  from  communicating,  at  any  rate  to 
his  wife,  the  main  features  of  the  apparition,  since  we  see  that  she  was 
acquainted  with  the  destined  name  of  the  child  before  appeal  was  made  to  the 
father.  Thirdly,  what  end  did  it  serve  thus  to  render  difficult  the  communi- 
cation of  the  miraculous  annunciation  of  the  unborn  babe,  since  no  sooner 
was  it  bom  than  it  was  at  once  exposed  to  all  the  dreaded  dangers  ? — for 
the  father's  sudden  recovery  of  speech,  and  the  extraordinary  scene  at  the 
circumcision  excited  attention  and  became  noised  abroad  in  all  the  country. 
Olshausen's  view  of  the  thing  is  more  admissible.  He  regards  the  whole 
proceeding,  and  especially  the  dumbness,  as  a  moral  training  destined  to  teach 
Zacharias  to  know  and  conquer  his  want  of  faith.^^  But  c^  this  too  we  have 
no  mention  in  the  text ;  besides,  the  unexpected  accomplishment  of  the  pre- 
diction would  have  made  Zacharias  sufficiently  ashamed  of  his  unbelief,  if 
instead  of  inflicting  dumbness  the  angel  had  merely  remonstrated  with  him. 

But  however  worthy  of  God  we  might  grant  the  conduct  of  his  messenger 
to  have  been,  still  many  of  the  present  day  will  find  an  angelic  apparition,  as 
such,  incredible.  Bauer  insists  that  wherever  angels  appear,  both  in  the  New 
Testament  and  in  the  Old,  the  narrative  is  mythical.^^  Even  admitting  the 
existence  of  angels,  we  cannot  suppose  them  capable  of  manifesting  themselves 
to  human  beings,  since  they  belong  to  the  invisible  world,  and  spiritual 
existences  are  not  cognizable  by  the  organs  of  sense;  so  that  it  is  always 
advisable  to  refer  their  pretended  apparitions  to  the  imagination.^'  It  is  not 
probable,  it  is  added,  that  God  should  make  use  of  them  according  to  the 
popular  notion,  for  these  apparitions  have  no  apparent  adequate  object,  they 
serve  generally  only  to  gratify  curiosity,  or  to  encourage  man's  disposition 
passively  to  leave  his  affairs  in  higher  hands.^^  It  is  also  remarkable  that  in 
the  old  world  these  celestial  beings  show  themselves  active  upon  the  smallest 
occasions,  whilst  in  modem  times  they  remain  idle  even  during  the  most 
important  occurrences.^^  But  to  deny  their  appearance  and  agency  among 
men  is  to  call  in  question  their  very  being,  because  it  is  precisely  this  occupa- 
tion which  is  a  main  object  of  their  existence  (Heb.  i.  14).  According  to 
Schleiermacher  ^^  we  cannot  indeed  actually  disprove  the  existence  of  angels, 
yet  the  conception  is  one  which  could  not  have  originated  in  our  time,  but 
belongs  wholly  to  the  ancient  ideas  of  the  world.  The  belief  in  angels  has  a 
twofold  root  or  source :  the  one  the  natural  desire  of  the  mind  to  presuppose 
a  larger  amount  of  intelligence  in  the  universe  than  is  realized  in  the  human 
race.  We  who  live  in  these  days  find  this  desire  satisfied  in  the  conviction 
that  other  worlds  exist  besides  our  own,  and  are  peopled  by  intelligent  beings; 
and  thus  the  first  source  of  the  belief  in  angels  is  destroyed.  The  other 
source,  namely,  the  representation  of  God  as  an  earthly  monarch  surrounded 
by  his  court,  contradicts  all  enlightened  conceptions  of  Deity ;  and  further, 
the  phenomena  in  the  natural  world  and  the  transitions  in  human  life,  which 
were  formerly  thought  to  be  wrought  by  God  himself  through  ministering 
angels,  we  are  now  able  to  explain  by  natural  causes ;  so  that  the  belief  in 

'  Geschichte  der  drei  letzten  Lebensjahre  Jesu,  sammt  dessen  Jugendgescbichte.  Tubingen 
1779.     I  Bd.  s.  12. 
'*  Btbl.  Comm.  i,  s.  115. 
"  Hcbr.  MythoL  ii.  8.  218. 

'*  Bauer,  ut  sup.  i.  s.  129.     Paulus,  exeget  Handbnch,  i.  a.  74. 
>*  Paulus,  Commentar,  i.  s.  12. 
^^  Bauer,  ut  sup. 
^  Glaubenskhre,  i  ThL  §  42  and  43  (2te  Ausgabe). 
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angels  is  without  a  link  by  which  it  can  attach  itself  to  rightly  apprehended 
modern  ideas ;  and  it  exists  only  as  a  lifeless  tradition.  The  result  is  the 
same  if,  with  one  of  the  latest  writers  on  the  doctrine  of  angels,^*  we  consider 
as  the  origin  of  this  representation,  man's  desire  to  separate  the  two  sides  of 
his  moral  nature,  and  to  contemplate,  as  beings  existing  external  to  himself, 
angels  and  devils.  For,  the  origin  of  both  representations  remains  merely 
subjective,  the  angel  being  simply  the  ideal  of  created  perfection :  which,  as  it 
was  formed  from  the  subordinate  point  of  view  of  a  fanciful  imagination, 
disappears  from  the  higher  and  more  comprehensive  observation  of  the 
intellect  ^7 

Olshausen,  on  the  other  hand,  seeks  to  deduce  a  positive  argument  in 
favour  of  the  reality  of  the  apparition  in  question,  from  those  very  reasonings 
of  the  present  day  which,  in  fact,  negative  the  existence  of  angels ;  and  he 
does  so  by  viewing  the  subject  on  its  speculative  side.  He  is  of  opinion  that 
the  gospel  narrative  does  not  contradict  just  views  of  the  world,  since  God  is 
immanent  in  the  universe  and  moves  it  by  his  breath. ^^  But  if  it  be  true  that 
God  is  immanent  in  the  world,  precisely  on  that  account  is  the  intervention  of 
angels  superfluous.  It  is  only  a  Deity  who  dwells  apart,  throned  in  heaven, 
who  requires  to  send  down  his  angels  to  fulfil  his  purposes  on  earth.  It  would 
excite  surprise  to  find  Olshausen  arguing  thus»  did  we  not  perceive  from  the 
manner  in  which  this  interpreter  constantly  treats  of  angelology  and  demo- 
nology,  that  he  does  not  consider  angels  to  be  independent  personal  entities ; 
but  regards  them  rather  as  divine  powers^  transitory  emanations  and  fulgura- 
tions  of  the  Divine  Being.  Thus  Olshausen's  conception  of  angels,  in  their 
relation  to  God,  seems  to  correspond  with  the  Sabellian  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity;  but  as  his  is  not  the  representation  of  the  Bible,  as  also  the  arguments 
in  favour  of  the  former  prove  nothing  in  relation  to  the  latter,  it  is  useless 
to  enter  into  further  explanation.  The  reasoning  of  this  same  theologian, 
that  we  must  not  require  the  ordinariness  of  every-day  life  for  the  most  pregnant 
epochs  in  the  life  of  the  human  race;  that  the  incarnation  of  the  eternal 
word  was  accompanied  by  extraordinary  manifestations  from  the  world  of 
spirits,  uncalled  for  in  times  less  rich  in  momentous  results,^'  rests  upon  a 
misapprehension.  For  the  ordinary  course  of  every-day  life  is  interrupted  in 
such  moments,  by  the  very  fact  that  exalted  beings  like  the  Baptist  are  born 
into  the  world,  and  it  would  be  puerile  to  designate  as  ordinary  those  times 
and  circumstances  which  gave  birth  and  maturity  to  a  John,  because  they 
were  unembellished  by  angelic  apparitions.  That  which  the  spiritual  world 
does  for  ours  at  such  periods  is  to  send  extraordinary  human  intelligences,  not 
to  cause  angels  to  ascend  and  descend. 

Finally,  if,  in  vindication  of  this  narrative,  it  be  stated  that  such  an  exhibi- 
tion by  the  angel,  of  the  plan  of  education  for  the  unborn  child,  was  necessary 
in  order  to  make  him  the  man  he  should  become  ^'\  the  assumption  includes 
too  much ;  namely,  that  all  great  men,  in  order  by  their  education  to  become 
such,  must  have  been  introduced  into  the  world  in  like  manner,  or  cause 
must  be  shown  why  that  which  was  unnecessary  in  the  case  of  great  men  of 
other  ages  and  countries  was  indispensable  for  the  Baptist.  Again,  the 
assumption  attaches  too  much  importance  to  external  training,  too  little  to 
the  internal  development  of  the  mind.  But  in  conclusion,  many  of  the 
circumstances  in  the  life  of  the  Baptist,  instead  of  serving  to  confirm  a  belief 

*'  Binder,  Studien  der  evang.  Gdstlichkeit  Wiirtembergs,  ix.  2,  5.  11  ft, 

*'  Compare  my  Dogmatik,  i.  §  49. 

"  Bibl.  Comm.,  i.  Thl.  s.  119. 

*'  Ut  sup.  s.  92. 

*^  Hess,  Geschichte  der  drei  letzten  Lebensjahre  Jesa  u.  s.  w.,  i.  TbL  s.  13,  33. 
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in  the  truth  of  the  miraculous  history,  are  on  the  contrary,  as  has  been  justly 
maintained,  altogether  irreconcilable  with  the  supposition,  that  his  birth  was 
attended  by  these  wonderful  occurrences.  If  it  were  indeed  true,  that  John 
was  from  the  first  distinctly  and  miraculously  announced  as  the  forerunner  of 
the  Messiah,  it  is  inconceivable  that  he  should  have  had  no  acquaintance 
with  Jesus  prior  to  his  baptism  ;  and  that,  even  subsequent  to  that  event,  he 
should  have  felt  perplexed  concerning  his  Messiahship  (John  i.  30 ;  Matt 
xi.  2)." 

Consequently  the  negative  conclusion  of  the  rationalistic  criticism  and  con- 
troversy  must,  we  think,  be  admitted,  namely,  that  the  birth  of  the  Baptist 
could  not  have  been  preceded  and  attended  by  these  supernatural  occur- 
rences. The  question  now  arises,  what  positive  view  of  the  matter  is  to 
replace  the  rejected  literal  orthodox  explanation  ? 

§  18. 

NATURAL   EXPLANATION   OF  THE   NARRATIVE. 

In  treating  the  narrative  before  us  according  to  the  rationalistic  method, 
which  requires  the  separation  of  the  pure  fact  from  the  opinion  of  interested 
persons,  the  simplest  alteration  is  this :  to  retain  the  two  leading  facts,  the 
apparition  and  the  dumbness,  as  actual  external  occurrences  ;  but  to  account 
for  them  in  a  natural  manner.  This  were  possible  with  respect  to  the  appari- 
tion, by  supposing  that  a  man,  mistaken  by  Zacharias  for  a  divine  messenger, 
really  appeared  to  him,  and  addressed  to  him  the  words  he  believed  he 
heard.  But  this  explanation,  viewed  in  connexion  with  the  attendant  circum- 
stances, being  too  improbable,  it  became  necessary  to  go  a  step  further,  and 
to  transform  the  event  from  an  external  to  an  internal  one ;  to  remove  the 
occurrence  out  of  the  physical  into  the  psychological  world.  To  this  view 
the  opinion  of  Bahrdt,  that  a  flash  of  lightning  was  perhaps  mistaken  by 
Zacharias  for  an  angel,^  forms  a  transition ;  since  he  attributes  the  greater 
part  of  the  scene  to  2^charias's  imagination.  But  that  any  man,  in  an 
ordinary  state  of  mind,  could  have  created  so  long  and  consecutive  a  dia- 
logue out  of  a  flash  of  lightning  is  incredible.  A  peculiar  mental  state  must 
be  supposed  ;  whether  it  be  a  swoon,  the  effect  of  fright  occasioned  by  the 
lightning,^  but  of  this  there  is  no  trace  in  the  text  (no  falling  down  as  in  Acts 
ix.  4) ;  or,  abandoning  the  notion  of  the  lightning,  a  dream,  which,  however, 
could  scarcely  occur  whilst  burning  incense  in  the  temple.  Hence,  it  has 
been  found  necessary,  with  Paulus,  to  call  to  mind  that  there  are  waking 
visions  or  ecstasies,  in  which  the  imagination  confounds  internal  images  with 
external  occurrences.'  Such  ecstasies,  it  is  true,  are  not  common ;  but,  says 
Paulus,  in  Zacharias's  case  many  circumstances  combined  to  produce  so  un- 
usual a  state  of  mind.  The  exciting  causes  were,  firstly,  the  long-cherished 
desire  to  have  a  posterity ;  secondly,  the  exalted  vocation  of  administering 
in  the  Holy  of  Holies,  offering  up  with  the  incense  the  prayers  of  the  people 
to  the  throne  of  Jehovah,  which  seemed  to  2^charias  to  foretoken  the  accep- 
tance of  his  own  prayer ;  and  thirdly,  perhaps  an  exhortation  from  his  wife 
as  he  left  his  house,  similar  to  that  of  Rachel  to  Jacob.    Gen.  xxx.  i  (I)    In 

*^  Hont  m  Ilenke's  Museum,  I  4.  s.  733  €  Gabler  in  seinem  neuest.  theol.  Journal,  viu 
I.  s.  403. 

^  Briefe  Uber  die  Bibel  im  Volkstone  (Ausg.  Frankfurt  und  Leipzig,  1800),  ites  Bandchen, 
6ter  Brief,  s.  51  f. 

*  Bahrdt,  ut  sud.  s.  52. 

'  Exeget.  Hancib.  i,  a.  s.  74  C 
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this  highly  excited  state  of  mind,  as  he  prays  in  the  dimly-lighted  sanctuary, 
he  thinks  of  his  most  ardent  wish,  and  expecting  that  now  or  never  his  prayer 
shall  be  heard,  he  is  prepared  to  discern  a  sign  of  its  acceptance  in  the 
slightest  occurrence.  As  the  glimmer  of  the  lamps  falls  upon  the  ascending 
cloud  of  incense,  and  shapes  it  into  varying  forms,  the  priest  imagines  he 
perceives  the  figure  of  an  angel.  The  apparition  at  first  alarms  him ;  but  be 
toon  regards  it  as  an  assurance  from  God  that  his  prayer  is  heard.  No  sooner 
does  a  transient  doubt  cross  his  mind,  than  the  sensitively  pious  priest  looks 
upon  himself  as  sinful^  believes  himself  reproved  by  the  angel,  and — here  two 
explanations  are  possible — either  an  apoplectic  seizure  actually  deprives  him 
of  speech,  which  he  receives  as  the  just  punishment  of  his  incredulity,  till  the 
excessive  joy  he  experiences  at  the  circumcision  of  his  son  restores  the  power 
of  utterance:  so  that  the  dumbness  is  retained  as  an  external,  physical, 
though  not  miraculous,  occurrence;^  or  the  proceeding  is  psychologically 
understood,  namely,  that  2^charias,  in  accordance  with  a  Jewish  superstition, 
for  a  time  denied  himself  the  use  of  the  offending  member.^  Re  animated  in 
other  respects  by  the  extraordinary  event,  the  priest  returns  home  to  his  wife^ 
and  she  becomes  a  second  Sarah. 

With  regard  to  this  account  of  the  angelic  apparition  given  by  Paulus, — 
and  the  other  explanations  are  either  of  essentially  similar  character,  or  are 
so  manifestly  untenable,  as  not  to  need  refutation — it  may  be  observed  that 
the  object  so  laboriously  striven  after  is  not  attained.  Paulus  fails  to  free 
the  narrative  of  the  marvellous ;  for  by  his  own  admission,  the  majority  of 
men  have  no  experience  of  the  kind  of  vision  here  supposed.^  If  such  a 
state  of  ecstasy  occur  in  particular  cases,  it  must  result  either  from  a  predis- 
position in  the  individual,  of  which  we  find  no  sign  in  Zacharias,  and  which 
his  advanced  age  must  have  rendered  highly  improbable ;  or  it  must  have 
been  induced  by  some  peculiar  circumstances,  which  totally  fail  in  the  pre- 
sent instance.^  A  hope  which  has  been  long  indulged  is  inadequate  to  the 
production  of  ecstatic  vehemence^  and  the  act  of  burning  incense  is  insuffi- 
cient to  cause  so  extraordinary  an  excitement^  in  a  priest  who  has  grown  old 
in  the  service  of  the  temple.  Thus  Paulus  has  in  fact  substituted  a  miracle 
of  chance  for  a  miracle  of  God.  Should  it  be  said  that  to  God  nothing  is 
impossible,  or  to  chance  nothing  is  impossible,  both  explanations  are  equally 
precarious  and  unscientific 

Indeed,  the  dumbness  of  Zacharias  as  explained  from  this  point  of  view  is 
very  unsatisfactory.  For  had  it  been,  as  according  to  one  explanation,  the 
result  of  apoplexy;  admitting  Paulus's  reference  to  Lev.  xxL  1 6,  to  be 
set  aside  by  the  contrary  remark  of  Lightfoot,^  still,  we  must  join  with 
Schleiermadier  in  wondering  how  Zacharia^  nothwithstanding  this  apoplectic 
seizure,  returned  home  in  other  respects  healthy  and  vigorous ; '  and  that  in 
spite  of  partial  paralysis  his  general  strength  was  unimpaired,  and  his  long- 
cherished  hope  fulfilled  It  must  also  be  regarded  as  a  strange  coincidence, 
that  the  father's  tongue  should  have  been  loosed  exactly  at  the  time  of  the 
circumcision ;  for  if  the  recovery  of  speech  is  to  be  considered  as  the  effect 
of  joy,io  surely  the  father  must  have  been  far  more  elated  at  the  birth  of  the 

^  Bahidt,  nt  sup.  7ter  Brief,  s.  60.— E.  F.  iiber  die  beiden  ersten  Kapitel  des  Matthaus 
nnd  Lukas,  in  Henke's  Magazin,  v.  i.  s.  163.    Bauer,  hebr.  Mythol.  2,  s.  220. 

*  Exeget.  Handb.  i,  a.  s.  77-^. 

•  Ut  sup.  8.  73. 

'  Compl  ScUeiennacher  iiber  die  Schriften  des  Lukas,  s.  2$. 
'  Horse  hebr.  et  talmad.,  ed.  Carpzov.  p.  722. 
'  Ut  sop.  8.  26. 

^  Examples  borrowed  from  Aulus  Gellius,  v.  9,  and  from  Valerius  Maximus,  i.  8,  are 
cited. 
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earaestly-desired  son,  than  at  the  circumcision ;  for  by  that  time  he  would 
have  become  accustomed  to  the  possession  of  his  child. 

The  other  explanation :  that  Zacharias's  silence  was  not  from  any  physical 
impediment,  but  from  a  notion,  to  be  psychologically  explained,  that  he  ought 
not  to  speak,  is  in  direct  contradiction  to  the  words  of  Luke.  What  do 
all  the  passages,  collected  by  Paulus  to  show  that  ov  Svvafiai  may  signify  not 
only  a  positive  non  posse^  but  likewise  a  mere  non  sustinere^^  prove  against 
the  clear  meaning  of  the  passage  and  its  context  ?  If  perhaps  the  narrative 
phrase  (v.  22),  ovk  ^Swaro  XoX^ai  avroi?  might  be  forced  to  bear  this  sense, 
yet  certainly  in  the  supposed  vision  of  Zacharias,  had  the  angel  only  forbidden 
him  to  speak,  instead  of  dep)riving  him  of  the  power  of  speech,  he  would 
not  have  said :  xal  Ixn^  <Tiwtciixv^  firj  8wa/i.€vo$  XoA^at,  but  ttrOi  aiwiragy,  firf^ 
m;(cipi7<n;9  kaXtja-ai.  The  words  dicficve  kom^os  (v.  21)  also  most  naturally 
mean  actual  dumbness.  This  view  assumes,  and  indeed  necessarily  so,  that 
the  gospel  history  is  a  correct  report  of  the  account  given  by  Zacharias  him- 
self; if  then  it  be  denied  that  the  dumbness  was  actual,  as  Zacharias  affirms 
that  actual  dumbness  was  announced  to  him  by  the  angel,  it  must  be  ad- 
mitted that,  though  perfectly  able  to  speak,  he  believed  himself  to  be  dumb ; 
which  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  he  was  mad :  an  imputation  not  to  be 
laid  upon  the  father  of  the  Baptist  without  compulsory  evidence  in  the  text. 

Again,  the  natural  explanation  makes  too  light  of  the  incredibly  accurate 
fulfilment  of  a  prediction  originating,  as  it  supposes,  in  an  unnatural,  over- 
excited state  of  mind.  In  no  other  province  of  inquiry  would  the  realization 
of  a  prediction  which  owed  its  birth  to  a  vision  be  found  credible,  even  by 
the  Rationalist.  If  Dr.  Paulus  were  to  read  that  a  somnambulist,  in  a  state 
of  ecstasy,  had  foretold  the  birth  of  a  child,  under  circumstances  in  the 
highest  degree  improbable ;  and  not  only  of  a  child,  but  of  a  boy  ;  and  had 
moreover,  with  accurate  minuteness,  predicted  his  future  mode  of  life^ 
character^  and  position  in  history  ;  and  that  each  particular  had  been  exactly 
verified  by  the  result :  would  he  find  such  a  coincidence  credible  ?  Most 
assuredly  to  no  human  being,  under  any  conditions  whatsoever,  would  he 
concede  the  power  thus  to  penetrate  the  most  mysterious  workings  of  nature  ; 
on  the  contrary  he  would  complain  of  the  outrage  on  human  free-will,  which 
is  annihilated  by  the  admission  that  a  man's  entire  intellectual  and  moral 
development  may  be  predetennined  like  the  movements  of  a  clock.  And  he 
would  on  this  very  ground  complain  of  the  inaccuracy  of  observation,  and 
untrustworthiness  of  the  report  which  represented,  as  matters  of  fact,  things 
in  their  very  nature  impossible.  Why  does  he  not  follow  the  same  rule  with 
respect  to  the  New  Testament  narrative  ?  Why  admit  in  the  one  case  what 
he  rejects  in  the  other  ?  Is  biblical  history  to  be  judged  by  one  set  of  laws, 
and  profane  history  by  another  ? — An  assumption  which  the  Rationalist  is 
compelled  to  make,  if  he  admits  as  credible  in  the  Gospels  that  which  he 
rejects  as  unworthy  of  credit  in  every  other  history — which  is  in  fact  to  fall 
back  on  the  supranaturalistic  point  of  view,  since  the  assumption,  that  the 
natural  laws  which  govern  in  every  other  province  are  not  applicable  to  sacred 
history,  is  the  very  essential  of  supranaturalism. 

No  other  rescue  from  this  self-annihilation  remains  to  the  anti-supernatural 
mode  of  explanation,  than  to  question  the  verbal  accuracy  of  the  history. 
This  is  the  simplest  expedient,  felt  to  be  such  by  Paulus  himself,  who  remarks, 
that  his  efforts  may  be  deemed  superfluous  to  give  a  natural  explanation  of  a 
narrative,  which  is  nothing  more  than  one  of  those  stories  invented  either 
after  the  death  or  even  during  the  lifetime  of  every  distinguished  man  to  em- 

"  Ut  sup.  s.  26. 
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hellish  his  early  history.  Paulus,  however,  after  an  impartial  examination,  is 
of  opinion  that  the  analogy,  in  the  present  instance,  is  not  applicable.  The 
principal  ground  for  this  opinion  is  the  too  short  interval  between  the  birth 
of  the  Baptist,  and  the  composition  of  the  Gospel  of  Luke.^^  We,  on  the 
contrary,  in  harmony  with  the  observations  in  the  introduction,  would  reverse 
the  question  and  inquire  of  this  interpreter,  how  he  would  render  it  credible, 
that  the  history  of  the  birth  of  a  man  so  famed  as  the  Baptist  should  have 
been  transmitted,  in  an  age  of  great  excitement,  through  a  period  of  more 
than  sixty  years,  in  all  its  primitive  accuracy  of  detail?  Paulus's  answer 
is  ready  :  an  answer  approved  by  others  (Heidenreich,  Olshausen) : — the 
passage  inserted  by  Luke  (i.  5 ;  iL  39)  was  possibly  a  fkmily  record,  which 
circulated  among  the  relatives  of  the  Baptist  and  of  Jesus;  and  of  which 
2^chanas  was  probably  the  author.  ^^ 

K.  Ch.  L.  Schmidt  controverts  this  hypothesis  with  the  remark,  that  it  is 
impossible  that  a  narrative  so  disfigured  (we  should  rather  say,  so  embellished) 
could  have  been  a  family  record  ;  and  that,  if  it  does  not  belong  altogether 
to  the  class  of  legends,  its  historical  basis,  if  such  there  be,  is  no  longer  to  be 
distinguished.^^  It  is  further  maintained,  that  the  narrative  presents  certain 
features  which  no  poet  would  have  conceived,  and  which  prove  it  to  be  a 
direct  impression  of  facts ;  for  instance,  the  Messianic  expectations  expressed 
by  the  different  personages  introduced  by  Luke  (chap.  i.  and  ii.)  correspond 
exactly  with  the  situation  and  relation  of  each  individuals^  But  these  dis- 
tinctions are  by  no  means  so  striking  as  Paulus  represents ;  they  are  only  the 
characteristics  of  a  history  which  goes  into  details,  making  a  transition  from 
generalities  to  particulars,  which  is  natural  alike  to  the  poet  and  to  the  popu- 
lar legend ;  besides,  the  peculiar  Judaical  phraseology  in  which  the  Messianic 
expectations  are  expressed,  and  which  it  is  contended  confirm  the  opinion 
that  this  narrative  was  written,  or  received  its  fixed  form,  before  the  death  of 
Jesus,  continued  to  be  used  after  that  event  (Acts  i.  6  ^^).  Moreover  we 
must  agree  with  Schleiermacher  when  he  says :  ^^  least  of  all  is  it  possible  to 
regard  these  utterances  as  strictly  historical ;  or  to  maintain  that  Zacharias, 
in  the  moment  that  he  recovered  his  speech,  employed  it  in  a  song  of  praise, 
uninterrupted  by  the  exultation  and  wonder  of  the  company,  sentiments 
which  the  narrator  interrupts  himself  to  indulge.  It  must,  at  all  events,  be 
admitted,  that  the  author  has  made  additions  of  his  own,  and  has  enriched 
the  history  by  the  lyric  effusions  of  his  muse.  Kuinol  supposes  that  Zacharias 
composed  and  wrote  down  the  canticle  subsequent  to  the  occasion ;  but  this 
strange  surmise  contradicts  the  text  There  are  some  other  features  which, 
it  is  contended,  belong  not  to  the  creations  of  the  poet ;  such  as,  the  signs 
made  to  the  fisUher,  the  debate  in  the  family,  the  position  of  the  angel  on  the 
right  hand  of  the  altar. ^^  But  this  criticism  is  merely  a  proof  that  these 
interpreters  have,  or  determine  to  have,  no  just  conception  of  poetry  or 
popular  legend;  for  the  genuine  characteristic  of  poetry  and  my  thus  is 
natural  and  pictorial  representation  of  details.  ^^ 

"  Ut  sup.  8.  72  f. 
*■  Ut  sup.  s.  69. 

*^  In  Schmidt's  Bibliothek  fur  Kritik  und  Exegese,  iii.  I,  s.  119. 
**  Paulas,  ut  sup. 

^  Comp.  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.,  i.  2,  s.  9. 
^7  tjber  die  Schriften  des  Lukas,  s.  23. 

^*  Paulus  und  Olshausen  z.  d.  St.,  Heydenreich  a.  a.  O.  I,  s.  87. 

*'  Comp.  Horst,  in  Henke's  Museum,  i.  4,  s.  705 ;  Vater,  Commentar  zum  Pentateuch, 
3,  8.  597  ff. ;  Hase  L.  J.,  §  35  ;  auch  George,  s.  33  f.  91. 
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§19. 
MYTHICAL  VIEW  OF   THE  NARRATIVE   IN   ITS   DIFFERENT  STAGES. 

The  above  exposition  of  the  necessity,  and  lastly,  of  the  possibility  of  doubt- 
ing the  historical  fidelity  of  the  gospel  narrative,  has  led  many  theologians  to 
explain  the  account  of  the  birth  of  the  Baptist  as  a  poetical  composition  ; 
suggested  by  the  importance  attributed  by  the  Christians  to  the  forerunner  of 
Jesus,  and  by  the  recollection  of  some  of  the  Old  Testament  histories^  in 
which  the  births  of  Ishmael,  Isaac,  Samuel,  and  especially  of  Samson,  are 
related  to  have  been  similarly  announced.  Still  the  matter  was  not  allowed 
to  be  altogether  invented.  It  may  have  been  historically  true  that  Zacharias 
and  Elizabeth  lived  long  without  offspring  ;  that,  on  one  occasion  whilst  in 
the  temple,  the  old  man's  tongue  was  suddenly  paralyzed  ;  but  that  soon  after- 
wards his  aged  wife  bore  him  a  son,  and  he,  in  his  joy  at  the  event,  recovered 
the  power  of  speech.  At  that  time,  but  still  more  when  John  became  a  re- 
markable man,  the  history  excited  attention,  and  out  of  it  the  existing  legend 
grew.i 

It  is  surprising  to  find  an  explanation  almost  identical  with  the  natural  one 
we  have  criticised  above,  again  brought  forward  under  a  new  title  ;  so  that  the 
admission  of  the  possibility  of  an  admixture  of  subsequent  legends  in  the  nar- 
rative has  little  influence  on  the  view  of  the  matter  itself.  As  the  mode  of 
explanation  we  are  now  advocating  denies  all  confidence  in  the  historical 
authenticity  of  the  record,  all  the  details  must  be  in  themselves  equally  prob- 
lematic ;  and  whether  historical  validity  can  be  retained  for  this  or  that  par- 
ticular incident,  can  be  determined  only  by  its  being  either  less  improbable 
than  the  rest,  or  else  less  in  harmony  with  the  spirit,  interest,  and  design  of 
the  poetic  legend,  so  as  to  make  it  probable  that  it  had  a  distinct  origin.  The 
barrenness  of  Elizabeth  and  the  sudden  dumbness  of  Zacharias  are  here  re- 
tained as  incidents  of  this  character  :  so  that  only  the  appearing  and  predic- 
tion of  the  angel  are  given  up.  But  by  taking  away  the  angelic  apparition, 
the  sudden  infliction  and  as  sudden  removal  of  the  dumbness  loses  its  only 
adequate  supernatural  cause,  so  that  all  difficulties  which  beset  the  natural  in- 
terpretation remain  in  full  force  :  a  dilemma  into  which  these  theologians  are, 
most  unnecessarily,  brought  by  their  own  inconsequence ;  for  the  moment  we 
enter  upon  mythical  ground,  all  obligation  to  hold  fast  the  assumed  historical 
fidelity  of  the  account  ceases  to  exist.  Besides,  that  which  they  propose  to 
retain  as  historical  fact,  namely,  the  long  barrenness  of  the  parents  of  the 
Baptist,  is  so  strictly  in  harmony  with  the  spirit  and  character  of  Hebrew 
legendary  poetry,  that  of  this  incident  the  mythical  origin  is  least  to  be  mis- 
taken. How  confused  has  this  misapprehension  made,  for  example^  the 
reasoning  of  Bauer  I  It  was  a  prevailing  opinion,  says  he,  consonant  with 
Jewish  ideas,  that  all  children  bom  of  aged  parents,  who  had  previously  been 
childless,  became  distinguished  personages.  John  was  the  child  of  aged 
parents,  and  became  a  notable  preacher  of  repentance ;  consequently  it  was 
thought  justifiable  to  infer  that  his  birth  was  predicted  by  an  angel.  What  an 
illogical  conclusion !  for  which  he  has  no  other  ground  than  the  assumption 
that  John  was  the  son  of  aged  parents.  Let  this  be  made  a  settled  point, 
and  the  conclusion  follows  without  difficulty.  It  was  readily  believed,  he  pro- 
ceeds, of  remarkable  men  that  they  were  bom  of  aged  parents,  and  that  their 
birth,  no  longer  in  the  ordinary  course  of  nature  to  be  expected,  was  an- 

'  E.  F.  Uber  die  zwd  ersten  Kapitel  u.  s.  w.  in  Henke's  Magazin,  v.  i,  s.  162  ff.,  und 
Bauer  hebr.  Mythol.,  ii.  220  f. 
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nounced  by  a  heavenly  messenger  ^j  John  was  a  great  man  and  a  prophet ; 
consequently,  the  legend  represented  him  to  have  been  born  of  an  aged 
couple,  and  his  birth  to  have  been  proclaimed  by  an  angel. 

Seeing  that  this  explanation  of  the  narrative  before  us,  as  a  half  (so  called 
historical)  mythus,  is  encumbered  with  all  the  difficulties  of  a  half  measure, 
Gabler  has  treated  it  as  a  pure  philosophical,  or  dogmatical  mythus.^  Horst 
likewise  considers  it^  and  indeed  the  entire  two  first  chapters  of  Luke,  of 
which  it  forms  a  part,  as  an  ingenious  fiction,  in  which  the  birth  of  the  Mes- 
siah, together  with  that  of  his  precursor,  and  the  predictions  concerning  the 
character  and  ministry  of  the  latter,  framed  after  the  event,  are  set  forth ;  it 
being  precisely  the  loquacious  circumstantiality  of  the  narration  which  be- 
trays the  poet^  Schleiermacher  likewise  explains  the  first  chapter  as  a  little 
poem,  similar  in  character  to  many  of  the  Jewish  poems  which  we  meet  with 
in  their  apocrypha.  He  does  not  however  consider  it  altogether  a  fabri- 
cation. It  might  have  had  a  foundation  in  fact,  and  in  a  widespread  tradition  ; 
but  the  poet  has  allowed  himself  so  full  a  license  in  arranging,  and  combining^ 
in  moulding  and  embodying  the  vague  and  fluctuating  representations  of  tra- 
dition, that  the  attempt  to  detect  the  purely  historical  in  such  narratives,  must 
prove  a  fruitless  and  useless  effort^  Horst  goes  so  far  as  to  suppose  the 
author  of  the  piece  to  have  been  a  Judaising  Christian  ;  whilst  Schleiermacher 
imagines  it  to  have  been  composed  by  a  Christian  of  the  famed  Jewish  school, 
at  a  period  when  it  comprised  some  who  still  continued  strict  disciples  of 
John ;  and  whom  it  was  the  object  of  the  narrative  to  bring  over  to  Christi- 
anity, by  exhibiting  the  relationship  of  John  to  the  Christ  as  his  peculiar  and 
highest  destiny ;  and  also  by  holding  out  the  expectation  of  a  state  of  tem- 
poral greatness  for  the  Jewish  people  at  the  reappearance  of  Christ. 

An  attentive  consideration  of  the  Old  Testament  histories,  to  which,  as 
most  interpreters  admit,  the  narrative  of  the  annunciation  and  birth  of  the 
Baptist  bears  a  striking  affinity,  will  render  it  abundantly  evident  that  this 
is  the  only  just  view  of  the  passage  in  question.  But  it  must  not  here  be 
imagined,  as  is  now  so  readily  affirmed  in  the  confutation  of  the  mythical  view 
of  this  passage,  that  the  author  of  our  narrative  first  made  a  collection  from 
the  Old  Testament  of  its  individual  traits ;  much  rather  had  the  scattered 
traits  respecting  the  late  birth  of  different  distinguished  men,  as  recorded  in  the 
Old  Testament,  blended  themselves  into  a  compound  image  in  the  mind  of 
their  reader,  whence  he  selected  the  features  most  appropriate  to  his  present 
subject  Of  the  children  bom  of  aged  parents,  Isaac  is  the  most  ancient  pro^ 
totype.  As  it  is  said  of  Zacharias  and  Elizabeth,  "  they  both  were  advanced 
in  their  days  "  (v.  7)  irpo/9c/9i;Kor€s  ^  rai«  17/^^1$  avrcoy,  so  Abraham  and  Sarah 
**  were  advanced  in  their  days  "  D^PJS  D^J*?  (Gen.  xviii.  11 ;  LXX :  wpo^c^r;- 
Korcs  ^fupoiv),  when  they  were  promised  a  son.  It  is  likewise  from  this  history 
that  the  incredulity  of  the  father,  on  account  of  the  advanced  age  of  both 

^  The  adoption  of  this  opinion  is  best  explained  by  a  passage — with  respect  to  this  matter 
classical — in  the  Evangelium  de  nativitate  Maria;,  in  Fabricius  codex  apocryphus  N.  Ti.  i, 
p.  22  f.,  and  in  Thilo  I,  p.  322,  **•  Deus  " — it  is  here  said, — cum  alicujus  uterum  claudit^  ad 
kocfacii^  ut  mirabUius  denuo  aperiaty  et  non  libidinis  esse,  quod  nascitur,  sed  divini  muneris 
cognoscatur.  Frimia  enim  gentis  vesira  Sara  mater  nimne  usque  ad  octogesimum  annum  in- 
ftcunda/uit  1  et  iamen  in  uUimd  senectutis  ettate  genuit  Isatu^  cui  repromissa  erat  benedictio 
cmnmm  gentium,  Rachd  quoque,  tantum  Domino  grata  tantumque  a  sancto  Jacob  amata  diu 
sierilis  fuit^  et  tamen  Joseph  genuit^  non  solum  dominum  yCgyptt^  sed  plurtmarum  gentium 
fame  periturarum  libereUorem,  Quis  in  ducibus  velfortior  Sampsone,  vel  sanctior  Samuele  f 
et  tamen  hi  ambo  steriles  matres  habuere, — ergo — crate — dilates  diu  conceptus  et  steriles  partus 
mirabiliores  esse  soUre. 

'  Nenestes  theol.  Journal,  vii.  i,  s.  402  f. 

^  In  Henke's  Museum,  i.  4,  s.  702  ff. 

*  Hase  in  his  Leben  Jesu  makes  the  same  admission  ;  compare  §  52  with  §  32. 
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parents,  and  the  demand  of  a  sign,  are  borrowed  in  our  narrative.  As  Abra- 
ham, when  Jehovah  promises  him  he  shall  have  a  son  and  a  numerous  pos- 
terity who  shall  inherit  the  land  of  Canaan,  doubtingly  inquires,  '*  Whereby 
shall  I  know  that  I  shall  inherit  it?"  jcara  rC  yvwrofjuai^  ore  Kkt/payofAi^w 
arnjv ;  (sc.  rrjv  yrjjv.  Gen.  XV.  8.  LXX)  :  so  Zacharias — "  Whereby  shall  I 
know  this  ?  "  xara  Ti  yywrofjuu  tovto  ;  (v.  18.)  The  incredulity  of  Sarah  is  not 
made  use  of  for  Elizabeth ;  but  she  is  said  to  be  of  the  daughters  of  Aaron, 
and  the  name  Elizabeth  may  perhaps  have  been  suggested  by  that  of  Aaron's 
wife  (Exod.  vi.  23.  LXX.).  The  incident  of  the  angel  announcing  the  birth 
of  the  Baptist  is  taken  from  the  history  of  another  late-bom  child^  Samson. 
In  our  narrative  indeed,  the  angel  appears  first  to  the  father  in  the  temple, 
whereas  in  the  history  of  Samson  he  shows  himself  first  to  the  mother,  and 
afterwards  to  the  father  in  the  field.  This,  however,  is  an  alteration  arising 
naturally  out  of  the  different  situations  of  the  respective  parents  (Judges  xiiL). 
According  to  popular  Jewish  notions,  it  was  no  unusual  occurrence  for  the 
priest  to  be  visited  by  angels  and  divine  apparitions  whilst  offering  incense  in 
the  temple.^  The  command  which  before  his  birth  predestined  the  Baptist 
— whose  later  ascetic  mode  of  life  was  known — ^to  be  a  Nazarite,  is  taken  from 
the  same  source.  As,  to  Samson's  mother  during  her  pregnancy,  wine,  strong 
drink,  and  unclean  food,  were  forbidden,  so  a  similar  diet  is  prescribed  for  her 
son,^  adding,  as  in  the  case  of  John,  that  the  child  shall  be  consecrated  to 
God  from  the  womb.®  The  blessings  which  it  is  predicted  that  these  two  men 
shall  realize  for  the  people  of  Israel  are  similar  (comp.  Luke  i.  16,  17,  with 
Judges  xiii.  5),  and  each  narrative  concludes  with  the  same  expression  respec- 
ting the  hopeful  growth  of  the  child.^  It  may  be  too  bold  to  derive  the  Le- 
vitical  descent  of  the  Baptist  from  a  third  Old  Testament  history  of  a  late-borA 
son — from  the  history  of  Samuel  (compare  i  Sam.  i.  i ;  Chron.  vii.  27) ;  but 
the  lyric  effusions  in  the  first  chapter  of  Luke  are  imitations  of  this  history. 
As  Samuel's  mother,  when  consigning  him  to  the  care  of  the  high  priest, 
breaks  forth  into  a  hymn  (i  Sam.  ii.  i),  so  the  father  of  John  does  the  same 
at  the  circumcision ;  though  the  particular  expressions  in  the  Canticle  uttered 
by  Mary — of  which  we  shall  have  to  speak  hereafter — ^have  a  closer  resem- 
blance to  Hannah's  song  of  praise  than  that  of  Zacharias.  The  significant 
appellation  y^?^/i  (]Vy^*}\=®€6xapi^),  predetermined  by  the  angel,  had  its  prece^ 
dent  in  the  announcements  of  the  names  of  Ishmael  and  Isaac  ^^ ;  but  .the 
ground  of  its  selection  was  the  apparently  providential  coincidence  between 
the  signification  of  the  name  and  the  historical  destination  of  the  man.    The 

'  Wetstein  zu  Luke  i.  1 1,  &  647  f.  adduces  passages  from  Josephus  and  from  the  Rabbins 
recording  apparitions  seen  by  the  high  priests.  How  readily  it  was  presumed  that  the  same 
thing  happened  to  ordinary  priests  is  apparent  from  the  narrative  before  us. 

7  Judges  xiii.  14  (LXX.) :  .  Luc.  i.  15. 

Kcd  ol»o9  KoX  ffUcepa  (aL  /UBwrfia,  hebr.  *)pS^)       Koi  iibw  mU  ffUc€pa  ov  /i^  vljf, 

^  Judg.  xiii.  5  :  Luc.  i.  15  : 

bri  ^ioffiUvw  (oTcu  ri  0€<fi  (al.  Naj^p  0€ov  jccU  xred/UMiTOf  dyf ov  rXiy<r9i^e7Ku  iri  ix  icotX/at 

iffrat)  rh  Ta^^dp^w  o^k  rijt  yourrpds  (al.  d,r6  M^P^  cv^oO. 
rijs  KOiKlas). 

*  Judg.  xiii.  24  f.  :  Luc.  i.  80 : 

KoX  TjaKfrfiiffep  aitrhp  K^piot,  Ktd  7i*^iiOii  (al.  rh  di  iraiSiop  iiif^e  KaliKparatadro  vtft^fiarit 

ifipi^iSri)    rh  xcuidpiW    koX    ifp^aro  ws^eO/ia  xal  ^  h  raXt  ifrifiottf  im  iffUpat  diwfc^cwt 

Kvplov  avfuropeHfeffOatavTtp  h  irap€fi^\'j  A&y,  avrov  Tp6s  rbv  *I(rpaiyX. 
dyafi^ffop  Xapdi  koI  irafUffow  *Effdti6\. 

Comp.  Gen.  xxi.  20. 

"  Gen.  xvi.  1 1.  (LXX.) :  Luc.  i.  13  : 

Kol  KoXdaeit  t6  6pofia  avrov  'I<r/ia^X.  Kai  KoX^trett  rd  $po/m  avrov  'Iwdrnp. 
xvii.  19  :  —  —  'Lradx. 
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remark,  that  the  name  of  John  was  not  in  the  family  (v.  6i),  only  brought  its 
celestial  origin  more  fully  into  view.  The  tablet  (irivaxciStor)  upon  which  the 
father  wrote  the  name  (v.  63),  was  necessary  on  account  of  his  incapacity  to 
speak  ;  but  it  also  had  its  type  in  the  Old  Testament.  Isaiah  was  commanded 
to  write  the  significant  names  of  the  child  Maher-shalal-hash-baz  upon  a  tab- 
let (Isaiah  viii.  i  fT.).  The  only  supernatural  incident  of  the  narrative,  of 
which  the  Old  Testament  may  seem  to  offer  no  precise  analogy,  is  the  dumb- 
ness ;  and  this  is  the  point  fixed  upon  by  those  who  contest  the  mythical 
view.^i  But  if  it  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  asking  and  receiving  a  sign  from 
heaven  in  confirmation  of  a  promise  or  prophecy  was  usual  among  the  He- 
brews (comp.  Isaiah  vii.  11  ff.)  ;  that  the  temporary  loss  of  one  of  the  senses 
was  the  peculiar  punishment  inflicted  after  a  heavenly  vision  (Acts  ix.  8,  17 
fif.) ;  that  Daniel  became  dumb  whilst  the  angel  was  talking  with  him,  and  did 
not  recover  his  speech  till  the  angel  had  touched  his  lips  and  opened  his 
mouth  (Dan.  x.  15  f.)  :  the  origin  of  this  incident  also  will  be  found  in  the 
legend,  and  not  in  historical  fact.  Of  two  ordinary  and  subordinate  features 
of  the  narrative,  the  one,  the  righteousness  of  the  parents  of  the  Baptist  (v.  6), 
is  merely  a  conclusion  founded  upon  the  belief  that  to  a  pious  couple  alone 
would  the  blessing  of  such  a  son  be  vouchsafed,  and  consequently  is  void  of 
all  historical  worth ;  the  other,  the  statement  that  John  was  born  in  the  reign 
of  Herod  (the  Great)  (v.  5),  is  without  doubt  a  correct  calculation. 

So  that  we  stand  here  upon  purely  mythical-poetical  ground ;  the  only 
historical  reality  which  we  can  hold  fast  as  positive  matter  of  fact  being  this : 
— the  impression  made  by  John  the  Baptist,  by  virtue  of  his  ministry  and  his 
relation  to  Jesus,  was  so  powerful  as  to  lead  to  the  subsequent  glorification 
of  bis  birth  in  connection  with  the  birth  of  the  Messiah  in  the  Christian 
legend.^^ 

>^  Olshausen,  bibL  Commentar,  i.  s.  116.     Hoffmann,  s.  146* 

^  With  Ibis  view  of  the  passage  compare  De  Wette,  Exeg.  Handbucb  zum  N.  T.,  i.  2, 
S.12. 


CHAPTER  11. 

DAVIDICAL  DESCENT  OF  JESUS,  ACCORDING  TO  THE  GENEALOGICAL 

TABLES  OF  MATTHEW  AND  LUKE. 


§20. 

THE  TWO  GENEALOGIES   OF  JESUS  CONSIDERED   SEPARATELY  AND 

IRRESPECTIVELY  OF  ONE  ANOTHER. 

In  the  history  of  the  birth  of  the  Baptist,  we  had  the  single  account  of  Luke  ; 
but  regarding  the  genealogical  descent  of  Jesus  we  have  silso  that  of  Matthew  ; 
so  that  in  this  case  the  mutual  control  of  two  narrators  in  some  respects  mul- 
tiplies, whilst  in  others  it  lightens,  our  critical  labour.  It  is  indeed  true  that 
the  authenticity  of  the  two  first  chapters  of  Matthew,  which  contain  the  history 
of  the  birth  and  childhood  of  Jesus,  as  well  as  that  of  the  parallel  section  of 
Luke,  has  been  questioned  :  but  as  in  both  cases  the  question  has  originated 
merely  in  a  prejudiced  view  of  the  subject,  the  doubt  has  been  silenced  by  a 
decisive  refutation.  > 

Each  of  these  two  Gospels  contains  a  genealogical  table  designed  to  exhibit 
the  Davidical  descent  of  Jesus,  the  Messiah.  That  of  Matthew  (i.  1-17)  pre- 
cedes, that  of  Luke  (iiu  23-38)  follows,  the  history  of  the  announcement  and 
birth  of  Jesus.  These  two  tables,  considered  each  in  itself,  or  both  compared 
together,  afford  so  important  a  key  to  the  character  of  the  evangelic  records 
in  this  section,  as  to  render  a  close  examination  of  them  imperative.  We 
shall  first  consider  each  separately,  and  then  each,  but  particularly  that  of 
Matthew,  in  comparison  with  the  passages  in  the  Old  Testament  to  which  it 
is  parallel. 

In  the  Genealogy  given  by  the  author  of  the  first  Gospel,  there  is  a  com- 
parison of  the  account  with  itself  which  is  important,  as  it  gives  a  result,  a  sum 
at  its  conclusion,  whose  correctness  may  be  proved  by  comparing  it  with  the 
previous  statements.  In  the  summing  up  it  is  said,  that  from  Abraham  to 
Christ  there  are  three  divisions  of  fourteen  generations  each,  the  first  from 
Abraham  to  David,  the  second  from  David  to  the  Babylonish  exile,  the  third 
from  the  exile  to  Christ.  Now  if  we  compute  the  number  of  names  for  ourselves, 
we  find  the  first  fourteen  from  Abraham  to  David,  both  included,  complete 
(2-5) ;  also  that  from  Solomon  to  Jechonias,  after  whom  the  Babylonish  exile 
is  mentioned  (6-1 1) ;  but  from  Jechonias  to  Jesus,  even  reckoning  the  latter 
as  one,  we  can  discover  only  thirteen  (12-16).  How  shall  we  explain  this 
discrepancy?  The  supposition  that  one  of  the  names  has  escaped  from  the 
third  division  by  an  error  of  a  transcriber,'  is  in  the  highest  degree  improb- 

^  Kuindl,  Comm.  in  Matth.  Proleg.,  p.  xxvii.  f. 

'  Paulus,  p.  292. 

loe 
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able,  since  the  deficiency  is  mentioned  so  early  as  by  Porphyry.*  The  inser- 
tion, in  some  manuscripts  and  versions,  of  the  name  Jehoiakim  ^  between 
Josias  and  Jechonias,  does  not  supply  the  deficiency  of  the  third  division  ;  it 
only  adds  a  superfluous  generation  to  the  second  division,  which  was  already 
complete.  As  also  thdre  is  no  doubt  that  this  deficiency  originated  with  the 
author  of  the  genealogy,  the  question  arises  :  in  what  manner  did  he  reckon 
so  as  to  count  fourteen  generations  for  his  third  series  ?  Truly  it  is  possible 
to  count  in  various  ways,  if  an  arbitrary  inclusion  and  exclusion  of  the  first  and 
last  members  of  the  several  series  be  permitted.  It  might  indeed  have  been 
presupposed,  that  a  generation  already  included  in  one  division  was  necessarily 
excluded  from  another :  but  the  compiler  of  the  genealogy  may  perhaps  have 
thought  otherwise ;  and  since  David  is  twice  mentioned  in  the  table,  it  is 
possible  that  the  author  counted  him  twice :  namely,  at  the  end  of  the  first 
series,  and  again  at  the  beginning  of  the  second.  This  would  not  indeed,  any 
more  than  the  insertion  of  Jehoiakim,  fill  up  the  deficiency  in  the  third 
division,  but  give  too  many  to  the  second ;  so  that  we  must,  with  some  com- 
mentators,^ conclude  the  second  series  not  with  Jechonias,  as  is  usually  done, 
but  with  his  predecessor  Josias :  and  now,  by  means  of  the  double  enumer- 
ation of  David,  Jechonias,  who  was  superfluous  in  the  second  division,  being 
available  for  the  third,  the  last  series,  including  Jesus,  has  its  fourteen  mem- 
bers complete.  But  it  seems  very  arbitrary  to  reckon  the  concluding  member 
of  the  first  series  twice,  and  not  also  that  of  the  second  :  to  avoid  which  in- 
consistency some  interpreters  have  proposed  to  count  Josias  twice,  as  well  as 
David,  and  thus  complete  the  fourteen  members  of  the  third  series  without 
Jesus.  But  whilst  this  computation  escapes  one  blunder,  it  falls  into  another ; 
namely,  that  whereas  the  expression  ^tto  *APpaafi  la>9  Aa^lS  jc  r.  A.  (v.  17)  is 
supposed  to  include  the  latter,  in  &v6  fjLeToiK€a'UK  BaPv\S>vo9  ccd?  rov  Xpurrov, 
the  latter  is  excluded.  This  difficulty  may  be  avoided  by  counting  Jechonias 
twice  instead  of  Josias,  which  gives  us  fourteen  names  for  the  third  division, 
including  Jesus ;  but  then,  in  order  not  to  have  too  many  in  the  second,  we 
must  drop  the  double  enumeration  of  David,  and  thus  be  liable  to  the  same 
charge  of  inconsistency  as  in  the  former  case,  since  the  double  enumeration 
is  made  between  the  second  and  third  divisions,  and  not  between  the  first  and 
second.  Perhaps  De  Wette  has  found  the  right  clue  when  he  remarks,  that 
in  V.  17,  in  both  transitions  some  member  of  the  series  is  mentioned  twice, 
but  in  the  first  case  only  that  member  is  a  person  (David),  and  therefore  to 
be  twice  reckoned.  In  the  second  case  it  is  the  Babylonish  captivity  occur- 
ring between  Josias  and  Jechonias,  which  latter,  since  he  had  reigned  only 
three  months  in  Jerusalem  (the  greater  part  of  his  life  having  passed  after 
the  canying  away  to  Babylon),  was  mentioned  indeed  at  the  conclusion  of 
the  second  series  for  the  sake  of  connexion,  but  was  to  be  reckoned  only  at 
the  beginning  of  the  third.® 

If  we  now  compare  the  genealogy  of  Matthew  (still  without  reference  to 
that  of  Luke)  with  the  corresponding  passages  of  the  Old  Testament,  we 
shall  also  find  discrepancy,  and  in  this  case  of  a  nature  exactly  the  reverse  of 
the  preceding  :  for  as  the  table  considered  in  itself  required  the  duplication 
of  one  member  in  order  to  complete  its  scheme,  so  when  compared  with  the 
Old  Testament,  we  find  that  many  of  the  names  there  recorded  have  been 
omitted,  in  order  that  the  number  fourteen  might  not  be  exceeded.  That  is 
to  say,  the  Old  Testament  afifords  data  for  comparison  with  this  genealogical 

*  Hieron.  in  Daniel,  init. 

*  See  Wetsteln. 

*  t.g.  Frische,  Comm.  in  Matth.,  p.  13. 
'  Exegt.  Handbuch,  L  i,  s.  la  f. 
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table  as  the  famed  pedigree  of  the  royal  race  of  David,  from  Abraham  to 
Zorobabel  and  his  sons ;  after  whom  the  Davidical  line  begins  to  retire  into 
obscurity,  and  from  the  silence  of  the  Old  Testament  the  genealogy  of  Mat- 
thew ceases  to  be  under  any  control.  The  series  of  generations  from  Abraham 
to  Judah,  Pharez,  and  Hezron,  is  sufficiently  well  known  from  Genesis ;  from 
Pharez  to  David  we  find  it  in  the  conclusion  of  the  book  of  Ruth,  and  in  the 
2nd  chapter  of  the  ist  Chronicles ;  that  from  David  to  Zenibbabel  in  the  3rd 
chapter  of  the  same  book ;  besides  passages  that  are  parallel  with  separate 
portions  of  the  series. 

To  complete  the  comparison :  we  find  the  line  from  Abraham  to  David, 
that  is,  the  whole  first  division  of  fourteen  in  our  genealogy,  in  exact  accor- 
dance with  the  names  of  men  given  in  the  Old  Testament :  leaving  out 
however  the  names  of  some  women,  one  of  which  makes  a  difficulty.  It  is 
said  V.  5  that  Rahab  was  the  mother  of  Boaz.  Not  only  is  this  without  con- 
firmation in  the  Old  Testament,  but  even  if  she  be  made  the  great-grandmother 
of  Jesse,  the  father  of  David,  there  are  too  few  generations  between  her  time 
and  that  of  David  (from  about  1450  to  1050  B.C.),  that  is,  counting  either 
Rahab  or  David  as  one,  four  for  400  years.  Yet  this  error  falls  back  upon 
the  Old  Testament  genealogy  itself,  in  so  far  as  Jesse's  great-grandfather 
Salmon,  whom  Matthew  calls  the  husband  of  Rahab,  is  said  Ruth  iv.  20,  as 
well  as  by  Matthew,  to  be  the  son  of  a  Nahshon,  who,  according  to  Numbers 
i.  7,  lived  in  the  time  of  the  march  through  the  wilderness'' :  from  which  cir- 
cumstance the  idea  was  naturally  suggested,  to  marry  his  son  with  that  Rahab 
who  saved  the  Israelitish  spies,  and  thus  to  introduce  a  woman  for  whom  the 
Israelites  had  an  especial  regard  (compare  James  ii.  25,  Heb.  xi.  31)  into  the 
lineage  of  David  and  the  Messiah. 

Many  discrepancies  are  found  in  the  second  division  from  David  to  2k>ro- 
babel  and  his  son,  as  well  as  in  the  beginning  of  the  third.  Firstly,  it  is  said 
v.  %  Jot  am  begat  Ozias ;  whereas  we  know  from  i  Chron.  iii.  11,  12,  that 
Uzziah  was  not  the  son,  but  the  grandson  of  the  son  of  Joram,  and  that  three 
kings  occur  between  them,  namely,  Ahaziah,  Joash,  and  Amaziah,  after  whom 
comes  Uzziah  (2  Chron.  xxvi.  i,  or  as  he  is  called  i  Chron.  iii.  12,  and  2 
Kings  xiv.  21,  Azariah).  Secondly:  our  genealogy  says  v.  11,  Josias  begat 
Jechonias  and  his  brethren.  But  we  find  from  i  Chron.  iii.  16,  that  the  son 
and  successor  of  Josiah  was  called  Jehoiakim,  after  whom  came  his  son  and 
successor  Jechoniah  or  Jehoiachin.  Moreover  brethren  are  ascribed  to 
Jechoniah,  whereas  the  Old  Testament  mentions  none.  Jehoiakim,  however, 
had  brothers:  so  that  the  mention  of  the  brethren  of  Jechonias  in  Matthew 
appears  to  have  originated  in  an  exchange  of  these  two  persons. — A  third 
discrepancy  relates  to  Zorobabel.  He  is  here  called,  v.  12,  a  son  of  Salathiel ; 
whilst  in  i  Chron.  iii.  19,  he  is  descended  from  Jechoniah,  not  through 
Shealtiel,  but  through  his  brother  Pedaiah.  In  Ezra  v.  2,  and  Haggai  i.  i, 
however,  Zerubbabel  is  designated,  as  here,  the  son  of  Shealtiel. — In  the  last 
place,  Abiud,  who  is  here  called  the  son  of  Zorobabel,  is  not  to  be  found 
amongst  the  children  of  Zerubbabel  mentioned  i  Chron.  iii.  19  f. :  perhaps 
because  Abiud  was  only  a  surname  derived  from  a  son  of  one  of  those  there 
mentioned.® 

The  second  and  third  of  these  discrepancies  may  have  crept  in  without  evil 
intention,  and  without  any  great  degree  of  carelessness,  for  the  omission  of 
Jehoiakim  may  have  arisen  from  the  similar  sound  of  the  names  (Q^Ppn^  and 

7  The  expedient  of  Kuinol,  Comm.  in  Mattb.  p.  3,  to  distinguish  the  Rahab  here  men- 
tioned from  the  celebrated  one,  becomes  hence  superfluous,  l^des  that  it  is  perfectly 
arbitrary. 

*  Hoffmann,  s«  154,  according  to  Hug,  Einl.^  ii.  s.  271. 
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p;inj),  which  accounts  also  for  the  transposition  of  the  brothers  of  Jechoniah; 
whilst  respecting  Zorobabel  the  reference  to  the  Old  Testament  is  partly 
adverse,  partly  favourable.  But  the  first  discrepancy  we  have  adduced, 
namely,  the  omission  of  three  known  kings,  is  not  so  easily  to  be  set  aside. 
It  has  indeed  been  held  that  the  similarity  of  names  may  here  also  have  led 
the  author  to  pass  unintentionally  from  Joram  to  Ozias,  instead  of  to  the 
similar  sounding  Ahaziah  (in  the  LXX.  Ochozias).  But  this  omission  falls  in 
so  happily  with  the  author's  design  of  the  threefold  fourteen  (admitting  the 
double  enumeration  of  David),  that  we  cannot  avoid  believing,  with  Jerome, 
that  the  oversight  was  made  on  purpose  with  a  view  to  it'  From  Abraham 
to  David,  where  the  first  division  presented  itself,  having  found  fourteen 
members,  he  seems  to  have  wished  that  those  of  the  following  divisions 
should  correspond  in  number.  In  the  whole  remaining  series  the  Babylonish 
exile  offered  itself  as  the  natural  point  of  separation.  But  as  the  second 
division  from  David  to  the  exile  gave  him  four  supernumerary  members, 
therefore  he  omitted  four  of  the  names.  For  what  reason  these  particular 
four  were  chosen  would  be  difficult  to  determine,  at  least  for  the  three  last 
mentioned. 

The  cause  of  the  compiler's  laying  so  much  stress  on  the  threefold  equal 
numbers,  may  have  been  simply,  that  by  this  adoption  of  the  Oriental  custom 
of  division  into  equal  sections,  the  genealogy  might  be  more  easily  committed 
to  memory^o :  but  with  this  motive  a  mystical  idea  was  probably  combined. 
The  question  arises  whether  this  is  to  be  sought  in  the  number  which  is  thrice 
repeated,  or  whether  it  consists  in  the  threefold  repetition  ?  Fourteen  is  the 
double  of  the  sacred  number  seven  ;  but  it  is  improbable  that  it  was  selected 
for  this  reason,^^  because  otherwise  the  seven  would  scarcely  have  been  so 
completely  lost  sight  of  in  the  fourteen.  Still  more  improbable  is  the  con- 
jecture of  Olshausen,  that  the  number  fourteen  was  specially  chosen  as  being 
the  numeric  value  of  the  name  of  David  ^^;  for  puerilities  of  this  kind, 
appropriate  to  the  rabbinical  gematria,  are  to  be  found  in  no  other  part  of  the 
Gospels.  It  is  more  likely  that  the  object  of  the  genealogists  consisted 
merely  in  the  repetition  of  an  equal  number  by  retaining  the  fourteen  which 
had  first  accidentally  presented  itself:  since  it  was  a  notion  of  the  Jews  that 
signal  divine  visitations,  whether  of  prosperity  or  adversity,  recurred  at 
regular  periodical  intervals.  Thus,  as  fourteen  generations  had  intervened 
between  Abraham,  the  founder  of  the  holy  people,  and  David  the  king  after 
God's  own  heart,  so  fourteen  generations  must  intervene  between  the  re-estab- 
lishment of  the  kingdom  and  the  coming  of  the  son  of  David,  the  Messiah.  ^^ 
The  most  ancient  genealogies  in  Genesis  exhibit  the  very  same  uniformity. 
As  according  to  the  pifiX.09  ycyco-eois  ayBpiimiovy  cap.  v.,  from  Adam  the  first, 
to  Noah  the  second,  father  of  men,  were  ten  generations :  so  from  Noah,  or 
rather  from  his  son,  the  tenth  is  Abraham  the  father  of  the  faithful.  ^^ 

*  Compare  Fritsche,  Comm.  in  Matth.,  p.  19 ;  Paulas,  ex^et.  Handbuch,  i.  s.  289 ;  De 
Wette,  ex^.  Handb.  in  loco. 

'°  Fritsche  in  Matth.,  p.  11. 

**  Paulus,  s.  292. 

^*  Bibl.  0>min.,  p.  46,  note. 

^'  See  Schneckenburger,  Beitrage  vox  Einleitung  in  das  N.  T.,  s.  41  f.,  and  the  passage 
cited  from  Josephus,  B.  j.  vi.  8.  Also  may  be  compared  the  passage  cited  by  Schottgen, 
horse  hebr.  et  taim.  zu  Matth.  i.  from  Synopsis  Sohar,  p.  132,  n.  18.  Ab  Abrahamo  usque 
ad  Saioftuffum  XV,  sunt  generatiotus ;  atque  tunc  tuna  juit  in  plenilunio,  A  Salomone  usque 
ad  ZMUkiam  iterum  sunt  XV»  generationes^  et  tunc  luna  defectt^  et  Zedekia  effossi  sunt  oculi. 

'*  De  Wette  has  already  called  attention  to  the  analogy  between  these  Old  Testament 
genealogies  and  those  of  the  Gospels,  with  regard  to  the  intentional  equality  of  numbers. 
Kritik  der  mos,  Geschichte,  s  69.    Comp.  s.  ^* 
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This  ^/rii^r/ treatment  of  his  subject,  this  Procrustes-bed  upon  which  the 
author  of  our  genealogy  now  stretches,  now  curtails  it,  almost  like  a  philoso- 
pher constructing  a  system, — can  excite  no  predisposition  in  his  favour.  It 
is  in  vain  to  appeal  to  the  custom  of  Oriental  genealogists  to  indulge  them- 
selves in  similar  licence ;  for  when  an  author  presents  us  with  a  pedigree 
expressly  declaring  that  all  the  generations  during  a  space  of  time  were  four- 
teen, whereas,  through  accident  or  intention,  many  members  are  wanting, — 
he  betrays  an  arbitrariness  and  want  of  critical  accuracy,  which  must  shake 
our  con^dence  in  the  certainty  of  his  whole  genealogy. 

The  genealogy  of  Luke,  considered  separately,  does  not  present  so  many 
defects  as  that  of  Matthew.  It  has  no  concluding  statement  of  the  number 
of  generations  comprised  in  the  genealogy,  to  act  as  a  check  upon  itself, 
neither  can  it  be  tested,  to  much  extent,  by  a  comparison  with  the  Old 
Testament  For,  from  David  to  Nathan,  the  line  traced  by  Luke  has  no 
correspondence  with  any  Old  Testament  genealogy,  excepting  in  two  of  its 
members,  Salathiel  and  Zorobabel ;  and  even  with  respect  to  these  two,  there 
is  a  contradiction  between  the  statement  of  Luke  and  that  of  i  Chron.  iii.  17. 
19  f. :  for  the  former  calls  Salathiel  a  son  of  Neri,  whilst,  according  to  the 
latter,  he  was  the  son  of  Jechoniah.  Luke  also  mentions  one  Resa  as  the 
son  of  Zorobabel,  a  name  which  does  not  appear  amongst  the  children  of 
Zerubbabel  in  i  Chron.  iii.  17,  19.  Also,  in  the  series  before  Abraham,  Luke 
inserts  a  Cainan,  who  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  Hebrew  text.  Gen.  x.  24 ;  xi. 
12  if.,  but  who  was  however  already  inserted  by  the  LXX.  In  fact,  the 
original  text  has  this  name  in  its  first  series  as  the  third  from  Adam,  and 
thence  the  translation  appears  to  have  transplanted  him  to  the  corresponding 
place  in  the  second  series  as  the  third  from  Noah. 


§  21. 

COMPARISON   OF  THE  TWO  GENEALOGIES — ^ATTEMPT  TO   RECONCILE  THEIR 

CONTRADICTIONS. 

If  we  compare  the  genealogies  of  Matthew  and  Luke  together,  we  become 
aware  of  still  more  striking  discrepancies.  Some  of  these  differences  indeed 
are  unimportant,  as  the  opposite  direction  of  the  two  tables,  the  line  of  Mat- 
thew descending  from  Abraham  to  Jesus,  that  of  Luke  ascending  from  Jesus 
to  his  ancestors.  Also  the  greater  extent  of  the  line  of  Luke ;  Matthew 
deriving  it  no  farther  than  from  Abraham,  while  Luke  (perhaps  lengthening 
some  existing  document  in  order  to  make  it  more  consonant  with  the 
universalism  of  the  doctrines  of  Paul  ^ :)  carries  it  back  to  Adam  and  to  God 
himself.  More  important  is  the  considerable  difference  in  the  number  of 
generations  for  equal  periods,  Luke  having  41  between  David  and  Jesus, 
whilst  Matthew  has  only  26.  The  main  difficulty,  however,  lies  in  this :  that 
in  some  parts  of  the  genealogy,  in  Luke  totally  different  individuals  are  made 
the  ancestors  of  Jesus  from  those  in  Matthew.  It  is  true,  both  writers  agree 
in  deriving  the  lineage  of  Jesus  through  Joseph  from  David  and  Abraham, 
and  that  the  names  of  the  individual  members  of  the  series  correspond  from 
Abraham  to  David,  as  well  as  two  of  the  names  in  the  subsequent  portion  : 
those  of  Salathiel  and  Zorobabel  But  the  difficulty  becomes  desperate  when 
we  find  that,  with  these  two  exceptions  about  midway,  the  whole  of  the  names 
from  David  to  the  foster-father  of  Jesus  are  totally  different  in  Matthew  and 

^  See  Chrysostom  and  Luther,  in  Credner,  Einleitung  in  d.  N.  T.»  i,  s.  143  f.  Winer,  biU. 
Realworterbuch,  i.  s.  659. 
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in  Luke.  In  Matthew,  the  father  of  Joseph  is  called  Jacob ;  in  Luke,  Heli. 
In  Matthew,  the  son  of  David  through  whom  Joseph  descended  from  that 
king  is  Solomon  ;  in  Luke,  Nathan :  and  so  on,  the  line  descends,  in  Mat- 
thew, through  the  race  of  known  kings;  in  Luke,  through  an  unknown 
collateral  branch,  coinciding  only  with  respect  to  Salathiel  and  Zorobabel, 
whilst  they  still  differ  in  the  names  of  the  father  of  Salathiel  and  the  son  of 
Zorobabel.  Since  this  difference  appears  to  offer  a  complete  contradiction,  the 
roost  industrious  efforts  have  been  made  at  all  times  to  reconcile  the  two. 
Passing  in  silence  explanations  evidently  unsatisfactory,  such  as  a  mystical 
signification,  *  or  an  arbitrary  change  of  names,'  we  shall  consider  two  pairs 
of  hypotheses  which  have  been  most  conspicuous,  and  are  mutually  supported, 
or  at  least  bear  affinity  to  one  another. 

The  first  pair  is  formed  upon  the  presupposition  of  Augustine,  that  Joseph 
was  an  adopted  son,  and  that  one  evangelist  gave  the  name  of  his  real,  the 
other  that  of  his  adopted,  father  ^ ;  and  the  opinion  of  the  old  chronologist 
Julius  Africanus,  that  a  Levirate  marriage  had  taken  place  between  the  parents 
of  Joseph,  and  that  the  one  genealogy  belonged  to  the  natural,  the  other  to 
the  legal,  father  of  Joseph,  by  the  one  of  whom  he  was  descended  from 
David  through  Solomon,  by  the  other  through  Nathan.^  The  farther  ques- 
tion :  to  which  father  do  the  respective  genealogies  belong  ?  is  open  to  two 
species  of  criticism,  the  one  founded  upon  literal  expressions,  the  other  upon 
the  spirit  and  character  of  each  gospel :  and  which  lead  to  opposite  con- 
clusions. Augustine  as  well  as  Africanus,  has  observed,  that  Matthew  makes 
use  of  an  expression  in  describing  the  relationship  between  Joseph  and  his 
so-called  father,  which  more  definitely  points  out  the  natural  filial  relationship 
than  that  of  Luke :  for  the  former  says  laica))3  cycKi^crc  rov  Iokt^^  :  whilst 
the  expression  of  the  latter,  Iokt^^  rov  *HXi,  appears  equally  applicable  to  a 
son  by  adoption,  or  by  virtue  of  a  Levirate  marriage.  But  smce  the  very 
object  of  a  Levirate  marriage  was  to  maintain  the  name  and  race  of  a  deceased 
childless  brother,  it  was  the  Jewish  custom  to  inscribe  the  first-born  son  of  such 
a  marriage,  not  on  the  family  register  of  his  natural  father,  as  Matthew  has 
done  here,  but  on  that  of  his  legd  father,  as  Luke  has  done  on  the  above  sup- 
position. Now  that  a  person  so  entirely  imbued  with  Jewish  opinions  as  the 
author  of  the  first  Gospel,  should  have  made  a  mistake  of  this  kind,  cannot 
be  held  probable.  Accordingly,  Schleiermacher  and  others  conceive  them- 
selves bound  by  the  spirit  of  the  two  Gospels  to  admit  that  Matthew,  in  spite  of 
his  iyivtrrfa'€,  must  have  given  the  lineage  of  the  legal  father,  according  to  Jew- 
ish custom  :  whilst  Luke,  who  perhaps  was  not  born  a  Jew,  and  was  less 
familiar  with  Jewish  habits,  might  have  fallen  upon  the  genealogy  of  the 
younger  brothers  of  Joseph,  who  were  not,  like  the  firstborn,  inscribed  amongst 
the  family  of  the  deceased  legal  father,  but  with  that  of  their  natural  father,  and 
might  have  taken  this  for  the  genealogical  table  of  the  first-born  Joseph,  whilst 
it  really  belonged  to  him  only  by  natural  descent,  to  which  Jewish  genealo- 
gists paid  no  regard/  But,  besides  the  fact,  which  we  shall  show  hereafter, 
that  the  genealogy  of  Luke  can  with  difficulty  be  proved  to  be  the  work  of  the 
author  of  that  Gospel : — in  which  case  the  little  acquaintance  of  Luke  with 

'  Oriff.  homil.  in  Lucam  28. 

'  Luther,  Werke,  Bd.  14*    Walch.  Ausg.  s.  8  ff. 

^  De  consensu  Evangelistarnm,  ii.  3,  u.  c  Faust.,  iii.  3  ;  amongst  the  modems,  for 
example,  £.  F.  in  Henke's  Magazin  5,  I,  180  f.  After  Augustine  had  subsequently  become 
acquainted  with  the  writing  of  Africanus,  he  gave  up  his  own  opinion  for  that  of  the  latter. 
Retract,  ii.  7. 

^  Eusebius,  H.  E.  i.  7,  and  lately  e^.  Schleiermacher  on  Luke,  p.  53. 

*  S.  53.     Comp.  Winer,  bibl.  Realworterbuch,  i  Bd.  s.  66a 
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Jewish  customs  ceases  to  afford  any  clue  to  the  meaning  of  this  genealogy; — 
it  is  also  to  be  objected,  that  the  genealogist  of  the  first  Gospel  could  not 
have  written  his  ^cioo^o-c  thus  without  any  addition,  if  he  was  thinking  of 
a  mere  legal  paternity.  Wherefore  these  two  views  of  the  genealogical 
relationship  are  equally  difficult. 

However,  this  hypothesis,  which  we  have  hitherto  considered  only  in 
general,  requires  a  more  detailed  examination  in  order  to  judge  of  its  admissi- 
bility. In  considering  the  proposition  of  a  Levirate  marriage,  the  argument 
is  essentially  the  same  if,  with  Augustine  and  Africanus,  we  ascribe  the 
naming  of  die  natural  father  to  Matthew,  or  with  Schleiermacher,  to  Luke. 
As  an  example  we  shall  adopt  the  former  statement :  the  rather  because 
Eusebius,  according  to  Africanus,  has  left  us  a  minute  account  of  it.  Accord- 
ing to  this  representation,  then,  the  mother  of  Joseph  was  first  married  to 
that  person  whom  Luke  calls  the  father  of  Joseph,  namely  HelL  But  since 
Heli  died  without  children,  by  virtue  of  the  Levirate  law,  his  brother,  called 
by  Matthew  Jacob  the  father  of  Joseph,  married  the  widow,  and  by  her 
begot  Joseph,  who  was  legally  regarded  as  the  son  of  the  deceased  Heli,  and 
so  described  by  Luke,  whilst  naturally  he  was  the  son  of  his  brother  Jacob, 
and  thus  described  by  Matthew. 

But,  merely  thus  far,  the  h3rpothesis  is  by  no  means  adequate.  For  if  the 
two  fathers  of  Joseph  were  real  brothers,  sons  of  the  same  father,  they  had 
one  and  the  same  lineage,  and  the  two  genealogies  would  have  di^ered  only 
in  the  father  of  Joseph,  all  the  preceding  portion  being  in  agreement.  In 
order  to  explain  how  the  discordancy  extends  so  far  back  as  to  David,  we 
must  have  recourse  to  the  second  proposition  of  Africanus,  that  the  fathers  of 
Joseph  were  only  half-brothers,  having  the  same  mother,  but  not  the  same 
father.  We  must  also  suppose  that  this  mother  of  the  two  fathers  of  Joseph, 
had  twice  married ;  once  with  the  Matthan  of  Matthew,  who  was  descended 
from  David  through  Solomon  and  the  line  of  kings,  and  to  whom  she  bore 
Jacob ;  and  also,  either  before  or  after,  with  the  Matthat  of  Luke,  the  off- 
spring of  which  marriage  was  Heli :  which  Heli,  having  married  and  died 
childless,  his  half-brother  Jacob  married  his  widow,  and  begot  for  the  deceased 
his  legal  child  Joseph. 

This  hypothesis  of  so  complicated  a  marriage  in  two  successive  generations, 
to  which  we  are  forced  by  the  discrepancy  of  the  two  genealogies,  must  be 
acknowledged  to  be  in  no  way  impossible,  but  still  highly  improbable :  and 
the  difficulty  is  doubled  by  the  untoward  agreement  already  noticed,  which 
occurs  midway  in  the  discordant  series,  in  the  two  members  Salathiel  and 
ZorobabeL  For  to  explain  how  Neri  in  Luke,  and  Jechonias  in  Matthew, 
are  both  called  the  father  of  Salathiel,  who  was  the  father  of  Zorobabel ; — not 
only  must  the  supposition  of  the  Levirate  marriage  be  repeated,  but  also  that 
the  two  brothers  who  successively  manied  the  same  wife,  were  brothers  only 
on  the  mother's  side.  The  difficulty  is  not  diminished  by  the  remark,  that 
any  nearest  blood-relation,  not  only  a  brother,  might  succeed  in  a  Levirate 
marriage, — that  is  to  ^ay,  though  not  obligatory,  it  was  at  least  open  to  his 
choice  (Ruth  iii.  1 2.  f.  iv.  4  f.''').  For  since  even  in  the  case  of  two  cousins, 
the  concurrence  of  the  two  branches  must  take  place  much  earlier  than  here 
for  Jacob  and  Eli,  and  for  Jechonias  and  Neri,  we  are  still  obliged  to  have 
recourse  to  the  hypothesis  of  half-brothers;  the  only  amelioration  in  this 
hypothesis  over  the  other  being,  that  these  two  very  peculiar  marriages  do  not 
take  place  in  immediately  consecutive  generations.  Now  that  this  extra- 
ordinary double  incident  should  not  only  have  been  twice  repeated,  but  that 

'  Comp.  Michaelis,  Mos.  Recht.  ii.  s.  20a    Winer,  bibl.  Realworterb.  ii.  s.  22  f. 
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the  genealogists  should  twice  have  made  the  same  selection  in  their  statements 
respecting  the  natural  and  the  legal  father,  and  without  any  explanation, — is 
so  improbable,  that  even  the  hypothesis  of  an  adoption,  which  is  burdened 
with  only  one-half  of  these  difficulties,  has  still  more  than  it  can  bear.  For 
in  the  case  of  adoption,  since  no  fraternal  or  other  relationship  is  required, 
between  the  natural  and  adopting  fathers,  the  recurrence  to  a  twice-repeated 
half-brotherhood  is  dispensed  with ;  leaving  only  the  necessity  for  twice 
supposing  a  relationship  by  adoption,  and  twice  the  peculiar  circumstance, 
that  the  one  genealogist  from  want  of  acquaintance  with  Jewish  customs  was 
ignorant  of  the  fact,  and  the  other,  although  he  took  account  of  it,  was  silent 
respecting  it. 

It  has  been  thought  by  later  critics  that  the  knot  may  he  loosed  in  a 
much  easier  way, by  supposing  that  in  one  Gospel  we  have  the  genealogy  of 
Joseph,  in  the  other  that  of  Mary,  in  which  case  there  would  be  no  contradic- 
tion in  the  disagreement :  ^  to  which  they  are  pleased  to  add  the  assumption 
that  Mary  was  an  heiress.^  The  opinion  that  Mary  was  of  the  race  of  David 
as  well  as  Joseph  has  been  long  held.  Following  indeed  the  idea,  that  the 
Messiah,  as  a  second  Melchizedec,  ought  to  unite  in  his  person  the  priestly 
with  the  kingly  dignity,^^  and  guided  by  the  relationship  of  Mary  with  Eliza- 
beth, who  was  a  daughter  of  Aaron  (Luke  i.  36) ;  already  in  early  times  it 
was  not  only  held  by  many  that  the  races  of  Judah  and  Levi  were  blended  in 
the  family  of  Joseph ;  **  but  also  the  opinion  was  not  rare  that  Jesus,  deriving 
his  royal  lineage  from  Joseph,  descended  also  from  the  priestly  race  through 
Mary.^*  The  opinion  of  Mary's  descent  from  David,  soon  however  became 
the  more  prevailing.  Many  apocryphal  writers  clearly  state  this  opinion,^^  as 
well  as  Justin  Martyr,  whose  expression,  that  the  virgin  was  of  the  race  of 
David,  Jacob,  Isaac,  and  Abraham,  may  be  considered  an  indication  that  he 
applied  to  Mary  one  of  our  genealogies,  which  are  both  traced  back  to  Abra- 
ham through  David. ^* 

On  inquiring  which  of  these  two  genealogies  is  to  be  held  that  of  Mary  ?  we 
are  stopped  by  an  apparently  insurmountable  obstacle,  since  each  is  distinctly 
announced  as  the  genealogy  of  Joseph  ;  the  one  in  the  words  'laicw^  iyiwrfa-t 
Tov  IcMT^^,  the  other  by  the  phrase  vtos  *Ia)o-^0  tov  *HAt.  Here  also,  however, 
the  iyiwrfo-e  of  Matthew  is  more  definite  than  the  rov  of  Luke,  which  accord- 
ing to  those  interpreters  may  mean  just  as  well  a  son-in-law  or  grandson  ;  so 
that  the  genitive  of  Luke  in  iii.  23  waB  either  intended  to  express  that  Jesus 
was  in  common  estimation  a  son  of  Joseph,  who  was  the  son-in-law  of  Heli, 
the  father  of  Mary  **  : — or  else,  that  Jesus  was,  as  was  believed,  a  son  of 
Joseph,  and  through  Mary  a  grandson  of  Heli.^^  As  it  may  here  be  objected, 
that  the  Jews  in  their  genealogies  were  accustomed  to  take  no  account  of  the 

*  Thus  e.^.  SpanheiiD,  dubia  evang.  p.  I.  s.  13  ff.  Ligbtfoot,  Michaelis,  Paulus,  Kuinol, 
Olshausen,  lately  HofTmann  and  others. 

^  Epiphanius,  Grotius.     Olshauseti,  s.  43. 

'•  Testament  XII.  Patriarch.,  Test.  Simeon  c.  71.  In  Fabric.  Codex  pseudepigr.  V.  T. 
p.  542  :  i^  oArChf  (the  races  of  Levi  and  Juda)  dvareXei  vfuv  rh  fftar^piov  roO  diov,  Ava<n}<rei 
7d/>  KvpiOf  iK  TOV  k€vt  un  dpx'^P^At  "^^  ^'^  ^^  'lovSa  ok  /ScunXea  k.  r.  X. 

**  Comp.  Thilo,  cod.  apocr.  N.T.  i,  s.  374  ff. 

^'  Thus  €.£".  the  Manichaean  Faustus  in  Augustin.  contra  Faust.  L.  xxiii.  4. 

^*  Protevangel.  Jacob!  c.  i  f  u.  10.  and  evangel,  de  nativitate  Marise  c.  I.  Joachim  and 
Anna,  of  the  race  of  David,  are  here  mentioned  as  the  parents  of  Mary.  Faustus  on  the 
contrary,  in  the  above  cited  passage,  gives  Joachim  the  title  of  Sacerdos. 

**  Dial,  c  Tryph.  43.  100.  .  (Paris,  1742.) 

**  Paulus.  The  Jews  also  in  their  representation  of  a  Mary,  the  daughter  of  Heli,  tor- 
mented in  the  lower  world  (see  Lightfoot),  appear  to  have  taken  the  genealogy  of  Luke, 
which  sets  out  from  Heli,  for  that  of  Mary. 

^  e,g.  lightfoot,  horse,  p.  750 ;  Osiander,  s.  86. 
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female  line,^''  a  farther  hypothesis  is  had  recourse  to,  namely,  that  Mary  was 
an  heiress,  i.e,  the  daughter  of  a  father  without  sons :  and  that  in  this  case, 
according  to  Numbers  xxxvi.  6,  and  Nehemiah  vii.  63,  Jewish  custom  required 
that  the  person  who  married  her  should  not  only  be  of  the  same  race  with 
herself,  but  that  he  should  henceforth  sink  his  own  family  in  hers,  and  take 
her  ancestors  as  his  own.  But  the  first  point  only  is  proved  by  the  reference 
to  Numbers ;  and  the  passage  in  Nehemiah,  compared  with  several  similar 
ones  (Ezra  ii.  61 ;  Numbers  xxxii.  41 )  comp.  with  i  Chron.  ii.  21  f.),  shows 
only  that  sometimes,  by  way  of  exception,  a  man  took  the  name  of  his  maternal 
ancestors.  This  difficulty  with  regard  to  Jewish  customs,  however,  is  cast 
into  shade  by  one  much  more  important  Although  undeniably  the  genitive 
case  used  by  Luke,  expressing  simply  derivation  in  a  general  sense,  may 
signify  any  degree  of  relationship,  and  consequently  that  of  son-in-law  or 
grandson;  yet  this  interpretation  destrdys  the  consistency  of  the  whole 
passage.  In  the  thirty-four  preceding  members,  which  are  well  known  to  us 
from  the  Old  Testament,  this  genitive  demonstrably  indicates  throughout  the 
precise  relationship  of  a  son ;  likewise  when  it  occurs  between  Salathiel  and 
Zorobabel:  how  could  it  be  intended  in  the  one  instance  of  Joseph  to  indicate 
that  of  son-in-law  ?  or,  according  to  the  other  interpretation,  supposing  the 
nominative  vcos  to  govern  the  whole  series,  how  can  we  suppose  it  to  change 
its  signification  from  son  to  grandson,  great-grandson,  and  so  on  to  the  end  ? 
If  it  be  said  the  phrase  'A8a/A  rov  $€ov  is  a  proof  that  the  genitive  does  not 
necessarily  indicate  a  son  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  word,  we  may  reply  that 
it  bears  a  signification  with  r^ard  to  the  immediate  Author  of  existence 
equally  inapplicable  to  either  father-in-law  or  grandfather. 

A  further  difficulty  is  encountered  by  this  explanation  of  the  two  genealogies 
in  common  with  the  former  one,  in  the  concurrence  of  the  two  names  of 
Salathiel  and  Zorobabel.  The  supposition  of  a  Levirate  marriage  is  as 
applicable  to  this  explanation  as  the  other,  but  the  interpreters  we  are  now 
examining  prefer  for  the  most  part  to  suppose,  that  these  similar  names  in  the 
different  genealogies  belong  to  different  persons.  When  Luke  however,  in 
the  twenty-first  and  twenty-second  generations  from  David,  gives  the  very 
same  names  that  Matthew  (including  the  four  omitted  generations),  gives  in 
the  nineteenth  and  twentieth,  one  of  these  names  being  of  great  notoriety,  it 
is  certainly  impossible  to  doubt  that  they  refer  to  the  same  persons. 

Moreover,  in  no  other  part  of  the  New  Testament  is  there  any  trace  to  be  found 
of  the  Davidical  descent  of  Mary :  on  the  contrary,  some  passages  are  directly 
opposed  to  it  In  Luke  i.  27,  the  expression  i(  oIkov  Xafiih  refers  only  to  the 
immediately  preceding  avhpl  4^  ovo/Aa  loxn^^,  not  to  the  more  remote  irap$€yov 
fji^fivrjarrevfiiyrfv.  And  more  pointed  still  is  the  turn  of  the  sentence  Luke  ii. 
4,  avipT)  8c  Koi  'Iwaiffft — BiA  to  €lvai  avrov  i(  oIkov  koX  irarptas  Aa)9ld,  diro* 
ypaAJ/aa-Oai  air/  Mapia  k,  r.  X.,  where  atrrov^  might  SO  easily  have  been  written 
instead  of  avrov,  if  the  author  had  any  thought  of  including  Mary  in  the  de- 
scent from  David.  These  expressions  fill  to  overflowing  the  measure  of  proof 
already  adduced,  that  it  is  impossible  to  apply  the  genealogy  of  the  third 
Evangelist  to  Mary. 

^^  Juchasin  f.  55,  2.  in  Lightfoot  s.  183,  and  Bava  bathra,  f.  1 10,  2.  in  Wetstein  s.  230  f. 
Comp.  Joseph.  Vita,  I. 
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§  22. 
THE  GENEALOGIES   UNHISTORICAL. 

A  consideration  of  the  insurmountable  difficulties,  which  unavoidably  em- 
barrass every  attempt  to  bring  these  two  genealogies  into  harmony  with  one 
another,  will  lead  us  to  despair  of  reconciling  them,  and  will  incline  us  to 
acknowledge,  with  the  more  free-thinking  class  of  critics,  that  they  are  mu- 
tually contradictory.^  Consequently  they  cannot  both  be  true  :  if,  therefore, 
one  is  to  be  preferred  before  the  other,  several  circumstances  would  seem  to 
decide  in  favour  of  the  genealogy  of  Luke,  rather  than  that  of  Matthew.  It 
does  not  exhibit  an  arbitrary  adherence  to  a  fixed  form  and  to  equal  periods  : 
and  whilst  the  ascribing  of  twenty  generations  to  the  space  of  time  from  David 
to  Jechonias  or  Neri,  in  Luke,  is  at  least  not  more  offensive  to  probability, 
than  the  omission  of  four  generations  in  Matthew  to  historical  truth  ;  Luke's 
allotment  of  twenty-two  generations  for  the  period  from  Jechonias  (born  617 
B.a)  to  Jesus,  Le,  about  600  years,  forming  an  average  of  twenty-seven  years 
and  a  half  to  each  generation,  is  more  consonant  with  natural  events,  particu- 
larly amongst  eastern  nations,  than  the  thirteen  generations  of  Matthew, 
which  make  an  average  of  forty-two  years  for  each.  Besides  the  genealogy 
of  Luke  is  less  liable  than  that  of  Matthew  to  the  suspicion  of  having  been 
written  with  a  design  to  glorify  Jesus,  since  it  contents  itself  with  ascribing  to 
Jesus  a  descent  from  David,  without  tracing  that  descent  through  the  royal 
line.  On  the  other  hand,  however,  it  is  more  improbable  that  the  genealogy 
of  the  comparatively  insignificant  family  of  Nathan  should  have  been  pre- 
served, than  that  of  the  royal  branch.  Added  to  which,  the  frequent  recur- 
rence of  the  same  names  is,  as  justly  remarked  by  Hoffmann,  an  indication 
that  the  genealogy  of  Luke  is  fictitious. 

In  fact  then  neither  table  has  any  advantage  over  the  other.  If  the  one  is 
unhistorical,  so  also  is  the  other,  since  it  is  very  improbable  that  the  genealogy 
of  an  obscure  family  like  that  of  Joseph,  extending  through  so  long  a  series  of 
generations,  should  have  been  preserved  during  all  the  confusion  of  the  exile, 
and  the  disturbed  period  that  followed.  Yet,  it  may  be  said,  although  we  re- 
cognise in  both,  so  far  as  they  are  not  copied  from  the  Old  Testament,  an  un- 
restrained play  of  the  imagination,  or  arbitrary  applications  of  other  genealogies 
to  Jesus, — we  may  still  retain  as  an  historical  basis  that  Jesus  was  descended 
from  David,  and  that  only  the  intermediate  members  of  the  line  of  descent  were 
variously  filled  up  by  different  writers.  But  the  one  event  on  which  this  his- 
torical basis  is  mainly  supported,  namely^  the  journey  of  the  parents  of  Jesus  to 
Bethlehem  in  order  to  be  taxed,  so  far  from  sufficing  to  prove  them  to  be  of 
the  house  and  lineage  of  David,  is  itself,  as  we  shall  presently  show^  by  no 
means  established  as  matter  of  history.  Of  more  weight  is  the  other  ground, 
namely,  that  Jesus  is  universally  represented  in  the  New  Testament,  without 
any  contradiction  from  his  adversaries,  as  the  descendant  of  David.  Yet 
even  the  phrase  vlos  Aa/3i8  is  a  predicate  that  may  naturally  have  been  applied 
to  Jesus,  not  on  historical,  but  on  dogmatical  grounds.  According  to  the 
prophecies,  the  Messiah  could  only  spring  from  David.  When  therefore  a 
Galilean,  whose  lineage  was  utterly  unknown,  and  of  whom  consequently  no 
one  could  prove  that  he  was  not  descended  from  David,  had  acquired  the 

»  Thus  Eichhom,  Einl.  in  das  N.  T.  I  Bd.  s.  425.  Kaiser,  bibl.  Theol.  I,  s.  232.  Weg- 
scheider,  InstituL  §  123,  not.  d.  de  Wette,  bibl.  Dogm.  §  279,  and  exeget.  ITandbuch  i, 
2,  8.  32.  Winer,  bibl.  Realworterb.  i,  s.  660  f.  Hase,  Leben  Jesu,  §  33.  Frilzsche,  Cumm. 
in  Matt.  p.  35.     Ammon,  Fortbildung  des  Christenthums  zur  Weltreligion,  i,  s.  196  ff. 
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reputation  of  being  the  Messiah  ;  what  more  natural  than  that  tradition  should 
under  different  forms  have  early  ascribed  to  him  a  Davidical  descent,  and 
that  genealogical  tables,  corresponding  with  this  tradition,  should  have  been 
formed?  which,  however,  as  they  were  constructed  upon  no  certain  data, 
would  necessarily  exhibit  such  differences  and  contradictions  as  we  find  actu- 
ally existing  between  the  genealogies  in  Matthew  and  in  Luke.^ 

If,  in  conclusion,  it  be  asked,  what  historical  result  is  to  be  deduced  from 
these  genealogies  ?  we  reply :  a  conviction  (arrived  at  also  from  other  sources), 
that  Jesus,  either  in  his  own  person  or  through  his  disciples,  acting  upon 
minds  strongly  imbued  with  Jewish  notions  and  expectations,  left  among  his 
followers  so  firm  a  conviction  of  his  Messiahship,  that  they  did  not  hesitate 
to  attribute  to  him  the  prophetical  characteristic  of  Davidical  descent,  and 
more  than  one  pen  was  put  in  action,  in  order,  by  means  of  a  genealogy 
which  should  authenticate  that  descent,  to  justify  his  recognition  as  the 
Messiah.^ 

'  See  De  Wette,  bibl.  Dogm.  and  exeg.  Handb.  i,  i,  s.  14  ;  Hase,  L.  J.  Eusebius  gives 
a  not  improbable  explanation  of  this  disagreement  (ad.  Stepb.  qusest.  iti.,  pointed  out  by 
Credner,  i,  p.  68  f.)  that  besides  the  notion  amongst  the  Jews,  that  the  Messiah  must  spring 
from  the  royal  line  of  David,  another  had  arisen,  that  this  line  having  become  polluted  and 
declared  unworthy  of  continuing  on  the  throne  of  David  (Jerem.  xxii.  30),  by  the  wickedness 
of  its  later  reigning  members,  a  line  more  pure  though  less  famed  was  to  be  preferred  to  it. 

'  The  farther  considerations  on  the  origin  and  import  of  these  genealogies,  which  arise 
from  their  connexion  with  the  account  of  the  miraculous  birth  of  Jesus,  must  be  reserved  till 
after  the  examination  of  the  latter  point. 


'      CHAPTER  III. 

ANNOUNCEMENT  OF  THE  CONCEPTION  OF  JESUS.— ITS  SUPERNATURAL 

CHARACTER.— VISIT  OF  MARY  TO  ELIZABETH. 


§   23. 
SKETCH  OF  THE  DIFFERENT  CANONICAL  AND  APOCRYPHAL  ACCOUNTS. 

There  is  a  striking  gradation  in  the  different  representations  of  the  concep- 
tion and  birth  of  Jesus  given  in  the  canonical  and  in  the  apocryphal  Gospels. 
They  exhibit  the  various  steps,  from  a  simple  statement  of  a  natural  occur- 
rence, to  a  minute  and  miraculously  embellished  history,  in  which  the  event 
is  traced  back  to  its  very  e^liest  date.  Mark  and  John  presuppose  the  fact 
of  the  birth  of  Jesus,  and  content  themselves  with  the  incidental  mention  of 
Mary  as  the  mother  (Mark  vi.  3),  and  of  Joseph  as  the  father  of  Jesus  (John 
i.  46).  Matthew  and  Luke  go  further  back,  since  they  state  the  particular 
circumstances  attending  the  conception  as  well  as  the  birth  of  the  Messiah. 
But  of  these  two  evangelists  Luke  mounts  a  step  higher  than  Matthew. 
According  to  the  latter  Mary,  the  betrothed  of  Joseph,  being  found  with 
childt  Joseph  is  offended,  and  determines  to  put  her  away  ;  but  the  angel  of 
the  Lord  visits  him  in  a  dream,  and  assures  him  of  the  divine  origin  and  ex- 
alted destiny  of  Mary's  offspring ;  the  result  of  which  is  that  Joseph  takes 
unto  him  his  wife  :  but  knows  her  not  till  she  has  brought  forth  her  tirst-born 
son.  (Matt.  i.  18-25.)  Here  the  pregnancy  is  discovered  in  the  first  place, 
and  then  afterwards  justified  by  the  angel ;  but  in  Luke  the  pregnancy  is  pre- 
faced and  announced  by  a  celestial  apparition.  The  same  Gabriel,  who  had 
predicted  the  birth  of  John  to  Zacharias,  appears  to  Mary,  the  betrothed  of 
Joseph,  and  tells  her  that  she  shall  conceive  by  the  power  of  the  Holy 
Ghost ;  whereupon  the  destined  mother  of  the  Messiah  pays  a  visit  full  of 
holy  import  to  the  already  pregnant  mother  of  his  forerunner ;  upon  which 
occasion  both  Mary  and  Elizabeth  pour  forth  their  emotions  to  one  another 
in  the  form  of  a  hymn  (Luke  i.  26-56).  Matthew  and  Luke  are  content  to 
presuppose  the  connexion  between  Mary  and  Joseph ;  but  the  apocryphal 
Gospels,  the  Protevangdium  Jacobin  and  the  Evangelium  de  Natruitate  Mariae^ 
(books  with  the  contents  of  which  the  Fathers  partially  agree,)  seek  to  repre- 
sent the  origin  of  this  connexion  ;  indeed  they  go  back  to  the  birth  of  Mary, 
and  describe  it  to  have  been  preceded,  equally  with  that  of  the  Messiah  and 
the  Baptist,  by  a  divine  annunciation.  As  the  description  of  the  birth  of 
John  in  Luke  is  principally  borrowed  from  the  Old  Testament  accounts  of 
Samuel  and  of  Samson,  so  this  history  of  the  birth  of  Mary  is  an  imitation 
of  the  history  in  Luke,  and  of  the  Old  Testament  histories. 

Joachim,  so  says  the  apocryphal  narrative,  and  Anna  (the  name  of  Samuel's 

1  FabridiUy  Codex  apocryphus  N.  T.  i,  p.  19  ff.  66  fT. ;  Thilo,  i*  p.  161  ff.  319  ff. 
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mother ')  are  anhappy  on  account  of  their  long  childless  marriage  (as  Were 
the  parents  of  the  Baptist) ;  when  an  angel  appears  to  them  both  (so  in  the 
history  of  Samson)  at  different  places,  and  promises  them  a  child,  who  shall 
be  the  mother  of  God,  and  commands  that  this  child  shall  live  the  life  of  a 
Nazarite  (like  the  Baptist).  In  early  childhood  Mary  is  brought  by  her 
parents  to  the  temple  (like  Samuel) ;  where  she  continues  till  her  twelfth 
year,  visited  and  fed  by  angels  and  honoured  by  divine  visions.  Arrived  at 
womanhood  she  is  to  quit  the  temple,  her  future  provision  and  destiny  being 
revealed  by  the  oracle  to  the  high  priest  In  conformity  with  the  prophecy 
of  Isaiah  xi.  i  f :  egredietur  virga  de  radice  Jesse^  et  flos  de  radice  ejus  ascendet, 
et  rtquiesut  super  eum  spiritus  Domini  j  this  oracle  commanded,  according 
to  one  Gospel,^  that  all  the  unmarried  men  of  the  house  of  David, — ^accord- 
ing to  the  other,*  that  all  the  widowers  among  the  people, — should  bring 
their  rods,  and  that  he  on  whose  rod  a  sign  should  appear  (like  the  rod  of 
Aaron,  Numb,  xvii.),  namely  the  sign  predicted  in  the  prophecy,  should  take 
Mary  unto  himself.  This  sign  was  manifested  upon  Joseph's  rod;  for,  in 
exact  accordance  with  the  oracle,  it  put  forth  a  blossom  and  a  dove 
lighted  upon  it.^  The  apocryphal  Gospels  and  the  Fathers  agree  in  repre- 
senting Joseph  as  an  old  man ;  ^  but  the  narrative  is  somewhat  differently  told 
in  the  two  apocryphal  Gospels.  According  to  the  Evang,  de  nativ,  Mariae^ 
notwithstanding  Mary's  alleged  vow  of  chastity,  and  the  refusal  of  Joseph  on 
account  of  his  great  age,  betrothment  took  place  at  the  command  of  the 
priest,  and  subsequently  a  marriage — (which  marriage,  however,  the  author 
evidently  means  to  represents  also  as  chaste).  According  to  the  Proteifartg. 
Jacobi^  on  the  contrary,  neither  betrothment  nor  marriage  are  mentioned,  but 
Joseph  is  regarded  merely  as  the  chosen  protector  of  the  young  virgin,^  and 
Joseph  on  the  journey  to  Bethlehem  doubts  whether  he  shall  describe  his 
charge  as  his  wife  or  as  his  daughter;  fearing  to  bring  ridicule  upon  himself, 
on  account  of  his  age,  if  he  called  her  his  wife.  Again,  where  in  Matthew 
Mary  is  called  ^  yw^  of  Joseph,  the  apocryphal  Gospel  carefully  designates 
her  merely  as  17  irais^  and  even  avoids  using  the  term  irapa\a/3<iv  or  substitutes 
Sia^vXa^ai,  with  which  many  of  the  Fathers  concur.®  In  the  Protexmngelium 
it  is  further  related  that  Mary,  having  been  received  into  Joseph's  house,  was 
chaiged,  together  with  other  young  women,  with  the  fabrication  of  the  veil  for 
the  temple,  and  that  it  fell  to  her  lot  to  spin  the  true  purple. — But  whilst 
Joseph  was  absent  on  business  Mary  was  visited  by  an  angel,  and  Joseph  on 
his  return  found  her  with  child  and  called  her  to  account,  not  as  a  husband, 
but  as  the  guardian  of  her  honour.  Mary,  however,  had  forgotten  the  words 
of  the  angel  and  protested  her  ignorance  of  the  cause  of  her  pregnancy. 
Joseph  was  perplexed  and  determined  to  remove  her  secretly  from  under  his 
protection ;  but  an  angel  appeared  to  him  in  a  dream  and  reassured  him  by 
his  explanation.     The  matter  was  then  brought  before  the  priest,  and  both 

'  Gregory  of  Nyssa  or  his  interpolator  is  reminded  of  this  mother  of  Samuel  by  the  apocry> 
phal  Anna  when  he  says  of  her  :  Mt^ucrrcu  t<A9W  koX  fi^iin\  rd  irepi  r9fi  /ivfrpds  toO  XafxoviiX 
hiirffujuara  ic.T.X.     Fabricius,  I,  p.  6. 

*  Evang.  de  nativ.  Mar.  c.  7 :  cunctos  dt  domo  ttfamilia  David  nupiui  kahiUs^  ncn  con- 
jugates, 

*  Protev.  Jac.  c.  8  :  roin  x»?p««Wrot  ro\j  XaoD. 

*  It  is  thus  in  the  Evang.  de  nativ.  Mariae  vii.  and  viiL  ;  but  rather  different  in  the 
Protev.  Jac.  c.  ix. 

'  Protev.  c.  9  :  ir/>e<rj3i^r.  Evang.  de  nativ.  Mar.  S. :  grandaevus.  Epiphan.  adv.  haeres. 
7S,  8 :  ^aftpdy€i  t^  "Aaplaw  XVPOS^  Kardyuw  ifXiKiay  frepl  tov  ir^hcrfiKoma  irQp  koI  Tpdau  6 

'  UapdXafie  adrV  c/f  n/jpviffiv  ffeavrf,  c.  ix.  Compare  with  Evang.  de  nativ.  Mar.  viii. 
and  X. 

"  See  the  variations  in  Thilo,  p.  227,  and  the  quotations  from  the  Fathers  at  p.  365  not 
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Joseph  and  Mary  being  charged  with  incontinence  were  condemned  to  drink 
the  "bitter  water,"  *  v&up  rrj^  IXcyfcois,  but  as  they  remained  uninjured  by  it, 
they  were  declared  innocent  Then  follows  the  account  of  the  taxing  and  of 
the  birth  of  Jesus.^^ 

Since  these  apocryphal  narratives  were  for  a  long  period  held  as  historical 
by  the  church,  and  were  explained,  equally  with  those  of  the  canonical 
accounts,  from  the  supranaturalistic  point  of  view  as  miraculous,  they  were 
entitled  in  modern  times  to  share  with  the  New  Testament  histories  the 
benefit  of  the  natural  explanation.  If,  on  the  one  hand,  the  belief  in  the 
marvellous  was  so  superabundantly  strong  in  the  ancient  church,  that  it 
reached  beyond  the  limits  of  the  New  Testament  even  to  the  embracing  of 
the  apocryphal  narratives,  blinding  the  eye  to  the  perception  of  their  mani- 
festly unhistorical  character ;  so,  on  the  other  hand,  the  positive  rationalism 
of  some  of  the  heralds  of  the  modem  modes  of  explanation  was  so  overstrong 
that  they  believed  it  adequate  to  explain  even  the  apocryphal  miracles.  Of 
this  we  have  an  example  in  the  author  of  the  natural  history  of  the  great  pro- 
phet of  Nazareth ;  ^^  who  does  not  hesitate  to  include  the  stories  of  the 
lineage  and  early  years  of  Mary  within  the  circle  of  his  representations,  and 
to  give  them  a  natural  explanation.  If  we  in  our  day,  with  a  perception  of 
the  libulous  character  of  such  narratives,  look  down  alike  upon  the  Fathers 
of  the  church  and  upon  these  naturalistic  interpreters,  we  are  certainly  so  far 
in  the  right,  as  it  is  only  by  gross  ignorance  that  this  character  of  the  apocry- 
phal accounts  is  here  to  be  mistaken ;  more  closely  considered,  however,  the 
di/Terence  between  the  apocryphal  and  the  canonical  narratives  concerning  the 
early  history  of  the  Baptist  and  of  Jesus,  is  seen  to  be  merely  a  difference  of 
form  :  they  have  spmng,  as  we  shall  hereafter  find,  from  the  same  root,  though 
the  one  is  a  fresh  and  healthy  sprout,  and  the  other  an  artificially  nurtured  and 
weak  aftergrowth.  Still,  the  Fathers  of  the  church  and  these  naturalistic  in- 
terpreters had  this  superiority  over  most  of  the  theologians  of  our  own  time ; 
that  they  did  not  allow  themselves  to  be  deceived  respecting  the  inherent 
similarity  by  the  difference  of  form,  but  interpreted  the  kindred  narratives 
by  the  same  method ;  treating  both  as  miraculous  or  both  as  natural  i  and 
not,  as  is  nov*  usual,  the  one  as  fiction  and  the  other  as  history. 

§    24. 

DISAGREEMENTS  OF  THE  CANONICAL  GOSPELS  IN  RELATION  TO  THE  FORM  OF 

THE  ANNUNCIATION. 

After  the  foregoing  general  sketch,  we  now  proceed  to  examine  the  ex- 
ternal circumstances  which,  according  to  our  Gospels,  attended  the  first  com- 
munication of  the  future  birth  of  Jesus  to  Mary  and  Joseph.  Leaving  out  of 
sight,  for  the  present,  the  special  import  of  the  annunciation,  namely,  that 
Jesus  should  be  supematurally  begotten  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  we  shall,  in  the 
first  place,  consider  merely  the  form  of  the  announcement ;  by  whom,  when, 
and  in  what  manner  it  was  made. 

As  the  birth  of  the  Baptist  was  previously  announced  by  an  angel,  so  the 
conception  of  Jesus  was,  according  to  the  gospel  histories,  proclaimed  after 
the  same  fashion.  But  whilst,  in  the  one  case,  we  have  but  one  history  of  the 
apparition,  that  of  Luke ;  in  the  other  we  have  two  accounts,  accounts  how- 
ever which  do  not  correspond,  and  which  we  must  now  compare.    Apart  from 

•  Numb.  V.  18.  ,        ,  . 

»  Protev.  Jac  x.-xvi.    The  account  in  the  Evang.  de  nativ.  Mar.  is  less  charactenstic. 
*»  "Die  natiirliche  Geschicbte  des  grossen  Propheten  von  Nazaret,"  i***  Band,  s.  119  ff. 
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the  essential  signification  the  two  accounts  exhibit  the  following  .difTerences. 
I.  The  individual  who  appears  is  called  in  Matthew  by  the  indefinite  appel- 
lation, angel  of  the  Lord^  kyytX,<K  Kvpiov :  in  Luke  by  name,  the  angel  Gahriel, 
b  ayytKo^  ta^pirfk.  2.  The  person  to  whom  the  angel  appears  is,  according 
to  Matthew,  Joseph,  according  to  Luke,  Mary.  3.  In  Matthew  the  appari- 
tion is  seen  in  a  dream,  in  Luke  whilst  awake.  4.  There  is  a  disagreement 
in  relation  to  the  time  at  which  the  apparition  took  place:  according  to 
Matthew,  Joseph  receives  the  heavenly  communication  after  Mary  was  already 
pregnant :  according  to  Luke  it  is  made  to  Mary  prior  to  her  pregnancy.  5. 
Lastly,  both  the  purpose  of  the  apparition  and  the  effect  produced  are  differ- 
ent; it  was  designed,  according  to  Matthew,  to  comfort  Joseph,  who  was 
troubled  on  account  of  the  pregnancy  of  his  betrothed :  according  to  Luke  to 
prevent,  by  a  previous  announcement,  all  possibility  of  offence. 

Where  the  discrepancies  are  so  great  and  so  essential,  it  may,  at  first  sight, 
appear  altogether  superfluous  to  inquire  whether  the  two  Evangelists  record 
one  and  the  ^ame  occurrence,  though  with  considerable  disagreement ;  or 
whether  they  record  distinct  occurrences,  so  that  the  two  accounts  can  be 
blended  together,  and  the  one  be  made  to  amplify  the  other  ?  The  first  sup-  • 
position  cannot  be  admitted  without  impeaching  the  historical  validity  of  the 
narrative ;  for  which  reason  most  of  our  theologians,  indeed  all  who  see  in 
the  narrative  a  true  history,  whether  miraculous  or  natural,  have  decided  in 
favour  of  the  second  supposition.  Maintaining,  and  justly,  that  the  silence  of 
one  Evangelist  concerning  an  event  which  is  narrated  by  the  other,  is  not  a 
negation  of  the  event,^  they  blend  the  two  accounts  together  in  the  following 
manner:  i,  First,  the  angel  makes  known  to  Mary  her  approaching  pregnancy 
(Luke) ;  2,  she  then  journeys  to  Elizabeth  (the  same  Gospel) ;  3,  after  her 
return  her  situation  being  discovered,  Joseph  takes  offence  (Matthew); 
whereupon,  4,  he  likewise  is  visited  by  an  angelic  apparition  (the  same 
Gospel  2). 

But  this  arrangement  of  the  incidents  is,  as  Schleiermacher  has  already 
remarked,  full  of  difficulty^;  and  it  seems  that  what  is  related  by  one 
Evangelist  is  not  only  not  presupposed,  but  excluded,  by  the  other.  For,  in 
the  first  place,  the  conduct  of  the  angel  who  appears  to  Joseph  is  not  easily 
explained,  if  the  same  or  another  angel  had  previously  appeared  to  Mary. 
The  angel  (in  Matthew)  speaks  altogether  as  if  his  communication  were  the 
first  in  this  affair :  he  neither  refers  to  the  message  previously  received  by 
Mary,  nor  reproaches  Joseph  because  he  had  not  believed  it ;  but  more  than 
all,  the  informing  Joseph  of  the  name  of  the  expected  child,  and  the  giving 
him  a  full  detail  of  the  reasons  why  he  should  be  so  called,  (Matt.  i.  21,)  would 
have  been  wholly  superfluous  had  the  angel  (according  to  Luke  L  34)  already 
indicated  this  name  to  Mary. 

Still  more  incomprehensible  is  the  conduct  of  the  betrothed  parties  accord- 
ing to  this  arrangement  of  events.  Had  Mary  been  visited  by  an  angel, 
who  had  made  known  to  her  an  approaching  supernatural  pregnancy,  would 
not  the  first  impulse  of  a  delicate  woman  have  been,  to  hasten  to  impart  to 
her  betrothed  the  import  of  the  divine  message,  and  by  this  means  to  antici- 
pate the  humiliating  discovery  of  her  situation,  and  an  injurious  suspicion  on 
the  part  of  her  afiianced  husband.  But  exactly  this  discovery  Mary  allows 
Joseph  to  make  from  others,  and  thus  excites  suspicions ;  for  it  is  evident 
that  the  expression  cvpc^  iv  yaorpl  cxouo-a  (Matt  i.  18)  signifies  a  discovery 

*  Augustin,  de  consens.  eifangelist.  ii.  5. 

'  Paulus.  (Jlshausen,  Fritzsche,  Coinm.  in  Matth.  p.  56. 

•  Comp.  de  Weite's  exeg.  Ilandbuch,  i.  i,  s.  18.    Schleiermacher,  Ueberdie  Schrirten  des 
Lukas,  s.  42  fT. 
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made  independent  of  any  communication  on  Mary's  part,  and  it  is  equally 
clear  that  in  this  manner  only  does  Joseph  obtain   the  knowledge  of  her 
situation,  since  his  conduct  is  represented  as  the  result  of  that   discovery 
{€vpi<rK€<r$ai).     The  apocryphal  Frotevangelium  Jacobi  felt  how  enigmatical 
Mary's  conduct  must  appear,  and  sought  to  solve  the  difficulty  in  a  manner 
which,  contemplated  from  the  supranaturalistic  point  of  view,  is  perhaps  the 
most  consistent.     Had  Mary  retained  a  recollection  of  the  import  of  the 
heavenly  message — upon  this  point  the  whole  ingenious  representation  of  the 
apocryphal  Gospel  rests — she  ought  to  have  imparted  it  to  Joseph  ;  but  since 
it  is  obvious  from  Joseph's  demeanour  that  she  did  not  acquaint  him  with  it, 
the  only  remaining  alternative  is,  to  admit  that  the  mysterious  communication 
made  to  Mary  had,  owing  to  her  excited  state  of  mind,  escaped  her  memory, 
and  that  she  was  herself  ignorant  of  the  true  cause  of  her  pregnancy.^    In 
fact,  nothing  is  left  to  supranaturalism  in  the  present  case  but  to  seek  refuge  in 
the  miraculous  and  the  incomprehensible.      The  attempts  which  the  modern 
theologians  of  this  class  have  made  to  explain  Mary's  silence,  and  even  to  find 
in  it  an  admirable  trait  in  her  character,  are  so  many  ra^h  and  abortive 
efforts  to  make  a  virtue  of  necessity.     According  to  Hess  ^  it  must  have  cost 
Mary  much  self-denial  to  have  concealed  the  communication  of  the  angel 
from  Joseph ;  and  this  reserve,  in  a  matter  known  only  to  herself  and  to  God, 
must  be  regarded  as  a  proof  of  her  firm  trust  in  God.      Without  doubt  Mary 
communed  thus  with  herself :  It  is  not  without  a  purpose  that  this  apparition 
has  been  made  to  roe  alone ;  had  it  been  intended  that  Joseph  should  have 
participated  in  the  communication,  the  angel  would  have  appeared  to  him 
also  (if  each  individual   favoured   with   a  divine   revelation   were  of  this 
opinion,  how  many  special  revelations  would  it  not  require  ?) ;  besides  it  is 
an  affair  of  God  alone,  consequently  it  becomes  me  to  leave  it  with  him  to 
convince  Joseph  (the  argument  of  indolence).     Olshausen  concurs,  and  adds 
his  favourite  general  remark,  that  in  relation  to  events  so  extraordinary  the 
measure  of  the  ordinary  occurrences  of  the  world  is  not  applicable :  a  category 
under  which,  in  this  instance,  the  highly  essential  considerations  of  delicacy 
and  propriety  are  included. 

More  in  accordance  with  the  views  of  the  natural  interpreters,  the  Evange- 
Hum  de  nativitate  Mariaef  and  subsequently  some  later  writers,  for  example, 
the  author  of  the  Natural  History  of  the  Great  Prophet  of  Nazareth,  have  sought 
to  explain  Mary's  silence,  by  supposing  Joseph  to  have  been  at  a  distance 
from  the  abode  of  his  affianced  bride  at  the  time  of  the  heavenly  communica- 
tion.  According  to  them  Mary  was  of  Nazareth,  Joseph  of  Bethlehem  ;  to 
which  latter  place  Joseph  departed  after  the  betrothing,  and  did  not  return  to 
Mary  until  the  expiration  of  three  months,  when  he  discovered  the  pregnancy, 
which  had  taken  place  in  the  interim.  But  since  the  assumption  that  Mary 
and  Joseph  resided  in  different  localities  has  no  foundation,  as  will  presently 
be  seen,  in  the  canonical  Gospels,  the  whole  explanation  falls  to  the  ground. 
Without  such  an  assumption,  Mary's  silence  towards  Joseph  might,  perhaps, 
have  been  accounted  for  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  naturalistic  interpre- 
ters, by  imagining  her  to  have  been  held  back  through  modesty  from  confess- 
ing a  situation  so  liable  to  excite  suspicion.  But  one  who,  like  Mary,  was  so 
fully  convinced  of  the  divine  agency  in  the  matter,  and  had  shown  so  ready  a 

^  Protev.  Jac.  c  12 :  Ma^&/A  hk  iirtXd&ero  r(aw  fwffrrjplwf  &y  ttirt  irp^  oMiv  Tafifw^X. 
When  questioned  by  Joseph  she  assures  him  with  tears :  oO  yunitJKiaj  rbBcy  irrl  toOto  rb  ip 
ry  yaoTpl  fiov,     a  13. 

'  Geschicbte  der  drei  letzten  Lebensjahre  Jesu  u.  s.  w.  I.  Thl.  s.  36.  Comp.  Hoffmann, 
ft.  176  f. 

•  Ch.  viii.-x. 
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comprehension  of  her  mysterious  destination  (Luke  i.  38),  could  not  possibly 
have  been  tongue-tied  by  petty  considerations  of  false  shame. 

Consequently,  in  order  to  rescue  Mary's  character,  without  bringing 
reproach  upon  Joseph's,  and  at  the  same  time  to  render  his  unbelief  intelli- 
gible, interpreters  have  been  compelled  to  assume  that  a  communication, 
though  a  tardy  one,  was  actually  made  by  Mary  to  Joseph.  Like  the  last- 
named  apocryphal  Gospel,  they  introduce  a  journey,  not  of  Joseph,  but  of 
Mary — the  visit  to  Elizabeth  mentioned  in  Luke — to  account  for  the  post- 
ponement of  the  communication.  It  is  probable,  says  Paulus,  that  Mary 
did  not  open  her  heart  to  Joseph  before  this  journey,  because  she  wished 
first  to  consult  with  her  older  friend  as  to  the  mode  of  making  the  disclosure 
to  him,  and  whether  she,  as  the  mother  of  the  Messiah,  ought  to  marry. 

It  was  not  till  after  her  return,  and  then  most  likely  through  the  medium 
of  others,  that  she  made  Joseph  acquainted  with  her  situation,  and  with  the 
promises  she  had  received.  But  Joseph's  mind  was  not  properly  attuned 
and  prepared  for  such  a  disclosure ;  he  became  haunted  by  all  kinds  of 
thoughts ;  and  vacillated  between  suspicion  and  hope  till  at  length  a  dream 
decided  him7  But  in  the  first  place  a  motive  is  here  given  to  Mary's  journey 
which  is  foreign  to  the  account  in  Luke.  Mary  sets  off  to  Elizabeth,  not  to 
take  counsel  of  her,  but  to  assure  herself  regarding  the  sign  appointed  by  the 
angel.  No  uneasiness  which  the  friend  is  to  dissipate,  but  a  proud  joy, 
unalloyed  by  the  smallest  anxiety,  is  expressed  in  her  salutation  to  the  future 
mother  of  the  Baptist  But  besides,  a  confession  so  tardily  made  can  in 
nowise  justify  Mary,  What  behaviour  on  the  part  of  an  affianced  bride — 
after  having  received  a  divine  communication,  so  nearly  concerning  her  future 
husband,  and  in  a  matter  so  delicate — to  travel  miles  away,  to  absent  herself 
for  three  months,  and  then  to  permit  her  betrothed  to  learn  through  third 
persons  that  which  could  no  longer  be  concealed  I 

Those,  therefore,  who  do  not  impute  to  Mary  a  line  of  conduct  which 
certainly  our  Evangelists  do  not  impute  to  her,  must  allow  that  she  imparted 
the  message  of  the  angel  to  her  future  husband  as  soon  as  it  had  been  revealed 
to  her ;  but  that  he  did  not  believe  her.®  But  now  let  us  see  how  Joseph's 
character  is  to  be  dealt  with !  Even  Hess  is  of  opinion  that,  since  Joseph 
was  acquainted  with  Mary,  he  had  no  cause  to  doubt  her  word,  when  she 
told  him  of  the  apparition  she  had  had.  This  scepticism  presupposes  a 
mistrust  of  his  betrothed  which  is  incompatible  with  his  character  as  a  just 
man  (Matt.  i.  19),  and  an  incredulity  respecting  the  marvellous  which  is 
difficult  to  reconcile  with  a  readiness  on  other  occasions  to  believe  in  angelic 
apparitions ;  nor^  in  any  case,  would  this  want  of  faith  have  escaped  the 
censure  of  the  angel  who  subsequently  appeared  to  himself. 

Since  then,  to  suppose  that  the  two  accounts  are  parallel,  and  complete  one 
another,  leads  unavoidably  to  results  inconsistent  with  the  sense  of  the 
Gospels,  in  so  far  as  they  evidently  meant  to  represent  the  characters  of 
Joseph  and  Mary  as  free  from  blemish  ;  the  supposition  cannot  be  admitted, 
but  the  accounts  mutually  exclude  each  other.  An  angel  did  not  appear, 
first  to  Mary,  and  also  afterwards  to  Joseph ;  he  can  only  have  appeared 
either  to  the  one  or  to  the  other.  Consequently,  it  is  only  the  one  or  the 
other  relation  which  can  be  regarded  as  historical.  And  here  different  con- 
siderations would  conduct  to  opposite  decisions.  The  history  in  Matthew 
might  appear  the  more  probable  from  the  rationalistic  point  of  view,  because 
it  is  more  easy  to  interpret  naturally  an  apparition  in  a  dream ;  whilst  that  in 

'  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  i  a,  s.  I2I.  145. 

*  To  this  opinion  Neander  indi  les,  L.  J.  Ch.  s.  18. 
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Luke  might  be  preferred  by  the  supranaturalist,  because  the  manner  in  which 
the  suspicion  cast  upon  the  holy  virgin  is  refuted  is  more  worthy  of  God. 
But  in  facty  a  nearer  examination  proves,  that  neither  has  any  essential  claim 
to  be  advanced  before  the  other.  Both  contain  an  angelic  apparition,  and 
both  are  therefore  encumbered  with  all  the  difficulties  which,  as  was  stated 
above  in  relation  to  the  annunciation  of  the  birth  of  the  Baptist,  oppose  the 
belief  in  angels  and  apparitions.  Again,  in  both  narrations  the  import  of  the 
angelic  message  is,  as  we  shall  presently  see,  an  impossibility.  Thus  every 
criterion  which  might  determine  the  adoption  of  the  one,  and  the  rejection 
of  the  other,  disappears;  and  we  find  ourselves,  in  reference  to  both  accounts, 
driven  back  by  necessity  to  the  mythical  view. 

From  this  point  of  view,  all  the  various  explanations,  which  the  Rationalists 
have  attempted  to  give  of  the  two  apparitions,  vanish  of  themselves.  Paulus 
explains  the  apparition  in  Matthew  as  a  natural  dream,  occasioned  by  Mary's 
previous  communication  of  the  announcement  which  had  been  made  to  her ; 
and  with  which  Joseph  must  have  been  acquainted,  because  this  alone  can 
account  for  his  having  heard  the  same  words  in  his  dream,  which  the  angel 
had  beforehand  addressed  to  Mary :  but  much  rather,  is  it  precisely  this 
similarity  in  the  language  of  the  presumed  second  angel  to  that  of  the  first, 
with  the  absence  of  all  reference  by  the  latter  to  the  former,  which  proves 
that  the  words  of  the  first  angel  were  not  presupposed  by  the  second. 
Besides,  the  natural  explanation  is  annihilated  the  moment  the  narratives-  are 
shown  to  be  mythical.  The  same  remark  applies  to  the  explanation,  ex- 
pressed guardedly  indeed  by  Paulus,  but  openly  by  the  author  of  the  Natural 
History  of  the  Great  Prophet  of  Nazareth,  namely,  that  the  angel  who  visited 
Mary  (in  Luke)  was  a  human  being ;  of  which  we  must  speak  hereafter. 

According  to  all  that  has  been  said,  the  following  is  the  only  judgment  we 
can  form  of  the  origin  of  the  two  narratives  of  the  angelic  apparitions.  The 
conception  of  Jesus  through  the  power  of  the  Holy  Ghost  ought  not  to  be 
grounded  upon  a  mere  uncertain  suspicion ;  it  must  have  been  clearly  and  posi- 
tively asserted ;  and  to  this  end  a  messenger  from  heaven  was  required,  since 
theocratic  decorum  seemed  to  demand  it  far  more  in  relation  to  the  birth  of 
the  Messiah,  than  of  a  Samson  or  a  John.  Also  the  words  which  the  angels 
use,  cprrespond  in  part  with  the  Old  Testament  annunciations  of  extra- 
ordinary children.'  The  appearing  of  the  angel  in  the  one  narrative  before- 
hand to  Mary,  but  in  the  other  at  a  later  period  to  Joseph,  is  to  be  regarded 
as  a  variation  in  the  legend  or  in  the  composition,  which  finds  an  explana- 
tory counterpart  in  the  history  of  the  annunciation  of  Isaac.  Jehovali  (Gen. 
xvii.  15)  promises  Abraham  a  son  by  Sarah,  upon  which  the  Patriarch  cannot 
refrain  from  laughing ;  but  he  receives  a  repetition  of  the  assurance ;  Jehovah 
(Gen.  xviii.  i  ff.)  makes  this  promise  under  the  Terebinth  tree  at  Mamre, 
and  Sarah  laughs  as  if  it  were  something  altogether  novel  and  unheard  of  by 
her;  lastly,  according  to  Genesis  xxi.  5  ff.  it  is  first  after  Isaac's  birth  that 


'  Gen.  xvii.  19 ;   LXX.     (Annunciation  of 
Isaac): 

KaXia€it  rb  Aro/ia  avrov  *liradK, 

Jodg.  xiii.  5.    (Annunciation  of  Samson) : 

IniKurrifyu 

Gen.  xvi.  1 1  ff.  (Annunciation  of  Ishmael) : 
KoX  €lw€P  aMf  6  iLyytXat  Kvpiov  Idod  0*1)  ip 
ywTfi  ^ect,  kqX  t4^  vlbt^  koI  jcoX^^ctt  r6 
tpo/Ma  airw  'lafiaijX.    O^tos  (ffrat . 


Matt.  1.  21. 

{/lij  00/917^^1  irapaXa/3eiy  Ma/»d/u  r^y  yvpaucct 
<rov — )  ri^trai  Si  viJbPf  xed  icaX^<reit  r6  6pofia 
aOrw  *Ii7<roi>*  a^6t  7d/>  <ni<r€i  rbv  \a^ 
ainov  dird'rttfr  iifjuipTiwf  aOrCiv, 

Luke  i.  30  ff. 
Kol  €tT€P  6  AyyeXot  airrg — IZob  tf-uXXi^^  iv 

nih-ov  'Iiy^oCr.     OSrot  firrai. . 
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Sarah  mentions  the  laughing  of  the  people,  which  is  said  to  have  been  the 
occasion  of  his  name ;  whereby  it  appears  that  this  last  history  does  not 
presuppose  the  existence  of  the  two  other  accounts  of  the  annunciation  of 
the  birth  of  Isaac.^®  As  in  relation  to  the  birth  of  Isaac,  different  legends  or 
poems  were  formed  without  reference  to  one  another,  some  simpler,  some 
more  embellished  :  so  we  have  two  discordant  narratives  concerning  the  birth 
of  Jesus.  Of  these  the  narrative  in  Matthew  ^^  is  the  simpler  and  ruder 
style  of  composition,  since  it  does  not  avoid,  though  it  be  but  by  a  transient 
suspicion  on  the  part  of  Joseph,  the  throwing  a  shade  over  the  character  of 
Mary  which  is  only  subsequently  removed  ;  that  in  Luke,  on  the  contrary,  is 
a  more  refined  and  artistical  representation,  exhibiting  Mary  from  the  first  in 
the  pure  light  of  a  bride  of  heaven.'* 


§  n- 

IMPORT  OF  THE   ANGEL's   MESSAGE. — FULFILMENT  OF  THE   PROPHECY  OF 

ISAIAH. 

According  to  Luke,  the  angel  who  appears  to  Mary,  in  the  first  place 
informs  her  only  that  she  shall  become  pregnant,  without  specifying  after 
what  manner:  that  she  shall  bring  forth  a  son  and  call  his  name  Jesus  ;  He 
shall  be  great,  and  shall  he  called  the  Son  of  the  Highest  {vio^  hfrCarov) ; 
and  God  shall  give  unto  him  the  throne  of  his  father  David,  and  he  shall 
reign  over  the  house  of  Jacob  for  ever.     The  subject,  the  Messiah  is  here 
treated  precisely  in  the  language  common  to  the  Jews,  and  even  the  term 
Son  of  the  Highest,  if  nothing  further  followed,  must  be  taken  in  the  same 
sense ;    as   according    to   2   Sam.  vii.  14,    Ps.  ii.   7    an  ordinary  king  of 
Israel  might  be  so  named ;  still  more,  therefore,  the  greatest  of  these  kings, 
the  Messiah,  even  considered  merely  as  a  man.     This  Jewish  language  reflects 
in  addition  a  new  light  upon  the  question  of  the  historic  validity  of  the  angelic 
apparition  ;  for  we  must  agree  with  Schleiermacher  that  the  real  angel  Gabriel 
would  hardly  have  proclaimed  the  advent  of  the  Messiah  in  a  phraseology 
so  strictly  Jewish  :  ^  for  which  reason  we  are  inclined  to  coincide  with  this 
theologian,  and  lo  ascribe  this  particular  portion  of  the  history,  as  also  that 
which  precedes  and  relates  to  the  Baptist,  to  one  and  the  same  Jewish- 
christian  author.     It  is  not  till  Mary  opposes  the  fact  of  her  virginity  to  the 
promises  of  a  son,  that  the  angel  defines  the  nature  of  the  conception  :  that 
it  shall  be  by  the  Holy  Ghost,  by  the  power  of  the  Highest ;  after  which  the 
appellation  vio?  B€ov  receives  a  more  precise  metaphysical  sense.     As  a  con- 
firmatory sign  that  a  matter  of  this  kind  is  nowise  impossible  to  God,  Mary  is 

"  Comp.  de  Wette,  Kritik  der  mos.  Geschichte,  s.  86  ff. 

M  The  vision  which,  according  to  Matthew,  Joseph  had  in  his  sleep,  had  besides  a  kind 
of  type  in  the  vision  by  which,  according  to  the  Jewish  tradition  related  by  Josephus,  the 
father  of  Moses  wafl  comforted  under  similar  circumstances,  when  suffering  anxiety  concern- 
ing  the  pregnancy  of  his  wife,  although  for  a  different  reason.  Joseph.  Antiq.  II.  ix.  3. 
'*  A  man  whose  name  was  Am  ram,  one  of  the  nobler  sort  of  Hebrews,  was  afraid  for  his 
whole  nation,  lest  it  should  fail,  by  the  want  of  young  men  to  be  brought  up  hereafter,  and 
was  very  uneasy  at  it,  his  wife  being  then  with  child,  and  he  knew  not  what  to  do.  Here- 
upon he  betook  himself  to  prayer  to  God.  .  .  .  Accordingly  God  had  mercy  on  him, 
and  was  moved  by  his  supplication.  He  stood  by  him  in  his  sleep,  and  exhorted  him  not  to 
despair  of  his  future  favours.  .  .  .  For  this  child  of  thine  shall  deliver  the  Hebrew 
nation  from  the  distress  they  are  under  from  the  Egyptians.  His  memory  shall  be  famous 
while  the  world  lasts." 

*'  Comp.  Ammon,  Fortbildung  des  Christenthums,  i.  s.  208  f. 

^  Ueber  die  Schriiten  des  i^ukaa,  s.  23. 
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referred  to  that  which  had  occurred  to  her  relative  Elizabeth  ;  whereupon  she 
resigns  herself  in  faith  to  the  divine  determination  respecting  her. 

In  Matthew,  where  the  main  point  is  to  dissipate  Joseph's  anxiety,  the 
angel  begins  at  once  with  the  communication,  that  the  child  conceived  by 
Mary  is  (as  the  Evangelist  had  already  stated  of  his  own  accord,  chap.  i.  i8), 
of  the  Holy  Ghost  (iiTcv/ta  aytov) ;  and  hereupon  the  Messianic  destination 
of  Jesus  is  first  pointed  out  by  the  expression,  He  shall  save  his  people  from 
their  sins.  This  language  may  seem  to  sound  less  Jewish  tiian  that  by  which 
the  Messianic  station  of  the  child  who  should  be  born,  is  set  forth  in  Luke ; 
it  is  however  to  be  observed,  that  under  the  term  sins  (a/iapriai^)  is  compre- 
hended the  punishment  of  those  sins,  namely,  the  subjection  of  the  people  to 
a  foreign  yoke ;  so  that  here  also  the  Jewish  element  is  not  wanting ;  as 
neither  in  Luke,  on  the  other  hand,  is  the  higher  destination  of  the  Messiah 
left  wholly  out  of  sight,  since  under  the  term  to  reign ,  fiajartX€V€Wj  the  rule 
over  an  obedient  and  regenerated  people  is  included.  Next  is  subjoined  by 
the  angel,  or  more  probably  by  the  narrator,  an  oracle  from  the  Old  Testa- 
ment, introduced  by  the  often  recurring  phrase,  all  this  was  done,  that  it  might 
he  fulfilled  which  was  spoken  of  the  Lord  by  the  prophet  [v.  22].  It  is  the 
prophecy  from  Isaiah  (chap.  viL  14)  which  the  conception  of  Jesus  after  this 
manner  should  accomplish :  namely,  a  virgin  shall  be  with  child,  and  shall 
bring  forth  a  son,  and  they  shall  call  His  name  Emmanuel — God-with-us. 

The  original  sense  of  this  passage  in  Isaiah  is,  according  to  modern 
research,'  this.  The  prophet  is  desirous  of  giving  Ahaz,  who,  through  fear 
of  the  kings  of  Syria  and  Israel,  was  disposed  to  make  a  treaty  with  Assyria, 
a  lively  assurance  of  the  speedy  destruction  of  his  much  dreaded  enemies ; 
and  he  therefore  says  to  him  :  suppose  that  an  unmarried  woman  now  on  the 
point  of  becoming  a  wife  ^  shall  conceive ;  or  categorically  :  a  certain  young 
woman  is,  or  is  al)out  to  be  with  child  (perhaps  the  prophet's  own  wife) ; 
now,  before  this  child  is  bom,  the  political  aspect  of  affairs  shall  be  so  much 
improved,  that  a  name  of  good  omen  shall  be  given  to  the  child  ;  and  before 
he  shall  be  old  enough  to  use  his  reason,  the  power  of  these  enemies  shall 
be  completely  annihilated.  That  is  to  say,  prosaically  expressed  :  before  nine 
months  shall  have  passed  away,  the  condition  of  the  kingdom  shall  be 
amended,  and  within  about  three  years  the  danger  shall  have  disappeared. 
Thus  much,  at  all  events,  is  demonstrated  by  modem  criticism,  that,  under 
the  circumstances  stated  by  Isaiah  in  the  introduction  to  the  oracle,  it  is  only 
a  sign  having  reference  to  the  actual  moment  and  the  near  future,  which 
could  have  any  meaning.  How  ill  chosen,  according  to  Hengstenberg's  ^ 
iuterpretation,  is  the  prophet's  language :  As  certainly  as  the  day  shall  arrive 
when,  in  fulfilment  of  the  covenant,  the  Messiah  shall  be  bom,  so  impossible 
is  it  that  the  people  among  whom  he  shall  arise,  or  the  family  whence  he  shall 
spring,  shall  pass  away.  How  ill-judged,  on  the  part  of  the  prophet,  to  endeav- 
our to  make  the  improbability  of  a  speedy  deliverance  appear  less  improbable, 
by  an  appeal  to  a  yet  greater,  improbability  in  the  far  distant  future  ! — And 
then  the  given  limit  of  a  few  years  1  The  overthrow  of  the  two  kingdoms,  such 
is  Hengstenberg's  explanation,  shall  take  place — not  in  the  immediately  suc- 
ceeding years,  before  the  child  specified  shall    have  acquired   the  use  of 

'  Compare  Gesenias  and  Hitzig.  Commentaren  zum  Jesaia ;  Umbreit,  Ueber  die  Geburt 
des  Immanuel  durch  eine  Jungfrau,  in  den  theol.  Studien  u.  Krit.,  1830,  3.  Ileft,  s.  541  if. 

'.This  explanation  does  away  with  the  importance  of  the  controversy  respecting  the  word 
^WV*  Moreover  it  ought  to  be  decided  by  the  fact  that  the  word  does  not  signify  an  im- 
macnlate,  but  a  marriageable  yoang  woman  (see  Gesemus).  So  early  as  the  time  of  Justin 
the  Jews  maintained  that  the  word  T\ty^P  ought  not  to  be  rendered  by  vofiSipot,  but  by  yeoj^if. 

Dial  c,  Tryph,  no.  43.  p.  ijOjS.    Comp.  Iren.  adv.  kaer.  ill  21. 
*  Christologie  des  A.  T.  t.  i,  b,  s.  47. 
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his  reason,  but — within  such  a  space  of  time,  as  in  the  far  future  will 
elapse  between  the  birth  of  the  Messiah  and  the  first  development  of  his 
mental  powers;  therefore  in  about  three  years.  What  a  monstrous  con- 
founding of  times !  A  child  is  to  be  born  in  the  distant  future,  and  that 
which  shall  happen  before  this  child  shall  know  how  to  use  his  reason,  is  to 
take  place  in  the  nearest  present  time. 

Thus  Paulus  and  his  party  are  decidedly  right  in  opposing  to  Hengsten- 
berg  and  his  party,  that  the  prophecy  of  Isaiah  has  relation,  in  its  original 
local  signification,  to  the  then  existing  circumstances,  and  not  to  the  future 
Messiah,  still  less  to  Jesus.     Hengstenberg,  on  the  other  hand,  is  equally  in 
the  right,  when  in  opposition  to  Paulus  he  maintains,  that  the  passage  from 
Isaiah  is  adopted  by  Matthew  as  a  prophecy  of  the  birth  of  Jesus  of  a  virgin. 
Whilst  the  orthodox  commentators  explain  the  often  recurring  thai  it  might 
be  fulfilled  (iva  irXi^pca^),  and  similar  expressions  as  signifying :  this  happened 
by  divine  arrangement,  in  order  that  the  Old  Testament  prophecy,  which  in 
its  very  origin  had  reference  to  the  New  Testament  occurrence,  might  be 
fulfilled ; — the  rationalistic  interpreters,  on  the  contrary,  understand  merely  : 
this  took  place  after  such  a  manner,  that  it  was  so  constituted,  that  the  Old 
Testament  words,  which,  originally  indeed,  had  relation  to  something  different, 
should  admit  of  being  so  applied ;  and  in  such  application  alone  do  they 
receive  their  full  verification.     In  the  first  explanation,  the  relation  between 
the  Old  Testament  passage  and  the  New  Testament  occurrence  is  objective, 
arranged  by  God  himself:  in  the  last  it  is  only  subjective,  a  relation  per- 
ceived by  the  later  author ;  according  to  the  former  it  is  a  relationship  at 
once   precise  and     essential:    acconding  to  the   latter  both  inexact  and 
adventitious.     But  opposed  to  this  latter  interpretation  of  New  Testament 
passages,  which  point  out  an  Old  Testament  prophecy  as  fulfilled,  is  the 
language,  and  equally  so  the  spirit  of  the  New  Testament  writers.     The 
language :    for  neither  can   rXi/povo-^ot  signify  in  such  connexion  anything 
than  ratum  fieri^  eventu  comprobari^  nor  Ivo.  ottcds  anything  than  eo  consilio  ut^ 
whilst  the  extensive  adoption  of  Iva  iK^ariKov  has  arisen  only  from  dogmatic 
perplexity.^    But  such  an  interpretation  is  altogether  at  variance  with  the 
Judaical  spirit  of  the  authors  of  the  Gospels.     Paulus  maintains  that  the 
Orientalist  does  not  seriously  believe  that  the  ancient  prophecy  was  designedly 
spoken,  or  was  accomplished  by  God,  precisely  in  order  .that  it  should  pre- 
figure a  modem  event,  and  vice  versi ;  but  this  is  to  carry  over  our  sober 
European  modes  of  thought  into  the  imaginative  life  of  the  Orientals.    When 
however  Paulus  adds  :  much  rather  did  the  coincidence  of  a  later  event  with 
an  earlier  prophecy  assume  only  the  fi?rm  of  a  designed  coincidence  in  tjie 
mind  of  the  Oriental :  he  thus,  at  once,  annuls  his  previous  assertion ;  for 
this  is  to  admit,  that,  what  in  our  view  is  mere  coincidence,  appeared  to  the 
oriental  mind  the  result  of  design ;  and  we  must  acknowledge  this  to  be  the 
meaning  of  an  oriental  representation,  if  we  would  interpret  it  according  to 
its  original  signification.     It  is  well  known  that  the  later  Jews  found  pro- 
phecies, of  the  time  being  and  of  the  future,  everywhere  in  the  Old  Testa- 
ment ;  and  that  they  constructed  a  complete  image  of  the  future  Messiah, 
out  of  various,  and  in  part  falsely  interpreted  Old  Testament  passages.^    And 
the  Jew  believed  he  saw  in  the  application  he  gave  to  the  Scripture,  however 
perverted  it  might  be,  an  actual  fulfilment  of  the  prophecy.     In  the  words  of 
Olshausen :  it  is  a  mere  dogmatic  prejudice  to  attribute  to  this  formula,  when 
used  by  the  New  Testament  writers,  an  altogether  different  sense  from  that 

*  See  Winer,  Grammatik  des  neutesl.    Sprachidioms,  3te  Aufl.  s.  382  ff.    Fritzsche, 
Comin.  in  Matth.  p  49.  317  und  Excurs.  I,  p.  836  fT. 

*  See  the  Introduction,  §  14. 
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which  it  habitually  bears  among  their  countrymen ;  and  this  solely  with  the 
view  to  acquit  them  of  the  sin  of  falsely  interpreting  the  Scripture. 

Many  theologians  of  the  present  day  are  sufficiently  impartial  to  admit, 
with  regard  to  the  Old  Testament,  in  opposition  to  the  ancient  orthodox 
interpretation,  that  many  of  the  prophecies  originally  referred  to  near  events ; 
but  they  are  not  sufficiently  rash,  with  regard  to  the  New  Testament,  to  side 
with  the  rationalistic  commentators,  and  to  deny  the  decidedly  Messianic 
application  which  the  New  Testament  writers  make  of  these  prophecies ;  they 
are  still  too  prejudiced  to  allow,  that  here  and  there  the  New  Testament  has 
falsely  interpreted  the  Old.     Consequently,  they  have  recourse  to  the  ex- 
pedient of  distinguishing  a  double  sense  in  the  prophecy ;  the  one  relating 
to  a  near  and  minor  occurrence,  the  other  to  a  future  and  more  important 
event ;  and  thus  they  neither  offend  against  the  plain  grammatical  and 
historical  sense  of  the  Old  Testament  passage  on  the  one  hand,  nor  distort 
or  deny  the  signification  of  the  New  Testament  passage  on  the  other. ^    Thus, 
in  the  prophecy  of  Isaiah  under  consideration,  the  spirit  of  prophecy,  they 
contend,  had  a  double  intention  :  to  announce  a  near  occurrence,  the  delivery 
of  the  affianced  bride  of  the  prophet,  and  also  a  distinct  event  in  the  far  distant 
future,  namely  the  birth  of  the  Messiah  of  a  virgin.     But  a  double  sense  so 
monstrous  owes  its  origin  to  dogmatic  perplexity  alone.    It  has  been  adopted, 
as  Olshausen  himself  remarks,  in  order  to  avoid  the  offensive  admission 
that  the  New  Testament  writers,  and  Jesus  himself,  did  not  interpret  the  Old 
Testament  rightly,  or,  more  properly  speaking,  according  to  modern  principles 
of  exegesis,  but  explained  it  after  the  manner  of  their  own  age,  which  was 
not  the  most  correct.    But  so  little  does  this  offence  exist  for  the  unprejudiced, 
that  the  reverse  would  be  the  greater  difficulty,  that  is,  if,  contrary  to  all 
the  laws  of  historical  and  national  development,  the  New  Testament  writers 
had  elevated  themselves  completely  above  the  modes  of  interpretation  common 
to  their  age  and  nation.     Consequently,  with  regard  to  the  prophecies  brought 
forward  in  the  New  Testament,  we  may  admit,  according  to  circumstances, 
without  further  argument,  that  they  are  frequently  interpreted  and  applied  by 
the  evangelists,  in  a  sense  which  is  totally  different  from  that  they  originally 
bore. 

We  have  here  in  fact  a  complete  table  of  all  the  four  possible  views  on 
this  point  :  two  extreme  and  two  conciliatory  ;  one  false  and  one,  it  is  to  be 
hoped,  correct 

1.  Orthodox  view  (Hengstenberg  and  others)  :  Such  Old  Testament 
passages  had  in  their  very  origin  an  exclusive  prophetic  reference  to  Christy 
for  the  New  Testament  writers  so  understand  them ;  and  they  must  be  in  the 
right  even  should  human  reason  be  confounded. 

2.  Rationalisiic  view  (Paulus  and  others) :  The  New  Testament  writers  do 
not  assign  a  strictly  Messianic  sense  to  the  Old  Testament  prophecies,  for 
this  reference  to  Christ  is  foreign  to  the  original  signification  of  these 
prophecies  viewed  by  the  light  of  reason  ;  and  the  New  Testament  writings 
must  accord  with  reason,  whatever  ancient  beliefs  may  say  to  the  contrary. 

3.  Mystical  conciliatory  view  (Olshausen  and  others) :  The  Old  Testament 
passages  originally  embody  both  the  deeper  signification  ascribed  to  them 
by  the  New  Testament  writers,  and  that  more  proximate  meaning  which 
common  sense  obliges  us  to  recognize :  thus  sound  reason  and  the  ancient 
faith  are  reconcilable. 

4.  JDecision  of  criticism :  Very  many  of  the  Old  Testament  prophecies  had, 
originally,  only  an  immediate  reference  to  events  belonging  to  the  time  :  but 
they  came  to  be  regarded  by  the  men  of  the  New  Testament  as  actual 

7  See  Bleek  in  den  theol  Stadien  u.  Kritiken,  1835,  2,  s.  441  if. 
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predictions  of  Jesus  as  the  Messiah,  because  the  intelligence  of  these  men 
was  limited  by  the  manner  of  thinking  of  their  nation,  a  fact  recognized 
neither  by  Rationalism  nor  the  ancient  faith.^ 

Accordingly  we  shall  not  hesitate  for  a  moment  to  allow,  in  relation  to  the 
prophecy  in  question,  that  the  reference  to  Jesus  is  obtruded  upon  it  by  the 
£vangelists.  Whether  the  actual  birth  of  Jesus  of  a  virgin  gave  rise  to  this 
application  of  the  prophecy,  or  whether  this  prophecy,  interpreted  beforehand 
as  referring  to  the  Messiah,  originated  the  belief  that  Jesus  was  born  of  a 
virgin,  remains  to  be  determined. 

§26. 

JESUS   BEGOITEN   OF  THE   HOLY   GHOST.       CRITICISM   OF  THE   ORTHODOX 

OPINION. 

The  statement  of  Matthew  and  of  Luke  concerning  the  mode  of  Jesus*s 
conception  has,  in  every  age,  received  the  following  interpretation  by  the 
church ;  that  Jesus  was  conceived  in  Mary  not  by  a  human  father,  but  by  the 
Holy  Ghost.  And  truly  the  gospel  expressions  seem,  at  first  sight,  to  justify 
this  interpretation;  since  the  words  irplv  rj  o-wcX^cif  avrov^  (Matt.  i.  18)  and 
hrtl  aZvpa  ov  yivdxrKia  (Luke  i.  34)  preclude  the  participation  of  Joseph  or 
any  other  man  in  the  conception  of  the  child  in  question.  Nevertheless  the 
terms  irvcv/ta  aytov  and  Svvafus  v\i/uTrov  do  not  represent  the  Holy  Ghost  in 
'the^ense  of  the  church,  as  the  third  person  in  the  Godhead,  but  rather  the 
Q^Tvg  nn,  Spiritus  Dei  as  used  in  the  Old  Testament :  God  in  his  agency 
upon  the  world,  and  especially  upon  man.  In  short  the  words  Iv  yaxrrpl 
cxovora  €K  9n/cv/iaro9  dytiov  in  Matthew,  and  irvcv/jta  aytov  ^TrcXcvo-crat  €Vi  ai 
ic.  r.  X.  in  Luke,  express  with  sufficient  clearness  that  the  absence  of  human 
agency  was  supplied — not  physically  after  the  manner  of  heathen  representa- 
tions— but  by  the  divine  creative  energy. 

Though  this  seems  to  be  the  representation  intended  by  the  evangelists 
in  the  passages  referred  to  concerning  the  origin  of  the  life  of  Jesus,  still  it 
cannot  be  completed  without  considerable  difficulties.  We  may  separate 
what  we  may  term  the  physico-thtological  from  the  historuai-exegetical  diffi- 
culties. 

The  physiological  difficulties  amount  to  this,  that  such  a  conception  would 
be  a  most  remarkable  deviation  from  all  natural  laws.  However  obscure  the 
physiology  of  the  fact,  it  is  proved  by  an  exceptionless  experience  that  only  by 
the  concurrence  of  the  two  sexes  is  a  new  human  being  generated ;  on  which 
account  Plutarch*s  remark,  "TratStoi^  ovB€fiCa  ttotc  ywiy  Xcycroi  voirjo-ai  Bixa- 
fcoivcovias  avSpas"^  and  Cerinthus's  " /w/^^j/^/c  "  become  applicable.*    It  is 

*  The  whole  rationalistic  interpretation  of  Scripture  rests  upon  a  sufficiently  palpable 
paralogism,  by  which  it  stands  or  falls  : 

The  New  Testament  authors  are  not  to  be  interpreted  as  if  they  said  something  irrational 
(certainly  not  something  contrary  to  tAeir  own  modes  of  thinking). 

Now  according  to  a  particular  interpretation  their  assertions  are  irrational  (that  is  contrary 
to  our  modes  of  thinkii^). 

^  Consequently^  the  interpretation  cannot  give  the  original  sense,  and  a  different  interpreta- 
tion must  be  given. 

Who  does  not  here  perceive  the  quaternio  ierminorum  and  the  fatal  inconsequence,  when 
Rationalism  takes  its  stand  upon  the  same  ground  with  supernatural  ism  ;  that,  namely, 
whilst  with  regard  to  all  other  men  the  first  point  to  be  examined  is  whether  they  speak  or 
write  what  is  just  and  true,  to  the  New  Testament  writers  the  prerogative  is  granted  of  this 
being,  in  their  case,  already  presupposed  ? 

*  Conjugial.  prsecept.  Opp.  ed.  Hutton,  Vol.  7.  s.  428. 

^  Irenaus,  adv.  haer.  I,  26  :  Cerinthus,  Jesum  subjecit  non  ex  virgine  natum,  impossibile 
enim  hoc  ei  visum  est. 
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only  among  the  lowest  species  of  the  animal  kingdom  that  generation  takes 
place  without  the  union  of  sexes ;  ^  so  that,  regarding  the  matter  purely 
physiologically,  what  Origen  says,  in  the  supranaturalistic  sense,  would 
indeed  be  true  of  a  man  of  the  like  origin ;  namely,  that  the  words  in 
Psalm  xxiL  7,  I  am  a  worm  and  no  man  is  a  prophecy  of  Jesus  in  the  above 
respect.^  But  to  the  merely  physical  consideration  a  theological  one  is 
subjoined  by  the  angel  (Luke  i.  37),  when  he  ap{>eals  to  the  divine  omnipo- 
tence to  which  nothing  is  impossible.  But  since  the  divine  omnipotence, 
by  virtue  of  its  unity  with  divine  wisdom,  is  never  exerted  in  the  absence 
of  an  adequate  motive,  the  existence  of  such,  in  the  present  instance,  must 
be  demonstrated.  But  nothing  less  than  an  object  worthy  of  the  Deity,  and 
at  the  same  time  necessarily  unattainable  except  by  a  deviation  from  the 
ordinary  course  of  nature,  could  constitute  a  sufficient  cause  for  the  suspension 
by  God  of  a  natural  law  which  he  had  established.  Only  here,  it  is  said,  the 
end,  the  redemption  of  mankind,  required  impeccability  on  the  part  of  Jesus ; 
and  in  order  to  render  him  exempt  from  sin,  a  divinely  wrought  conception, 
which  excluded  the  participation  of  a  sinful  father,  and  severed  Jesus  from  all 
connexion  with  original  sin,  was  necessary.^  To  which  it  has  been  answered 
by  others,^  (and  Schleiermacher  has  recently  most  decisively  argued  this  side 
of  the  question,^)  that  the  exclusion  of  the  paternal  participation  is  insufficient, 
unless,  indeed,  the  inheritance  of  original  sin,  on  the  maternal  side,  be 
obviated  by  the  adoption  of  the  Valentinian  assertion,  that  Jesus  only  passed 
through  the  body  of  Mary.  But  that  the  gospel  histories  represent  an  actual 
maternal  participation  is  undeniable  ;  consequently  a  divine  intervention 
which  should  sanctify  the  participation  of  the  sinful  human  mother  in  the 
conception  of  Jesus  must  be  supposed  in  order  to  maintain  his  assumed 
necessary  impeccability.  But  if  God  determined  on  such  a  purification  of  the 
maternal  participation,  it  had  been  easier  to  do  the  same  with  respect  to  that 
of  the  father,  than  by  his  total  exclusion,  to  violate  tfie  natural  law  in  so 
unprecedented  a  manner ;  and  consequently,  a  fatherless  conception  cannot 
be  insisted  upon  as  the  necessary  means  of  compassing  the  impeccability 
of  Jesus. 

Even  he  who  thinks  to  escape  the  difficulties  already  specified,  by  envelop- 
ing himself  in  a  supranaturalism,  inaccessible  to  arguments  based  on  reason 
or  the  laws  of  nature,  must  nevertheless  admit  the  force  of  the  exegetical- 
historical  difficulties  meeting  him  upon  his  own  ground,  which  likewise  beset 
the  view  of  the  supernatural  conception  of  Jesus.  Nowhere  in  the  New 
Testament  is  such  an  origin  ascribed  to  Jesus,  or  even  distinctly  alluded  to, 
except  in  these  two  accounts  of  his  infancy  in  Matthew  and  in  Luke.^  The 
history  of  the  conception  is  omitted  not  only  by  Mark,  but  also  by  John,  the 
supposed  author  of  the  fourth  Gospel  and  an  alleged  inmate  with  the  mother 
of  Jesus  subsequent  to  his  death,  who  therefore  would  have  been  the  most 
accurately  informed  concerning  these  occurrences.  It  is  said  that  John  sought 
rather  to  record  the  heavenly  than  the  earthly  origin  of  Jesus ;  but  the  question 
arises,  whether  the  doctrine  which  he  sets  forth  in  his  prologue,  of  a  divine 

'  In  Henke's  neuem  Magazin,  iii.  3,  s.  369. 

*  Homil.  in  Lucam  xiv.     Comp.  my  Streitschriften,  i.  2,  s.  72  f. 

*  Olshausen,  Bibl.  Comm.  s.  49.     Neander,  L.  J.  Ch.  s.  x6  f. 

*  e.  g.hy  £ichhorn,  Einleitung  in  das  N.  T.  i.  Bd.  s.  407. 
7  Glaubenslehre,  2  Tbl  §  97.  s.  73  f.  der  zweiten  Auflage. 

^  This  side  is  particularly  considered  in  der  Skiagraphie  des  Dogma's  von  Jesu  UbematUr- 
licher  Geburt,  in  Schmidt's  Bibliothek,  i.  3,  s.  400  fT. ;  in  den  Bemerkangen  iiber  den 
Glaubenspunkt :  Christus  ist  empfangen  vom  heil.  Geist,  in  Henke's  neuem  Magazin, 
ill  3,  365  flf. ;  in  Kaiser's  bibl.  Theol.  i,  s.  231  f.  ;  De  Wette's  bibl.  Dogmatik,  §  281 ; 
Schleiermacher's  Glaubenslehre,  2  Thl.  §  97. 
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hypostasis  actually  becoming  flesh  and  remaining  immanent  in  Jesus,  is 
reconcilable  with  the  view  given  in  the  passages  before  us,  of  a  simple 
divine  operation  determining  the  conception  of  Jesus  ;  whether  therefore 
John  could  have  presupposed  the  history  of  the  conception  contained  in 
Matthew  and  Luke?  This  objection,  however,  loses  its  conclusive  force  if  in 
the  progress  of  our  investigation  the  apostolic  origin  of  the  fourth  Gospel  is 
not  established.  The  most  important  consideration  therefore  is,  that  no 
retrospective  allusion  to  this  mode  of  conception  occurs  throughout  the 
four  Gospels  ;  not  only  neither  in  John  nor  in  Mark,  but  also  neither  in 
Matthew  nor  in  Luke.  Not  only  does  Mary  herself  designate  Joseph  simply 
as  the  father  of  Jesus  (Luke  ii.  48),  and  the  Evangelist  speak  of  both  as  his 
parents,  ywcis  (Luke  iL  41), — ^an  appellation  which  could  only  have  been 
used  in  an  ulterior  sense  by  one  who  had  just  related  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion,— but  all  his  contemporaries  in  general,  according  to  our  Evangelists, 
regarded  him  as  a  son  of  Joseph,  a  fact  which  was  not  unfrequently  alluded 
to  contemptuously  and  by  way  of  reproach  in  his  presence  (Matt.  xiii.  55  ; 
Luke  iv.  22 ;  John  vi.  42),  thus  affording  him  an  opportunity  of  making  a 
decisive  appeal  to  his  miraculous  conception,  of  which,  however,  he  says  not 
a  single  word.  Should  it  be  answered^  that  he  did  not  desire  to  convince 
respecting  the  divinity  of  his  person  by  this  external  evidence,  and  that  he 
could  have  no  hope  of  making  an  impression  by  such  means  on  those  who 
were  in  heart  his  opponents, — it  must  also  be  remembered,  that,  according 
to  the  testimony  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  his  own  disciples,  though  they  admitted 
him  to  be  the  son  of  God,  still  regarded  him  as  the  actual  son  of  Joseph. 
Philip  introduces  Jesus  to  Nathanael  <w  the  son  of  Joseph^  liyo-ow  rov  v\hv 
*lwo-rj<l>  (John  i.  46),  manifestly  in  the  same  sense  of  real  paternity  which  the 
Jews  attached  to  the  designation  ;  and  nowhere  is  this  represented  as  an 
erroneous  or  imperfect  notion  which  these  Apostles  had  subsequently  to 
relinquish ;  much  rather  does  the  whole  sense  of  the  narrative,  which  is  not 
to  be  mistaken,  exhibit  the  Apostles  as  having  a  right  belief  on  this  point. 
The  enigmatical  presupposition,  with  which,  at  the  marriage  in  Cana,  Mary 
addressed  herself  to  Jesus,®  is  far  too  vague  to  prove  a  recollection  of  his 
miraculous  conception  on  the  part  of  the  mother ;  at  all  events  this  feature 
is  counterbalanced  by  the  opposing  one  that  the  family  of  Jesus^  and,  as 
appears  from  Matt.  xii.  46  fT.  compared  with  Mark  iii.  21  fF.,  his  mother  also 
were,  at  a  later  time,  in  error  respecting  his  aims ;  which  is  scarcely  explicable, 
even  of  his  brothers,  supposing  them  to  have  had  such  recollections. 

Just  as  little  as  in  the  Gospels,  is  anything  in  confirmation  of  the  view 
of  the  supernatural  conception  of  Jesus,  to  be  found  in  the  remaining  New 
Testament  writings.  For  when  the  Apostle  Paul  speaks  of  Jesus  as  mad^ 
of  a  woman^  ycvo/icvov  Ik  yvmiicos  (Gal  iv.  4),  this  expression  is  not  to  be 
understood  as  an  exclusion  of  paternal  participation ;  since  the  addition  made 
under  the  law^  y€v6fi€yov  vtto  vofiov^  clearly  shows  that  he  would  here  indicate 
(in  the  form  which  is  frequent  in  the  Old  and  New  Testament,  for  example 
Job  xiv.  I ;  Matt  xi.  ri)  human  nature  with  all  its  conditions.  When  Paul 
(Rom.  i.  3,  4  compared  with  ix.  5)  makes  Christ  according  to  the  fleshy  Kara 
a-dpKaj  descend  from  David,  but  declares  him  to  be  the  son  of  God  accord- 
ing to  the  Spirit  of  Holiness^  Kara  Trvcvfta  ayuiKrvn/s ;  no  one  will  here  identify 
the  antithesis  ^esh  and  spirit  with  the  maternal  human  participation,  and 
the  divine  energy  superseding  the  paternal  participation  in  the  conception 
of  Jesus.  Finally  when  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  (vii.  3)  Melchisedec 
is  compared  with  the  son  of  God,  vlo%  rov  ^cov,  because  without  father^ 
avatiopj  the  application  of  the  literally  interpreted  dirarcop  to  Jesus^  as  he 

'  Brought  to  bear  upon  this  point  by  Neander,  L.  J.  Ch.  s.  12. 
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appeared  upon  earth,  is  forbidden  by  the  addition  without  mother,  afi^<ji>py 
which  agrees  as  little  with  him  as  the  immediately  following  without  descent^ 
dycvcoXoyi/ros. 

§27. 
RETROSPECT  OF  THE  GENEALOGIES. 

The  most  conclusive  exegetical  ground  of  decision  against  the  supernatural 
conception  of  Jesus,  which  bears  more  closely  on  the  point  than  all  the 
hitherto  adduced  passages,  is  found  in  the  two  genealogies  previously  con- 
sidered. Even  the  Manichaean  Faustus  asserted  that  it  is  impossible  without 
contradiction  to  trace  the  descent  of  Jesus  from  David  tbrough  Joseph,  as  is 
done  by  our  two  genealogists,  and  yet  assume  that  Joseph  was  not  the  father 
of  Jesus;  and  Augustine  had  nothing  convincing  to  answer  when  he  remarked 
that  it  was  necessary,  on  account  of  the  superior  dignity  of  the  masculine 
gender,  to  carry  the  genealogy  of  Jesus  through  Joseph,  who  was  Mary's 
husband  if  not  by  a  natural  by  a  spiritual  alliance.^  In  nxKlern  times  also 
the  construction  of  the  genealogical  tables  in  Matthew  and  in  Luke  has  led 
many  theologians  to  observe,  that  these  authors  considered  Jesus  as  the  actual 
son  of  Joseph.^  The  very  design  of  these  tables  is  to  prove  Jesus  to  be  of  the 
lineage  of  David  through  Joseph ;  but  what  do  they  prove,  if  indeed  Joseph 
was  not  the  father  of  Jesus?  The  assertion  that  Jesus  was  the  son  of  David, 
vios  ^afilBy  which  in  Matthew  (i.  i)  prefaces  the  genealogy  and  announces 
its  object,  is  altogether  annulled  by  the  subsequent  denial  of  his  conception 
by  means  of  the  Davidical  Joseph.  It  is  impossible,  therefore,  to  think  it 
probable  that  the  genealogy  and  the  history  of  the  birth  of  Jesus  emanate 
from  the  same  author^;  and  we  must  concur  with  the  theologians  previously 
cited,  that  the  genealogies  are  taken  from  a  different  source.  Scarcely  could  it 
satisfy  to  oppose  the  remark,  that  as  Joseph  doubtlessly  adopted  Jesus, 
the  genealogical  table  of  the  former  became  fully  valid  for  the  latter.  For 
adoption  might  indeed  suffice  to  secure  to  the  adopted  son  the  reversion 
of  certain  external  family  rights  and  inheritances ;  but  such  a  relationship 
could  in  no  wise  lend  a  claim  to  the  Messianic  dignity,  which  was  attached 
to  the  true  blood  and  lineage  of  David.  He,  therefore,  who  had  regarded 
Joseph  as  nothing  more  than  the  adopted  father  of  Jesus,  would  hardly  have 
given  himself  the  trouble  to  seek  out  the  Davidical  descent  of  Joseph  ;  but 
if  indeed,  besides  the  established  belief  that  Jesus  was  the  son  of  God,  it  still 
remained  important  to  represent  him  as  the  son  of  David,  the  pedigree  of 
Mary  would  have  been  preferred  for  this  purpose ;  for,  however  contrary  to 
custom,  the  maternal  genealogy  must  have  been  admitted  in  a  case  where 
a  human  father  did  not  exist.  Least  of  all  is  it  to  be  believed,  that  several 
authors  would  have  engaged  in  the  compilation  of  a  genealogical  table  for 
Jesus  which  traced  his  descent  through  Joseph,  so  that  two  different  genea- 
logies of  this  kind  are  still  preserved  to  us,  if  a  closer  relationship  between 
Jesus  and  Joseph  had  not  been  admitted  at  the  time  of  their  composition. 

Consequently,  the  decision  of  the  learned  theologians  who  agree  that 
these  genealogies  were  composed  in  the  belief  that  Jesus  was  the  actual  son 
of  Joseph  and  Mary,  can  hardly  be  disputed  ;  but  the  authors  or  compilers 
of  our  Gospels,  notwithstanding  their  own  conviction  of  the  divine  origin  of 

'  Augustinus  contra  Faustum  Manichaeum,  L.  23.  3.  4.  8. 
*  See  Schmidt,  Schleiermacher,  and  VVegscheider,  instit.  §  123  (  not.  ^). 
'  Eichhorn  thinks  this  probable,  Einl.  in  das  N.  T.  i.  s.  425,  De  Wette  possible,  exeg. 
Handh.  L  i,  s.  7. 
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Jesus,  received  them  among  their  materials;  only  that  Matthew  (i.  i6) 
changed  the  original  Joseph  begat  Jesus  of  Mary — ^Icmt^^^  h\  cycFviyo-c  rov  'Iiycrow 
Ik  t^s  Mapcas  (comp.  verses  3.  5.  6)  according  to  his  own  view ;  and  so  like- 
wise Luke  (iii.  23)  instead  of  commencing  his  genealogy  simply  with,y<?w5 — 
the  son  of  Joseph — liyo-ous  vios  'I<iHr^<^,  inserts  being  as  was  supposed^  i»K,  ws 
hroful^ero  #c.  t.  X. 

Let  it  not  be  objected  that  the  view  for  which  we  contend,  namely,  that 
the  genealogies  could  not  have  been  composed  under  the  notion  that  Joseph 
was  not  the  father  of  Jesus,  leaves  no  conceivable  motive  for  incorporating 
them  into  our  present  Gospels.  The  original  construction  of  a  genealogy  of 
Jesus,  even  though  in  the  case  before  us  it  consisted  simply  in  the  adapting 
of  foreign  already  existing  genealogical  tables  to  Jesus,  required  a  powerful  and 
direct  inducement ;  this  was  the  hope  thereby  to  gain — the  corporeal  descent 
of  Jesus  from  Joseph  being  presupposed — a  main  support  to  the  belief  in  his 
Messiahship  ;  whilst,  on  the  other  hand,  a  less  powerful  inducement  was  suffi- 
cient to  incite  to  the  admission  of  the  previously  constructed  genealogies :  the 
expectation  that,  notwithstanding  the  non-existence  of  any  real  relationship 
between  Joseph  and  Jesus,  they  might  nevertheless  serve  to  link  Jesus  to 
David.  Thus  we  find,  that  in  the  histories  of  the  birth  both  in  Matthew  and 
in  Luke,  though  they  each  decidedly  exclude  Joseph  from  the  conception,  great 
stress  is  laid  upon  the  Davidical  descent  of  Joseph  (Matt.  i.  20,  Luke  i.  27,  ii. 
4) ;  that  which  in  fact  had  no  real  significance,  except  in  connexion  with  the 
earlier  opinion,  is  retained  even  after  the  point  of  view  is  changed. 

Since,  in  this  way,  we  discover  both  the  genealogies  to  be  memorials  be- 
longing to  the  time  and  circle  of  the  primitive  church,  in  which  Jesus  was 
still  regarded  as  a  naturally  begotten  man,  the  sect  of  the  Ebionites  cannot 
fail  to  occur  to  us ;  as  we  are  told  concerning  them,  that  they  held  this  view 
of  the  person  of  Christ  at  this  early  period.*  We  should  therefore  have  ex- 
pected, more  especially,  to  have  found  these  genealogies  in  the  old  Ebionitish 
Gospels,  of  which  we  have  still  knowledge,  and  are  not  a  little  surprised  to 
learn  that  precisely  in  these  Gospels  the  genealogies  were  wanting.  It  is  true 
Epiphanius  states  that  the  Gospel  of  the  Ebionites  commenced  with  the  public 
appearance  of  the  Baptist  ^ ;  accordingly,  by  the  genealogies,  ycvcaXoytai?, 
which  they  are  said  to  have  cut  away,  might  have  been  meant,  those  histories 
of  the  birth  and  infancy  comprised  in  the  two  first  chapters  of  Matthew  ; 
which  they  could  not  have  adopted  in  their  present  form,  since  they  contained 
the  fatherless  conception  of  Jesus,  which  was  denied  by  the  Ebionites  :  and 
it  might  also  have  been  conjectured  that  this  section  which  was  in  opposition 
to  their  system  had  alone  perhaps  been  wanting  in  their  Gospel ;  and  that  the 
genealogy  which  was  in  harmony  with  their  view  might  nevertheless  have 
been  somewhere  inserted.  But  this  supposition  vanishes  as  soon  as  we  find 
that  Epiphanius,  in  reference  to  the  Nazarenes,  defines  the  genealogies,  (of 
which  he  is  ignorant  whether  they  possessed  them  or  not,)  as  reaching  from 
Abraham  to  Christy  tom  diro  rov  'AfipaafA  €<os  Xpiorov  • ;  consequently,  by  the 
genealogies  which  were  wanting  to  some  heretics,  he  evidently  understood 
the  genealogical  tables,  though,  in  relation  to  the  Ebionites,  he  might  likewise 
have  included  under  this  expression  the  history  of  the  birth. 

How  is  the  strange  phenomenon,  that  these  genealogies  are  not  found 
among  that  very  sect  of  Christians  who  retained  the  particular  opinion  upon 
which  they  were  constructed,  to  be  explained  ?    A  modern  investigator  has 

*  Justin  Mart.  Dial,  cum  Tryphone,  48 ;     Origines  contra  Celsum,  L.  5,  61.     Euseb. 
H.  E.  3.  27. 

*  Kpiphan.  haeres.  30,  14. 

*  Haeres.  29,  9. 
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advanced  the  supposition,  that  the  Jewish-christians  omitted  the  genealogical 
tables  from  prudential  motives,  in  order  not  to  facilitate  or  augment  the  per* 
secution  which,  under  Domitian,  and  perhaps  even  earlier,  threatened  the 
family  of  David.*^  But  explanations,  having  no  inherent  connexion  with  the 
subject,  derived  from  circumstances  in  themselves  of  doubtful  historical 
validity,  are  admissible  only  as  a  last  refuge,  when  no  possible  solution  off  the 
questionable  phenomenon*  is  to  be  found  in  the  thing  itself,  as  here  in  the 
principles  of  the  £bionitish  system. 

But  in  this  case  the  matter  is  by  no  means  so  difficult  It  is  known  that 
the  Fathers  speak  of  two  classes  of  Ebionites,  of  which  the  one,  besides 
strenuously  maintaining  the  obligation  of  the  Mosaic  law,  held  Jesus  to  be 
the  naturally  begotten  Son  of  Joseph  and  Mary  ;  the  other,  from  that  time 
called  also  Nazarenes,  admitted  with  the  orthodox  church  the  conception  by 
the  Holy  Ghost.^  But  besides  this  distinction  there  existed  yet  another. 
The  most  ancient  ecclesiastic  writers,  Justin  Martyr  and  Irenseus  for  example, 
are  acquainted  with  those  Ebionites  only,  who  regarded  Jesus  as  a  naturally 
born  man  first  endowed  with  divine  powers  at  his  baptism.^  In  Epiphanius 
and  the  Clementine  Homilies,  on  the  other  hand,  we  meet  with  Ebionites 
who  had  imbibed  an  element  of  speculative  Gnosticism.  This  tendency, 
which  according  to  Epiphanius  is  to  be  dated  from  one  Elxai,  has  been  as- 
cribed to  Essenic  influence,^^  and  traces  of  the  same  have  been  discovered  in 
the  heresies  referred  to  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Colossians ;  whereas  the  first 
class  of  Ebionites  evidently  proceeded  from  common  Judaism.  Which  form 
of  opinion  was  the  earlier  and  which  the  later  developed  is  not  so  easily  de- 
termined ;  with  reference  to  the  last  detailed  difference,  it  might  seem,  since 
the  speculative  Ebionites  are  mentioned  first  by  the  Clementines  and  Epi- 
phanius, whilst  Ebionites  holding  a  simpler  view  are  spoken  of  by  Justin  and  by 
Irenaeus,  that  the  latter  were  the  earlier ;  nevertheless  as  Tertullian  already 
notices  in  his  time  the  Gnosticising  tendency  of  the  opinions  of  the  Ebionites 
respecting  Christ^^  and  as  the  germ  of  such  views  existed  among  the  Essenes 
in  the  time  of  Jesus,  the  more  probable  assumption  is,  that  both  opinions 
arose  side  by  side  about  the  same  period.  ^^  As  little  can  it  be  proved  with 
regard  to  the  other  difference,  that  the  views  concerning  Christ  held  by  the 
Nazarenes  became  first,  at  a  later  period,  lowered  to  those  of  the  Ebionites^' ; 
since  the  notices,  partly  confused  and  partly  of  late  date,  of  the  ecclesiastical 
writers,  may  be  naturally  explained  as  arising  out  of  what  may  be  called  an 
optical  delusion  of  the  church,  which, — whilst  she  in  fact  made  continual  ad- 
vances in  the  glorification  of  Christ,  but  a  part  of  the  Jewish  Christians 
remained  stationary, — ^made  it  appear  to  her  as  if  she  herself  remained  station- 
ary, whilst  the  others  fell  back  into  heresy. 

By  thus  distinguishing  the  simple  and  the  speculative  Ebionites,  so  much 
is  gained,  that  the  failure  of  the  genealogies  among  the  latter  class,  mentioned 
by  Epiphanius,  does  not  prove  them  to  have  been  also  wanting  among  the 

7  Credner,  in  den  Beitragen  zur  Einleitung  in  das  N.  T.  i,  s.  443.  Anm. 

*  Orig.  ut  sup. 

*  See  Neander,  K.  G.  I,  2,  s.  615  f. 

'*  Credner,  iiber  E^ssener,  und  einen  theilweisen  Zusammenhang  beider,  in  Winer's  2^it- 
schrift  f.  wissenschaflliche  Theologie,  i.  Bd.  2tes  and  3tes  Heft ;  see  Baur,  Progr,  de  Elnon- 
Harum  origme  it  doctrind  ab  Esstnis  repeUndd^  und  christl.  Gnosis,  s.  403. 

'^  De  came  Christi,  c  14  :  Poterit  haec  opinio  Htbioni  convening  qui  nudum  Aomimm,  et 
tanium  ex  semine  David,  i,e.  non  et  Deifilium^  constiiuU  Jesum,  ut  in  illo  angsium  fuisse 
odicai, 

^*  Neander  and  Schneckenburger  are  of  the  latter,  Gieseler  and  Credner  of  the  former 
opinion. 

'*  I  here  refer  to  the  account  of  Hegesippus  in  Eusebius,  H.  E.  iv.  22. 
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former.  And  the  less  if  we  should  be  able  to  make  it  appear  probable,  that 
the  grounds  of  their  aversion  to  the  genealogical  table,  and  the  grounds  of 
distinction  between  them  and  the  other  class  of  Ebionites,  were  identical. 
One  of  these  grounds  was  evidently  the  unfavourable  opinion,  which  the 
Ebionites  of  Epiphanius  and  of  the  Clementine  Homilies  had  of  David,  from 
whoih  the  genealogy  traces  the  descent  of  Jesus.  It  is  well  known  that  they 
distinguished  in  the  Old  Testament  a  twofold  prophecy,  male  and  female, 
pure  and  impure,  of  which  the  former  only  promised  things  heavenly  and 
true,  the  latter  things  earthly  and  delusive ;  that  proceeding  from  Adam  and 
Abel,  this  from  Eve  and  Cain  ;  and  both  constituted  an  under  current  through 
the  whole  history  of  the  revelation.**  It  was  only  the  pious  men  from  Adam 
to  Joshua  whom  they  acknowledged  as  true  prophets :  the  later  prophets  and 
men  of  God,  among  whom  David  and  Solomon  are  named,  were  not  only  not 
recognized,  but  abhorred.^®  We  even  find  positive  indications  that  David 
was  an  object  of  their  particular  aversion.  There  were  many  things  which 
created  in  them  a  detestation  of  David  (and  Solomon).  David  was  a  bloody 
warrior  ;  but  to  shed  blood  was,  according  to  the  doctrines  of  these  Ebionites, 
one  of  the  greatest  of  sins;  David  was  known  to  have  committed  adultery, 
(Solomon  to  have  been  a  voluptuary);  and  adultery  was  even  more  detested 
by  this  sect  than  murder.  David  was  a  performer  on  stringed  instruments  ; 
this  art,  the  invention  of  the  Canaanites  (Gen.  iv.  21),  was  held  by  these 
Ebionites  to  be  a  sign  of  false  prophecy ;  finally,  the  prophecies  announced 
by  David  and  those  connected  with  him,  (and  Solomon,)  had  reference  to 
the  kingdoms  of  this  world,  of  which  the  Gnosticising  Ebionites  desired  to 
know  nothin^^*  Now  the  Ebionites  who  had  sprung  from  common  Judaism 
could  not  have  shared  this  ground  of  aversion  to  the  genealogies ;  since  to  the 
orthodox  Jew  David  was  an  object  of  the  highest  veneration. 

Concerning  a  second  point  the  notices  are  not  so  lucid  and  accordant  as 
they  should  be ;  namely,  whether  it  was  a  further  development  of  the  general 
Ebionitish  doctrine  concerning  the  person  of  the  Christ,  which  led  these 
Ebionites  to  reject  the  genealogies.  According  to  Epiphanius,  they  fully  re- 
cognized the  Gnostic  distinction  between  Jesus  the  son  of  Joseph  and  Mary, 
and  the  Christ  who  descended  upon  him  *^  ;  and  consequently  might  have 
been  withheld  from  referring  the  genealogy  to  Jesus  only  perhaps  by  their 
abhorrence  of  David.  On  the  other  hand,  from  the  whole  tenor  of  the  Cle- 
mentines, and  from  one  passage  in  particular,'^  it  has  recently  been  inferred, 
and  not  without  apparent  reason,  that  the  author  of  these  writings  had  him- 
self abandoned  the  view  of  a  natural  conception,  and  even  birth  of  Jesus  ^® ; 
whereby  it  is  yet  more  manifest  that  the  ground  of  the  rejection  of  the 
genealogies  by  this  sect  was  peculiar  to  it,  and  not  common  to  the  other 
Ebionites. 

Moreover  positive  indications,  that  the  Ebionites  who  proceeded  from 
Judaism  possessed  the  genealogies,  do  not  entirely  fail.     Whilst  the  Ebionites 

**  Homil.  3,  23-27. 

^'  Epiphan.  haeres.  30,  18.  comp.  15. 

^*  That  these  were  the  traits  in  David^s  character  which  displeased  the  Christian  sect  in 
question,  is  sufficiently  evident  from  a  passage  in  the  Clementine  Homilies,  though  the  name 
is  not  given  :  Homil.  3,  25  ;  (ri  fi^p  kcU  ol  dirb  lijs  ro&rw  [rov  Katk^)  ^ui^oj^  TrpoeKriKvBifrti 
Tpwroi  fMixol  iyiwmn-Of  koI  ^Xrj^pca,  koX  KiSdpai,  koI  xo^c^f  SrXtav  ToKcfUKtap  iyitfom-o,  Al 
8  KoX  4  Twtf  iyy^iop  ir/>o^^6(a,  fwixuv  kcU  ^//aKrriplwp  y4fiowra,  \ix9OaMh1ntat  d(d  rtap  ^dv- 
vaOeiWf  Cat  roin  ToKkfuonn  iyelpet, 

'V  Epiphan.  haer.  30,  14.  16.  34. 

*•  Homil.  3,  17. 

^*  Schneckenburger,  uber  das  Evang.  der  Aegypter,  s.  7 ;  Baur,  christl.  Gnosis,  s.  760  if. 
See  on  the  other  side  Credner  and  Hoffmann. 
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of  Epiphanius  and  of  the  Clementines  called  Jesus  only  Son  of  God,  but  re- 
jected the  appellation  Son  of  David,  as  belonging  to  the  common  opinion  of 
the  Jews**;  other  Ebionites  were  censured  by  the  Fathers  for  recognizing 
Jesus  only  as  the  Son  of  David,  to  whom  he  is  traced  in  the  genealogies,  and 
'  not  likewise  as  the  Son  of  God.*^  Further,  Epiphanius  relates  of  the  earliest 
Judaising  Gnostics,  Cerinthus  and  Carpocrates,  that  they  used  a  Gospel  the 
same  in  other  respects  indeed  as  the  Ebionites,  but  that  they  adduced  the 
genealogies,  which  they  therefore  read  in  the  same,  in  attestation  of  the 
human  conception  of  Jesus  by  Joseph.^*  Also  the  &n'ofjLvrjfAov€vfiaTa  cited  by 
Justin,  and  which  originated  upon  Judseo-christian  ground,  appear  to  have 
contained  a  genealogy  similar  to  that  in  our  Matthew ;  since  Justin  as  well  as 
Matthew  speaks,  in  relation  to  Jesus,  of  a  yevo^  rov  AaftlS  koX  ^Affpaafij  of  a 
mrtpfAa  i(  *IaK<i>j3,  8ta  *IovSa,  kcu  ^apcs  #cat  *l€a'crai  koI  £k,apiS  KOTjepxofifvov  ^  ; 
only  that  at  the  time,  and  in  the  circle  of  Justin,  the  opinion  of  a  supernatural 
conception  of  Jesus  had  already  suggested  the  reference  of  the  genealogy  to 
Mary,  instead  of  to  Joseph. 

Hence  it  appears  that  we  have  in  the  genealogies  a  memorial,  agreeing  with 
indications  from  other  sources,  of  the  fact  that  in  the  very  earliest  Christian 
age,  in  Palestine,  a  body  of  Christians,  numerous  enough  to  establish  upon 
distinct  fundamental  opinions  two  different  Messianic  tables  of  descent,  con- 
sidered Jesus  to  have  been  a  naturally  conceived  human  being.  And  no 
proof  is  furnished  to  us  in  the  apostolic  writings,  that  the  Apostles  would  have 
declared  this  doctrine  to  be  unchristian  ;  it  appeared  so  Arst  from  the  point 
of  view  adopted  by  the  authors  of  the  histories  of  the  birth  in  the  first  and 
third  Gospels  :  notwithstanding  which,  however,  it  is  treated  with  surprising 
lenity  by  the  Fathers  of  the  church. 


§28. 

NATURAL  EXPLANATION   OF  THE   HISTORY  OF  THE  CONCEPTION. 

If,  as  appears  from  the  foregoing  statements,  so  many  weighty  difficulties, 
philosophical  as  well  as  exegetical,  beset  the  supranaturalistic  explanation,  it 
is  well  worth  while  to  examine  whether  it  be  not  possible  to  give  an  interpre- 
tation of  the  gospel  history  which  shall  obviate  these  objections.  Recourse 
has  been  had  to  the  natural  explanation,  and  the  two  narratives  singly  and 
conjointly  have  been  successively  subjected  to  the  rationalistic  mode  of  inter- 
pretation. 

In  the  first  place,  the  account  in  Matthew  seemed  susceptible  of  such  an 
interpretation.  Numerous  rabbinical  passages  were  cited  to  demonstrate,  that 
it  was  consonant  with  Jewish  notions  to  consider  a  son  of  pious  parents  to  be 
conceived  by  the  divine  co-operation,  and  that  he  should  be  called  the  son  of 
the  Holy  Spirit,  without  its  being  ever  imagined  that  paternal  participation 
was  thereby  excluded.      It  was  consequently  contended,  that  the  section  in 

**  Orig.  Comm.  in  Matth.  T.  16,  12.  TertuUian,  De  came  Christi,  14,  s.  Anm.  13  (a 
passage  in  which  indeed  the  speculative  and  ordinary  Ebionites  are  mingled  together). 

•*  Clement,  homil.  18,  13.  They  referred  the  words  of  Matth.  xi.  27:  ouJcit  fy»w  rbw 
Taripa,  tlfiii  6  U^f  jr.  r.  X.  to  ro^  ware  pa  pofd^ovrat  xp^/f^ov  t6p  Aa/32d,  xal  avrbp  Si  t6p  Xfi^arbtf 
vHv  0vra,  jrcU  vtbp  $€W  fi^  iypuK&ratf  and  complained  that  atrl  rov  Bern!  rbv  Aa^lS  xdyrtt 
(Xtyw. 

^  Haeres.  30,  14 :  6  fUtf  yiip  Ki/^Bos  Kcd  Kdprofcpat  rf  avrf  XP^M^^  ^^P  oArois  (roit 
'E^wroiocf )  eiayytXlifi,  dxd  r^s  dpx^t  rod  icard  'M.arBatop  €Oayy€\lov  did  rrjs  ycveaXoyLas  /Soi^X- 
oirrat  irapurrqLP  ix  ffwipfMrot  'Iokt^  koX  Mo/o^at  etyai  t6v  xp*^'^^* 

■'  Dial,  c.  Tryph.  100.  120. 


/ 
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Matthew  represented  merely  the  intention  of  the  angel  to  inform  Joseph,  not 
indeed  that  Mary  had  become  pregnant  in  the  absence  of  all  human  inter- 
course, but  that  notwithstanding  her  pregnancy  she  was  to  be  regarded  as 
pure,  not  as  one  fallen  from  virtue.  It  was  maintained  that  the  exclusion  of 
paternal  participation — which  is  an  embellishment  of  the  original  representa- 
tion — occurs  first  in  Luke  in  the  words  avSpa  ov  ywwrKio  (i.  34).  ^  When 
however  this  view  was  justly  opposed  by  the  remark,  that  the  expression  vplv 
rj  orwcXtfctv  auTovs  in  Matthew  (i.  18)  decidedly  excludes  the  participation  of 
the  only  individual  in  question,  namely  Joseph ;  it  was  then  thought  possible 
to  prove  that  even  in  Luke  the  paternal  exclusion  was  not  so  positive  :  but 
truly  this  could  be  done- only  by  an  unexegetical  subversion  of  the  clear  sense 
of  the  words,  or  else  1!)y  uncritically  throwing  suspicion  on  a  part  of  a  well- 
connected  narrative.  The  first  expedient  is  to  interpret  Mary's  inquiry  of  the 
angel  i.  34,  thus  :  Can  I  who  am  already  betrothed  and  married  give  birth  to 
the  Messiah,  for  as  the  mother  of  the  Messiah  I  must  have  no  husband  ? 
whereupon  the  angel  replies,  that  God,  through  his  power,  could  make  some- 
thing distinguished  even  of  the  child  conceived  of  her  and  Joseph.^  The 
other  proceeding  is  no  less  arbitrary.  Mary's  inquiry  of  the  angel  is  explained 
as  an  unnatural  interruption  of  his  communication,  which  bemg  abstracted, 
the  passage  is  found  to  contain  no  decided  intimation  of  the  supernatural 
conception.* 

If  consequently,  the  difficulty  of  the  natural  explanation  of  the  two  accounts 
be  equally  great,  still,  with  respect  to  both  it  must  be  alike  attempted  or 
rejected ;  and  for  the  consistent  Rationalist,  a  Paulus  for  example,  the  latter 
is  the  only  course.  This  commentator  considers  the  participation  of  Joseph 
indeed  excluded  by  Matt  i.  18,  but  by  no  means  that  of  every  other  man; 
neither  can  he  find  a  supernatural  divine  intervention  in  the  expressiott  of 
Luke  i.  35.  The  Ifofy  Ghost-^irveuiM.  Syiov — is  not  with  him  objective,  an 
external  influence  operating  upon  Mary,  but  her  own  pious  imagination. 
The  pouter  of  tJu  Highest — Svva/Acs  vil/urrcv — is  not  the  immediate  divine  omni- 
potence, but  every  natural  power  employed  in  a  manner  pleasing  to  God  may 
be  so  called.  Consequendy,  according  to  Paulus,  the  meaning  of  the  angelic 
announcement  is  simply  this :  prior  to  her  union  with  Joseph,  Mary,  under 
the  influence  of  a  pure  enthusiasm  in  sacred  things  on  the  one  hand,  and  by 
an  human  co-operation  pleasing  to  God  on  the  other,  became  the  mother  of  a 
child  who  on  account  of  this  holy  origin  was  to  be  called  a  son  of  God. 

Let  us  examine  rather  more  accurately  the  view  which  this  representative 
of  rationalistic  interpretation  takes  of  the  particulars  of  the  conception  of 
Jesus.  He  begins  with  Elizabeth,  the  patriotic  and  wise  daughter  of  Aaron, 
as  he  styles  her.  She,  having  conceived  the  hope  that  she  might  give  birth 
to  one  of  God's  prophets,  naturally  desired  moreover  that  he  might  be  the 
first  of  prophets,  the  forerunner  of  the  Messiah;  and  that  the  latter  also  might 
speedily  be  born.  Now  there  was  among  her  own  kinsfolk  a  person  suited  in 
every  respect  for  the  mother  of  the  Messiah,  Mary,  a  young  virgin,  a  descen- 
dant of  David ;  nothing  more  was  needful  than  to  inspire  her  likewise  with 
such  a  special  hope.  Whilst  these  intimations  prepare  us  to  anticipate  a 
cleverly  concerted  plan  on  the  part  of  Elizabeth  in  reference  to  her  young 
relative,  in  the  which  we  hope  to  become  initiated ;  Paulus  here  suddenly  lets 

^  6r  .  .  .  ,  die  Nachricht,  dass  Jesus  dutch  den  heil.  Geist  und  von  elner  Jungfrau  ge- 
boren  sei,  aus  Zeitbegriffen  erlautert.  In  Schmidt's  Bibl.  i,  i.  s.  loi  ff. — Uorst,  in  Henke^s 
Museum  i,  4,  497  ff.,  Uber  die  beiden  ersten  Kapitel  in  Evang.  Lukas. 

'  Bemerkungen  Uber  den  Glaubenspunkt :  Christus  ist  empfangen  vom  heil.  Geist.  In 
Henke's  neuem  Magazin,  3,  3.  399. 

'  Schleiermacher,  uber  den  Lukas,  s.  26  f. 
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fall  the  curtain,  and  remarks,  that  the  exact  manner  in  which  Mary  was  con- 
vinced that  she  should  become  the  mother  of  the  Messiah  must  be  left  histori- 
cally undetermined ;  thus  much  only  is  certain,  that  Mary  remained  pure,  for 
she  could  not  with  a  clear  conscience  have  stationed  herself,  as  she  afterwards 
did,  under  the  Cross  of  her  Son,  bad  she  felt  that  a  reproach  rested  on  her 
concerning  the  origin  of  the  hopes  she  had  entertained  of  him.  The  follow- 
ing is  the  only  hint  subsequently  given  of  the  particular  view  held  by  Paulus. 
It  is  probable,  he  thinks,  that  the  angelic  messenger  visited  Mary  in  the  even- 
ing or  even  at  night ;  indeed  according  to  the  correct  reading  of  Luke  i.  28, 
which  has  not  the  word  angel,  koX  curcX^wv  vpos  aMfv  cTirc,  without  6  ayycXo?, 
the  evangelist  here  s]:>eaks  only  of  some  one  who  had  come  in.  (As  if  in  this 
case,  the  participle  cio-cX^wv  must  not  necessarily  be  accompanied  by  tU  ;  or, 
in  the  absence  of  the  pronoun  be  referred  to  the  subject,  the  angel  Gabriel — 
6  ayycXos  Tafipirfk,  V.  26  !)  Paulus  adds :  that  this  visitant  was  the  angel 
Gabriel  was  the  subsequent  suggestion  of  Mary's  own  mind,  after  she  had 
heard  of  the  vision  of  Zacharias. 

Gabler,  in  a  review  of  Paulus's  Commentary  ^  has  fully  exposed,  with  com- 
mensurate plainness  of  speech,  the  transaction  which  lies  concealed  under 
this  explanation.  It  is  impossible,  says  he,  to  imagine  any  other  interpreta- 
tion of  Paulus's  view  than  that  some  one  passed  himself  off  for  the  angel 
Gabriel,  and  as  the  pretended  Messenger  of  God  remained  with  Mary  in 
order  that  she  might  become  the  mother  of  the  Messiah.  What !  asks  Gabler, 
is  Mary,  at  the  very  time  she  is  betrothed,  to  become  pregnant  by  another, 
and  is  this  to  be  called  an  innocent  holy  action,  pleasing  to  God  and  irre- 
proachable ?  Mary  is  here  p>ourtrayed  as  a  pious  visionary,  and  the  pretended 
messenger  of  heaven  as  a  deceiver,  or  he  too  is  a  gross  fanatic.  The  reviewer 
most  justly  considers  such  an  assertion  as  revolting,  if  contemplated  from  the 
christian  point  of  view ;  if  from  the  scientific,  as  at  variance  both  with  the 
principles  of  interpretation  and  of  criticism. 

The  author  of  the  Natural  History  of  the  Great  Prophet  of  Nazareth  is, 
in  this  instance,  to  be  considered  as  the  most  worthy  interpreter  of  Paulus ; 
for  though  the  former  could  not,  in  this  part  of  his  work,  have  made  use  of 
Paulus's  Commentary,  yet,  in  exactly  the  same  spirit,  he  unreservedly  avows 
what  the  latter  carefully  veils.  He  brings  into  comparison  a  story  in  Jose- 
phus,*  according  to  which,  in  the  very  time  of  Jesus,  a  Roman  knight  won  the 
chaste  wife  of  a  Roman  noble  to  his  wishes,  by  causing  her  to  be  invited  by 
a  priest  of  Isis  into  the  temple  of  the  goddess,  under  the  pretext  that  the 
god  Anubis  desired  to  embrace  her.  In  innocence  and  faith,  the  woman  re- 
signed herself,  and  would  perhaps  afterwards  have  believed  she  had  given  birth 
to  the  child  of  a  god,  had  not  the  intriguer,  with  bitter  scorn,  soon  after  dis- 
covered to  her  the  true  state  of  the  case.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  author  that 
Mary,  the  betrothed  bride  of  the  aged  Joseph,  was  in  like  manner  deceived 
by  some  amorous  and  fanatic  young  man  (in  the  sequel  to  the  history  he 
represents  him  to  be  Joseph  of  Arimathea),  and  that  she  on  her  part,  in 
perfect  innoeence,  continued  to  deceive  others.*  It  is  evident  that  this  inter^ 
pretation  does  not  differ  from  the  ancient  Jewish  blasphemy,  which  we  find  in 
Celsus  and  in  the  Talmud  ;  that  Jesus  falsely  represented  himself  as  bom  of 
a  pure  virgin,  whereas,  in  fact,  he  was  the  offspring  of  the  adultery  of  Mary 
with  a  certain  Panthera.'' 

^  Im  neuesten  theol.  Journal,  7.  Bd.  4.  Stiick,  s.  407  f. 

*  Antiq.  xviii.  3,  4. 

•  1^  Theil,  8.  140  fir. 

7  The  legend  has  undergone  various  modifications,  but  the  name  of  Panihera  or  Pandira 
has  been  uniformly  retainwi.    Vid.  Origenes  c.  Cels.  i,  28.  32.     Scbottgen,  Horae  2,  693  ff. 
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This  whole  view,  of  which  the  culminating  point  is  in  the  calumny  of  the 
Jews^  cannot  be  better  judged  than  in  the  words  of  Origen.  If,  says  this 
author,  they  wished  to  substitute  something  else  in  the  place  of  the  history  of 
the  supernatural  conception  of  Jesus,  they  should  at  any  rate  have  made  it 
happen  in  a  more  probable  manner ;  they  ought  not,  as  it  were  against  their 
will,  to  admit  that  Mary  knew  not  Joseph,  but  they  might  have  denied  this 
feature,  and  yet  have  allowed  Jesus  to  have  been  bom  of  an  ordinary  human 
marriage ;  whereas  the  forced  and  extravagant  character  of  their  hypothesis 
betrays  its  falsehood.®  Is  not  this  as  much  as  to  say,  that  if  once  some  particular 
features  of  a  marvellous  narrative  are  doubted^  it  is  inconsequent  to  allow 
others  to  remain  unquestioned  ?  each  part  of  such  an  account  ought  to  be 
subjected  to  critical  examination.  The  correct  view  of  the  narrative  before 
us  is  to  be  found,  that  is  indirectly,  in  Origen.  For  when  at  one  time  he 
places  together,  as  of  the  same  kind,  the  miraculous  conception  of  Jesus  and 
the  story  of  Plato's  conception  by  Apollo  (though  here,  indeed,  the  meaning 
is  that  only  ill-disposed  persons  could  doubt  such  things^),  and  when  at 
another  time  he  says  of  the  story  concerning  Plato,  that  it  belongs  to  those 
mythi  by  which  it  was  sought  to  exhibit  the  distinguished  wisdom  and  power 
of  great  men  (but  here  he  does  not  include  the  narrative  of  Jesus's  concep- 
tion), be  in  fact  states  the  two  premises,  namely,  the  similarity  of  the  two 
narratives  and  the  mythical  character  of  the  one  ^" ;  from  which  the  inference 
of  the  merely  mythical  worth  of  the  narrative  of  the  conception  of  Jesus 
follows ;  a  conclusion  which  can  never  indeed  have  occurred  to  his  own 
mind. 

§  29. 

HISTORY  OF  THE   CONCEPTION   OF  JESUS  VIEWED   AS   A   MYTHUS. 

If,  says  Gabler  in  his  review  of  the  Commentary  of  Paulus,   we  must 

relinquish  the  supernatural  origin  of  Jesus,  in  order  to  escape  the  ridicule  of 

our  contemporaries,  and  if,  on  the  other  hand,  the  natural  explanation  leads  to 

conclusions  not  only  extravagant,  but  revolting ;  the  adoption  of  the  mythus, 

by  which  all  these  difficulties  are  obviated,  is  to  be  preferred.  •   In  the  world 

of  mythology  inany  great  inen  had  extraordinary  births».and  were  sons  of  the 

gods.     Jesus  himself  spoke  of  his  heavenly  origin,  and  called  God  his  father  ; 

besides,  his  title  as  Messiah  was — Son  of  God.     From  Matthew  i.  22,  it  is 

,  further  evident  that  the  passage  of  Isaiah,  vii.  14,  was  referred  to  Jesus  by  the 

early  Christian  Church.     In  conformity  with  this  passage  the  belief  prevailed 

•  that  Jesus,  as  the  Messiah,  should  be  born  of  a  virgin  by  means  of  divine 

.  agency ;  it  was  therefore  taken  foreran  led  that  what  was  to  be  actually  did 

J  occur ;  and  thus  originated  a  philosophical  (dogmatical)  mythuT"C6ncerning 

.  the  birth  of  Jesus.     But  according  to  historical  truth,  Jesus  was^the-oflkpring 

of  an  ordinary  marriage,  between  Joseph  and  Mary ;  an  explanation  which, 

it  has  been  justly  remarked,  maintains  at  once  the  dignity  of  Jesus  and  the 

respect  due  to  his  mother.^ 

aus  Tract.  Sanhedrin  u.  A. ;  Eisenmenger,  entdecktes  Judenthum,  i,  s.  105  ff.  aus  der 
Schmahschrift :  Toledoth  Jeschu  ;  Thilo,  CGKd.  apocr.  s.  528.  Comp.  my  Abhandlung  iiber 
die  Namen  Panther,  Pantheras,  Pandera,  in  jiidischen  und  patristischen  Krzahlungen  von  der 
Abstammung  Jesu.    Athenaum,  Febr.  1839,  s.  15  ff. 

^  Orig.  c.  Celsus  i.  32. 

•  Ibid.  vi.  8. 

w  Ibid.  i.  37. 

'  Gabler,  in  seinem  neuesten  theol.  Journal,  7,  4.  s.  408  f ;  Eichhom,  Einleitung  in  das 
N.  T.  I,  s.  428  f. ;  Bauer,  hebr.  Mythol.  I,  192  e  fT.  ;  Kaiser,  bibl.  Theologie,  i,  s.  231  f.  ; 
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The  prpneness  of  the  ancient  world  to  represent  the  great  men  and  bene- 
factors of  their  race  as  the  sons  of  the  gods,  has  therefore  oeen  referred  to,  in 
order  to  explain  the  origin  of  such  a  nnythus.  Our  theologians  have  accumu- 
lated examples  from  the  Greco-Roman  mythology  and  history.  They  have 
cited  Hercules,  and  the  Dioscuri ;  Romulus,  and  Alexander ;  but  above  all 
Pythagoras,'  and  Plato.  Of  the  latter  philosopher  Jerome  speaks  in  a  manner 
quite  applicable  to  Jesus :  sapientiae  principem  non  aliter  arbitrantur,  nisi  de 
partu  virgin  is  editum.' 

From  these  examples  it  might  have  been  inferred  that  the  narratives  of  the 
supernatural  conception  had  possibly  originated  in  a  similar  tendency,  and 
had  no  foundation  m  history.  Here  however  the  orthodox  and  the  rationa- 
lists are  unanimous  in  denying,  though  indeed  upon  different  grounds,  the 
validity  of  the  analogy.  Origen,  from  a  perception  of  the  identical  character 
of  the  two  classes  of  narratives,  is  not  far  from  regarding  the  heathen  legends 
of  the  sons  of  the  gods  as  true  supernatural  histories.  Paulus  on  his  side  is 
more  decided,  and  is  so  logical  as  to  explain  both  classes  of  narratives  in  the 
same  manner,  as  natural,  but  still  as  true  histories.  At  least  he  says  of  the 
narrative  concerning  Plato  :  it  cannot  be  affirmed  that  the  groundwork  of  the 
history  was  a  subsequent  creation;  it  is  far  more  probable  that  Perictione 
believed  herself  to  be  pregnant  by  one  of  her  gods.  The  fact  that  her  son 
became  a  Plato  might  indeed  have  served  to  confirm  that  belief,  but  not  to 
have  originated  it  Tholuck  invites  attention  to  the  important  distinction 
that  the  mythi  concerning  Romulus  and  others  were  formed  many  centuries 
after  the  lifetime  of  these  men  :  the  mythi  concerning  Jesus,  on  the  contrary, 
must  have  existed  shortly  after  his  death.*  He  cleverly  fails  to  remember  the 
narrative  of  Plato's  birth,  since  he  is  well  aware  that  precisely  in  that  parti- 
cular, it  is  a  dangerous  point.  Osiander  however  approaches  the  subject  with 
much  pathos,  and  afiirms  that  Plato's  apotheosis  as  son  of  Apollo  did  not 
exist  till  several  centuries  after  him^;  whereas  in  fact  Plato's  sister's  son 
speaks  of  it  as  a  prevailing  legend  in  Athens.*  Olshausen,  with  whom  Neahdef 
coincides,  refuses  to  draw  any  detrimental  inference  from  this  analogy  of  the 
mythical  sons  of  the  gods ;  remarking  that  though  these  narratives  are  un- 
historical,  they  evince  a  general  anticipation  and  desire  of  such  a  fact,  and 
therefore  guarantee  its  reality,  at  least  in  one  historical  manifestation.  Certainly, 
a  general  anticipation  and  representation  must  have  truth  for  its  basis ;  but 
the  truth  does  not  consist  in  any  one  individual  fact,  presenting  an  accurate 
correspondence  with  that  notion,  but  in  an  idea  which  realizes  itself  in  a  series 
of  facts,  which  often  bear  no  resemblance  to  the  general  notion.  The  widely 
spread  notion  of  a  golden  age  does  not  prove  the  existence  of  a  golden  age : 
so  the  notion  of  divine  conceptions  does  not  prove  that  some  one  individual  was 
thus  produced.  The  truth  which  is  the  basis  of  this  notion  is  something  quite 
different 

A  more  essential  objection  ^  to  the  analogy  is,  that  the  representations  of 

Wegscbeider,  Instit.  §  123  ;  De  Wette,  bibl.  Dogmat.  §  281,  und  exeg.  Handb.  i,  i,  s.  18  f., 
Ammon,  Fortbildung  des  Christenth.  s.  201  flf.  ;  Hase,  L.  J.  §  33  ;  Fritzsche,  Comment,  in 
Matth.  s.  56.  The  latter  justly  remarks  in  the  title  to  the  first  chapter :  non  minus  ilU 
(Jesus)  utftrunt  doctarum Judaicorum  de  Messid  sentenlia,  patrem  habet  spiriium  eUvinum^ 
matrem  virginem, 

'  Jamblich.  vita  Pythagone,  cap.  2,  ed.  Kiessling. 

'  Adv.  Jovin.  i,  26.    Diog.  Laert.,  3*  i,  2. 

*  Glaubwiirdigkeit,  s.  64. 

*  Apologie  des  L.  J.  s.  92. 

*  Diog.  Laert.  a.  a.  O. :  Ireiiffinrot  (Shorts  Platonis  films,  Hieron.)  3*  hf  rf  irtypcuftofUptp 
UXirw^ot  Tepielrvtfi  koI  KXiapxot  iv  rf  nXdrcorot  iyKtofjU(p  koI  'A^a^iXidiyt  it^  r  j»  d€vripip  vepl 
pCKo^b^wf^  ^aahf,  AS-fyrgaof  ^  X^ot,  jr.  r.  X. 

7  Neaader,  L.  J.  Ch.  s.  10. 
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the  heathen  world  prove  nothing  with  respect  to  the  isolated  Jews ;  and  that 
the  idea  of  sons  of  the  gods,  belonging  to  polytheism,  could  not  have  exerted 
an  influence  on  the  rigidly  monotheistic  notion  of  the  Messiah.  At  all  events 
such  an  inference  must  not  be  too  hastily  drawn  from  the  expression  '^  sons 
of  God,"  found  likewise  among  the  Jews,  which  as  applied  in  the  Old  Testa- 
ment to  magistrates,  (Ps.  Ixxxii.  6,  or  to  theocratic  kings,  2  Sam.  vii.  14, 
Ps.  ii.  7,)  indicates  only  a  theocratic,  and  not  a  physical  or  metaphysical 
relation.  Still  less  is  importance  to  be  attached  to  the  language  of  flattery 
used  by  a  Roman,  in  Josephus,  who  calls  beautiful  children  of  the  Jewish 
princes  children  of  God.®  It  was,  however,  a  notion  among  the  Jews,  as  was 
remarked  in  a  former  section,  that  the  Holy  Spirit  co-operated  in  the  concep- 
tion of  pious  individuals;  moreover,  that  God's  choicest  instruments  were 
conceived  by  divine  assistance  of  parents,  who  could  not  have  had  a  child 
according  to  the  natural  course  of  things.  And  if,  according  to  the  believed 
representation,  the  extinct  capability  on  both  sides  was  renewed  by  divine 
intervention  (Rom.  iv.  19),  it  was  only  one  step  further  to  the  belief  that  in 
the  case  of  the  conception  of  the  most  distinguished  of  all  God's  ageats^^he 
Messiah,  the  total  absence  of  participation  on  the  one  side  was  compensated 
by  a  more  complete  superadded  capability  on  the  other.  The  latter  is 
scarcely  a  degree  more  marvellous  than  the  former.  And  thus  must  it  have 
appeared  to  the  author  of  Luke  i.,  since  he  dissipates  Mary's  doubts  by  the 
same  reply  with  which  Jehovah  repelled  Sara's  incredulity.®     Neither  the 

f  Jewish  reverence  for  marriage,  nor  the  prevalent  representation  of  the  Messiah 
as  a  human  being,  could  prevent  the  advance  to  this  climax ;  to  which,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  ascetic  estimation  of  celibacy,  and  the  idea,  derived  from 
Daniel,  of  the  Christ  as  a  superhuman  being,  contributed.  But  decided 
impulse  to  the  development  of  the  representations  embodied  in  our  histories 

*  of  the  birth,  consisted  partly  in  the  title.  Son  of  God,  at  one  time  usually  given 
to  the  Messiah.  For  it  is  the  nature  of  such  originally  figurative  expressions, 
after  a  while  to  come  to  be  interpreted  according  to  their  more  precise  and 
literal  signification ;  and  it  was  a  daily  occurrence,  especially  among  the  later 
Jews,  to  attach  a  sensible  signification  to  that  which  originally  had  merely  a 
spiritual  or  figurative  meaning.  This  natural  disposition  to  understand  the 
Messianic  title  Son  of  God  more  and  more  literally,  was  fostered  by  the 
expression  in  the  Psalms  (ii.  7),  interpreted  of  the  Messiah :  T/wu  art  my 
Son;  this  day  have  I  begotten  thee  :  words  which  can  scarcely  fail  to  suggest  a 
physical  relation ;  it  was  also  nurtured  by  the  prophecy  of  Isaiah  respecting 
the  virgin  who  should  be  with  child,  which  it  appears  was  applied  to  the 
Messiah;  as  were  so  many  other  prophecies  of  which  the  immediate  significa- 
tion had  become  obscure.  I'his  application  may  be  seen  in  the  Greek  word 
chosen  by  the  Septuagint,  ?rap^cVos,  a  pul'e  unspotted  virgin,  whereas  by 
Aquila  and  other  Greek  translators  the  word  vcavis  is  used.*^  Thus  did  the 
notions  of  a  son  of  God  and  a  son  of  a  virgin  complete  one  another,  till  at  last 
the  divine  agency  was  substituted  for  human  paternal  participation.  Wet- 
stein  indeed  affirms  that  no  Jew  ever  applied  the  prophecy  of  Isaiah  to  the 
Messiah ;  and  it  was  with  extreme  labour  that  Schoettgen  collected  traces  of 
the  notion  that  the  Messiah  should  be  the  son  of  a  virgin  from  the  Rabbinical 
writings.  This  however,  considering  the  paucity  of  records  of  the  Messianic 
ideas  of  that  age,^^  proves  nothing  in  opposition  to  the  presumption  that  a 

■  Antiq.  1 5.  2.  6. 

'  Gen.  xviil,  i4Sq3t.  ^      ^    ^  ,  Luke  i.  37. 

"  De  Wette,  Exeg.  Handb.  i,  i,  s.  17. 

'^  They  are  to  be  found  however  in  the  more  modem  Rabbins,  s.  Matthaei,  Rellgionsgl. 
der  Apostel  2,  a.  s.  555  ff. 
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notion  then  prevailed,  of  which  we  have  the  groundwork  in  the  Old  Testamertt, 
and  an  inference  hardly  to  be  mistaken  in  the  New. 

One  objection  yet  remains,  which  I  can  no  longer  designate  as  peculiar  to 
Olshausen,  since  other  theologians  have  shown  themselves  solicitous  of  shar- 
ing the  fame.  The  objection  is,  that  the  mythical  interpretation  of  the  gospel 
narrative  is  especially  dangerous,  it  being  only  too  well  fitted  to  engender, 
obscurely  indeed,  profane  and  blasphemous  notions  concerning  the  origin  of 
Jesus ;  since  it  cannot  fail  to  favour  an  opinion  destructive  of  the  belief  in  a 
Redeemer,  namely,  that  Jesus  came  into  being  through  unholy  means  ;  since, 
in  fact,  at  the  time  of  her  pregnancy  Mary  was  not  married.^*  In  Olshausen's 
first  edition  of  his  work,  he  adds  that  he  willingly  allows  that  these  interpreters 
know  not  what  they  do  :  it  is  therefore  but  just  to  give  him  the  advantage  of 
the  same  concession,  since  he  certainly  appears  not  to  know  what  mythical 
interpretation  means.  How  otherwise  would  he  say,  that  the  mythical  inter- 
pretation is  fitted  only  to  favour  a  blasphemous  opinion  ;  therefore  that  all  who 
understand  the  narrative  mythically,  are  disposed  to  commit  the  absurdity 
with  which  Origen  reproaches  the  Jewish  calumniators ;  the  retaining  one 
solitary  incident,  namely,  that  Mary  was  not  married,  whilst  the  remainder  of 
the  narrative  is  held  to  be  unhistorical ;  a  particular  incident  which  evidently 
serves  only  as  a  support  to  the  other,  that  Jesus  was  conceived  without  human 
paternal  participation,  and  with  it,  therefore,  stands  or  falls.  No  one  among 
the  interpreters  who,  in  this  narrative,  recognise  a  mythus,  in  the  full  signifi- 
cation of  that  term,  has  been  thus  blind  and  inconsequent ;  all  have  supposed 
a  legitimate  marriage  between  Joseph  and  Mary;  and  Olshausen  merely 
paints  the  mythical  mode  of  interpretation  in  caricature,  in  order  the  more 
easily  to  set  it  aside ;  for  he  confesses  that  in  relation  to  this  portion  of  the 
Gospel  in  particular,  it  has  much  that  is  dazzling. 


§  30. 

RELATION  OF  JOSEPH  TO   MARY— BROTHERS   OF  JESUS. 

Our  Gospels,  in  the  true  spirit  of  the  ancient  legend,  find  it  unbecoming  to 
allow  the  mother  of  Jesus,  so  long  as  she  bore  the  heavenly  germ,  to  he  ap- 
proached or  profaned  by  an  earthly  husband.  Consequently  Luke  (ii.  5) 
represents  the  connexion  between  Joseph  and  Mary,  prior  to  the  birth  of 
Jesus,  as  a  betrothment  merely.  And,  as  it  is  stated  respecting  the  father  of 
Plato,  after  his  wife  had  become  pregnant  by  Apollo :  o$€v  KaOapav  ydfiov 
^vXdioL  c(i>9  TTJs  <liroicv^(rcQis,^  SO  likewise  it  is  remarked  of  Joseph  in  Matthew 

(L  25)  :  Kol  ovK  fyivoxTKcv  avnp^  {rrfv  ywoLiKa  avrov)  €015  oZ  ercKC  tov  vlov  avrrj^ 

Tov  irfHOToroKov.  In  each  of  these  kindred  passages  the  Greek  word  ?a)s  (//'//) 
must  evidently  receive  the  same  interpretation.  Now  in  the  first  quotation 
the  meaning  is  incontestably  this : — that  till  the  time  of  Plato's  birth  his  father 
abstained  from  intercourse  with  his  wife,  but  subsequently  assumed  his  con- 
jugal rights,  since  we  hear  of  Plato's  brothers.  In  reference,  therefore,  to  the 
parents  of  Jesus,  the  ccos  cannot  have  a  different  signification  ;  in  each  case  it 
indicates  precisely  the  same  limitation.  So  again  the  expression  fl-pcororofco? 
(firstborn)  used  in  reference  to  Jesus  in  both  the  Gospels  (Matt.  i.  25,  Luke 
iL  7)  supposes  that  Mary  had  other  children^  for  as  Lucian  says :  ci  /ack  irpwo^, 
oxf  fiovos'  ci  Sc  fi6vo9,  ov  ir/MUTos.'    Even  in  the  same  Gospels  (Matt.  xiii.  5  5, 

'*  Bibl.  Comm.  i,  s.  47.    Also  Daub.  2  a.  s.  311  f;  Theile,  §  14.  Neander,  s.  9. 

*  Diog.  Laert.  a.  a.  O.     See  Origenes  c.  Cels.  i,  37. 

*  Demonax,  29. 
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Luke  viii.  19)  mention  is  roade  of  dSeX^oZ^  'Ii/<rov  (the  brothers  of  Jesm).  In 
the  words  of  Fritzsche  :  Lubentissime  post  Jesu  nataUs  Mariam  concessit  Mat- 
thaus  (Luke  does  the  same)  uxorem  JosephOy  in  hoc  uno  occupatuSy  ne  quisante 
Jesu  primordia  mutud  venere  usos  suspicaretur.  But  this  did  not  continue  to 
satisfy  the  orthodox  ;  as  the  veneration  for  Mary  rose  even  higher,  she  who  had 
once  become  fruitful  by  divine  agency  was  not  subsequently  to  be  profaned  by 
the  common  relations  of  life.'  The  opinion  that  Mary  after  the  birth  of  Jesus 
became  the  wife  of  Joseph,  was  early  ranked  among  the  heresies,^  and  the 
orthodox  Fathers  sought  every  means  to  escape  from  it  and  to  combat  it. 
They  contended  that  according  to  the  exegetical  interpretation  of  ha^  ov,  it 
sometimes  affirmed  or  denied  a  thing,  not  merely  up  to  a  certain  limit,  but  be- 
yond that  limitation  and  for  ever ;  and  that  the  words  of  Matthew  ovk  h/wta- 
<rK€v  avTtjv  €(09  ov  IrcKc  k,  r.  A.,  excluded  a  matrimonial  connexion  between 
Joseph  and  Mary  for  all  time.^  In  like  manner  it  was  asserted  of  the  term  v/xoro- 
Toicos,  that  it  did  not  necessarily  include  the  subsequent  birth  of  other  children, 
but  that  it  merely  excluded  any  previous  birth.'  But  in  order  to  banish  the 
thought  of  a  matrimonial  connexion  between  Mary  and  Joseph,  not  only  gram- 
matically but  physiologically,  they  represented  Joseph  as  a  very  old  man,  under 
whom  Mary  was  placed  for  control  and  protection  only ;  and  the  brothers  of 
Jesus  mentioned  in  the  New  Testament  they  regarded  as  the  children  of 
Joseph  by  a  former  marriage. ^  But  this  was  not  all;  soon  it  was  insisted  not 
only  that  Mary  never  became  the  wife  of  Joseph,  but  that  in  giving  birth  to 
Jesus  she  did  not  lose  her  virginity.^  But  even  the  conservation  of  Mary's 
virginity  did  not  long  continue  to  satisfy :  perpetual  virginity  was  likewise 
required  on  the  part  of  Joseph.  It  was  not  enough  that  he  had  no  connexion 
with  Mary  ;  it  was  also  necessary  that  his  entire  life  should  be  one  of  celibacy. 
Accordingly,  though  Epiphanius  allows  that  Joseph  had  sons  by  a  former 
marriage,  Jerome  rejects  the  supposition  as  an  impious  and  audacious  inven- 
tion ;  and  from  that  time  the  brothers  of  Jesus  were  degraded  to  the  rank  of 
cousins.* 

Some  modern  theologians  agree  with  the  Fathers  of  the  Church  in  maintain- 
ing that  no  matrimonial  connexion  subsisted  at  any  time  between  Joseph  and 
Mary,  and  believe  themselves  able  to  explain  the  gospel  expressions  which 
appear  to  assert  the  contrary.  In  reference  to  the  term  firstboniy  01s- 
hausen  contends  that  it  signifies  an  only  son :  no  less  than  the  eldest  of 
several.  Paulus  allows  that  here  he  is  right,  and  Clemen  ^°  and  Fritzsche  seek 
in  vain  to  demonstrate  the  impossibility  of  this  signification.  For  when  it  is 
said  in  Ex.  xiii.  2,  Dnvbj  np^  Vn^-^p  ^^"^^i^  {vfiworoKov  irpwroycvcs   LXX.) 

it  was  not  merely  a  firstborn  followed  by  others  subsequently  born,  who  was 
sanctified  to  Jehovah,  but  the  fruit  of  the  body  of  that  mother  of  whom  no 

•  S.  Origcnes  in  Matthseum,  0pp.  ed.  de  la  Rue,  Vol.  3.  s.  463. 

^  The  Arian  Eunomius  according  to  Photius  taught  rdr  *\wf^  fuerh.  r^v  d^poffrotf 
Kvo^piay  cwdTTta'Bcu  ry  irap0ip<fi.  This  was  also,  according  to  Epiphanius,  the  doctrine  of 
those  called  by  him  Dimaerites  and  Antidicomarianites,  and  in  the  time  of  Jerome,  of  Hel- 
vidius  and  his  followers.  Compare  on  this  point  the  Sammlung  von  Suicer,  im  Thesaurus 
ii.,  s.  V.  Ma/)£a,  fol.  305  f. 

•  Comp.  Hieron.  adv.  Helv.  6,  7,  Theophylact  and  Suidas  in  Suicer,  i,  s.  v.  ^ws,  fol. 
1294  f. 

•  Hieron.  z.  d.  St. 

'  See  Orig.  in  Matth.  Tom.  10,  17;  Epiphan.  haeres.  78,  7;  Historia  Josephi,  c.  2; 
Protev.  Jac  9.  18. 

^  Chrysostomus,  horn.  142,  in  Suicer,  s.  v.  Ma/>^,  most  repulsively  described  in  the  Protev. 
Jac.  xix.  and  xx. 

•  Hieron.  ad  Matth.  12,  und  advers.  Helvid.  19. 

'**  Die  Briider  Jesu.     In  Winer's  Zeitschrift  fur  wissenschaftliche  Theologie,  i,  3.  s.  364  f« 
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Other  child  had  previously  been  born.  Therefore  the  term  irptoroTOKo^  must 
of  necessity  bear  also  this  signification.  Truly  however  we  must  confess 
with  Winer  ^^  and  others,  on  the  other  side,  that  if  a  narrator  who  was  ac- 
quainted with  the  whole  sequel  of  the  history  used  that  expression,  we  should 
be  tempted  to  understand  it  in  its  primitive  sense  ;  since  had  the  author  in- 
tended to  exclude  other  children,  he  would  rather  have  employed  the  word 
fwvoytyrf^y  Or  would  have  connected  it  with  irpoiroToicos.  If  this  be  not  quite 
decisive,  the  reasoning  of  Fritzsche  in  reference  to  the  Sw?  ov,  k.  t.  X.,  is  more 
convincing.  He  rejects  the  citations  adduced  in  support  of  the  interpretation 
of  the  Fathers  of  the  Church,  proving  that  this  expression  according  to  its 
primitive  signification  affirms  only  to  a. given  limit,  and  beyond  that  limit  sup- 
poses the  logical  opposite  of  the  affirmation  to  take  place ;  a  signification 
which  it  loses  only  when  the  context  shows  clearly  that  the  opposite  is  impos- 
sible in  the  nature  of  things.^*  For  example,  when  it  is  said  om  fytVaxrfccv 
avn/v,  Idis  01;  &7r€$avtyf  it  is  self-evident  that  the  negation,  during  the  time 
elapsed  till  death — cannot  be  transformed  after  death  into  an  affirmation  ; 
but  when  it  is  said,  as  in  Matthew,  ovV  i.  L  cco^  ov  h-€K€y,  the  giving  birth  to 
the  divine  fruit  opposes  no  impossibility  to  the  establishment  of  the  conjugal 
relations ;  on  the  contrary  it  renders  it  possible,  g\e.  suitable  **  for  them  now 
to  take  place. 

Olshausen,  impelled  by  the  same  doctrinal  motives  which  influenced  the 
Fathers,  is  led  in  this  instance  to  contradict  both  the  evidence  of  grammar 
and  of  logic.  He  thinks  that  Joseph,  without  wishing  to  impair  the  sanctity 
of  marriage,  must  have  concluded  after  the  experiences  he  had  had  (?)  that 
his  marriage  with  Mary  had  another  object  than  the  production  of  children  ; 
besides  it  was  but  natural  (?)  in  the  last  descendant  of  the  house  of  David, 
and  of  that  particular  branch  from  which  the  Messiah  should  come  forth,  to 
terminate  her  race  in  this  last  and  eternal  offshoot. 

A  curious  ladder  may  be  formed  of  these  different  beliefs  and  superstitions 
in  relation  to  the  connexion  between  Mary  and  Joseph. 

1.  Contemporaries  of  Jesus  and  composers  of  the  genealogies :  Joseph  and 
Mary  man  and  wife — Jesus  the  offspring  of  their  marriage. 

2.  The  age  and  authors  of  our  histories  of  the  birth  of  Jesus :  Mary  and 
Joseph  betrothed  only  ;  Joseph  having  no  participation  in  the  conception  of 
the  child,  and  previous  to  his  birth  no  conjugal  connexioo  with  Mary. 

3.  Olshausen  and  others  :  subsequent  to  the  birth  of  Jesus,  Joseph,  though 
then  the  husband  of  Mary,  relinquishes  his  matrimonial  rights. 

4.  Epiphanius,  Protevangelium  Jacobi  and  others :  Joseph  a  decrepit  old 
man,  no  longer  to  be  thought  of  as  a  husband  :  the  children  attributed  to  him 
are  of  a  former  marriage.  More  especially  it  is  not  as  a  bride  and  wife  that 
he  receives  Mary ;  he  takes  her  merely  under  his  guardianship. 

5.  Protevang.,  Chrysostom  and  others :  Mary's  virginity  was  not  only  not 
destroyed  by  any  subsequent  births  of  children  by  Joseph,  it  was  not  in  the 
slightest  degree  impaired  by  the  birth  of  Jesus. 

6.  Jerome :  not  Mary  only  but  Joseph  also  observed  an  absolute  virginity, 
and  the  pretended  brothers  of  Jesus  were  not  his  sons  but  merely  cousins  to 
Jesus. 

"  Biblisches  Rcalwdrterbuch,  I  Bd.  s.  664,  Anm.  De  Welte,  z.  d.  St.  Neander  I*  J. 
Ch.,  s.  34. 

'*  Comment,  in  Matth.  s.  53  if.,  ygl.  auch  s.  835. 

*•  Olshausen  is  exceedingly  unhappy  in  the  example  chosen  by  him  in  support  of  his  in- 
terpretation of  hn  06.  For  when  it  is  said,  we  jvaited  till  midnight  but  no  one  came^  certainly 
this  by  no  means  implies  that  after  midniglit  some  one  did  come,  but  it  does  imply  that  after 
midnight  vre  waited  no  longer ;  so  ihat  here  the  expression  till  retains  its  signification  of 
exclusion. 
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The  opinion  that  the  dScX^l  (brothers)  and  dScX^ai  'Ii/o-ov  (sisters  of  Jesus) 
mentioned  in  the  New  Testament,  were  merely  half  brothers  or  indeed  cousins, 
appears  in  its  origin,  as  shown  above,  together  with  the  notion  that  no  matri- 
monial connexion  ever  subsisted  between  Joseph  and  Mary,  as  the  mere 
invention  of  superstition,  a  circumstance  highly  prejudicial  to  such  an  opinion. 
It  is  however  no  less  true  that  purely  exegetical  grounds  exist,  in  virtue  of 
which  theologians  who  were  free  from  prejudice  have  decided,  that  the  opinion 
that  Jesus  actually  had  brothers  is  untenable.^^  Had  we  merely  the  following 
passages — Matt.  xiii.  55,  Mark  vi.  3,  where  the  people  of  Nazareth,  astonished 
at  the  wisdom  of  their  countryman,  in  order  to  mark  his  well  known  origin, 
immediately  after  having  spoken  of  tcktcdi^  (the  carpenter)  his  father,  and  his 
mother  Mary,  mention  by  name  his  tlScX^v?  (brothers)  James,  Joses,  Simon, 
and  Judas,  together  with  his  sisters  whose  names  are  not  given  ^^ ;  again  Matt, 
xii.  46,  Luke  viiL  19,  when  his  mother  and  his  brethren  come  to  Jesus  ;  John 
ii.  12,  where  Jesus  journeys  with  his  mother  and  his  brethren  to  Capernaum  ; 
Acts  i.  14,  where  they  are  mentioned  in  immediate  connexion  with  his  mother 
— if  we  had  these  passages  only,  we  could  not  for  a  moment  hesitate  to  recog- 
nize here  real  brothers  of  Jesus  at  least  on  the  mother's  side,  children  of  Joseph 
and  Mary ;  not  only  on  account  of  the  proper  signification  of  the  word  dScX^s, 
but  also  in  consequence  of  its  continual  conjunction  with  Mary  and  Joseph. 
Even  the  passages — ^John  viL  5,  in  which  it  is  remarked  that  his  brethren  did 
not  believe  on  Jesus,  and  Mark  iiL  21,  compared  with  31,  where,  according  to 
the  most  probable  explanation,  the  brothers  of  Jesus  with  his  mother  went  out 
to  lay  hold  of  him  as  one  beside  himself— furnish  no  adequate  grounds  for 
relinquishing  the  proper  signification  of  d8cA.^.  Many  theologians  have 
interpreted  dScX^^ovs  'lrj<rov  in  the  last  cited  passage  half  brothers^  sons  of  Joseph 
by  a  former  marriage^  alleging  that  the  real  brothers  of  Jesus  must  have  be- 
lieved on  him,  but  this  is  a  mere  assumption*  The  difficulty  seems  greater 
when  we  read  in  John  xix.  26  f.  that  Jesus,  on  the  cross,  enjoined  John  to  be 
a  son  to  his  mother ;  an  injunction  it  is  not  easy  to  regard  as  suitable  under 
the  supposition  that  Mary  had  other  children,  except  indeed  these  were  half- 
brothers  and  unfriendly  to  Jesus.  Nevertheless  we  can  imagine  the  existence 
both  of  external  circumstances  and  of  individual  feelings  which  might  have 
influenced  Jesus  to  confide  his  mother  to  John  rather  than  to  his  brothers. 
That  these  brothers  appeared  in  company  with  his  apostles  after  the  ascension 
(Acts  i.  14)  is  no  proof  that  they  must  have  believed  on  Jesus  at  the  time  of 
his  death. 

The  real  perplexity  in  the  matter,  however,  originates  in  this  :  that  besides 
the  James  and  Joses  spoken  of  as  the  brothers  of  Jesus,  two  men  of  the  same 
name  are  mentioned  as  the  sons  of  another  Mary  (Mark  xv.  40, 47,  xvL  i,  Matt 
xxvii.  56),  without  doubt  that  Mary  who  is  designated,  John  xix.  25,  as  the 
sister  of  the  mother  of  Jesus,  and  the  wife  of  Cleophas ;  so  that  we  have  a 
James  and  a  Joses  not  only  among  the  children  of  Mary  the  mother  of  Jesus, 
but  again  among  her  sister's  children.  We  meet  with  several  others  among 
those  immediately  connected  with  Jesus,  whose  names  are  identical  In  the 
lists  of  the  apostles  (Matt  x.  2  ff.,  Luke  vi.  14  ff.)  we  have  two  more  of  the 
name  of  James  :  that  is  four,  the  brother  and  cousin  of  Jesus  included  ;  two 
more  of  the  name  of  Judas  :  that  is  three,  the  brother  of  Jesus  included  ;  two 
of  the  name  of  Simon,  also  making  three  with  the  brother  of  Jesus  of  the 

^^  On  this  subject  compare  in  particular  Clemen,  die  Briider  Jesu,  in  Winer's  Zeitschrifl 
fiir  wiss.  Theol.  i,  3,  s.  329  ff. ;  Paulus,  Exeg.  Handbuch,  i  Bd.  s.  557  ff.  ;  Fritzsche,  a.  a. 

0.  s.  480  fT. ;  Winer,  bibl.  Kealworterbuch,  in  den  A.  A.  ;  Jesus,  Jacobus,  Apostel. 

^'  See  the  different  names  assigned  them  in  the  legend  in  Thilo,  Codex  apocryphus  N.T., 

1,  s.  360  note. 
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same  name.  The  question  naturally  arises,  whether  the  same  individual  is  not 
here  taken  as  distinct  persons  ?  The  suspicion  is  almost  unavoidable  in  refer- 
ence to  James.  As  James  the  son  of  Alpheus  is,  in  the  list  of  the  apostles, 
introduced  after  the  son  of  2^bedee,  as  the  second,  perhaps  the  younger ;  and 
as  James  the  cousin  of  Jesus  is  called  6  /u#cpo9  ("  the  less  ")  Mark  xv.  40  ;  and 
since  by  comparing  John  xix.  25,  we  find  that  the  latter  is  called  the  son  of 
Cleophas,  it  is  possible  that  the  name  KAcDiras  (Cleophas)  given  to  the  hus- 
band of  Mary's  sister,  and  the  name  *A\^to9  (Alpheus)  given  to  the  father  of 
the  apostle,  may  be  only  different  forms  of  the  Hebrew  ^B^PI.  Thus  would 
the  second  James  enumerated  among  the  apostles  and  the  cousin  of  Jesus  of 
that  name  be  identical,  and  there  would  remain  besides  him  only  the  son  of 
Zebedee  and  the  brother  of  Jesus.  Now  in  the  Acts  (xv.  13)  a  James  ap- 
pears who  takes  a  prominent  part  in  the  so-called  apostolic  council,  and  as,  ac- 
cording to  Acts  xii.  2,  the  son  of  Zebedee  had  previously  been  put  to  death,  and 
as  in  the  foregoing  portion  of  the  book  of  the  Acts  no  mention  is  made  of  any 
other  James  besides  the  son  of  Alpheus  (i.  13),  so  this  James,  of  whom  (Acts 
XV.  13)  no  more  precise  description  is  givenj  can  be  no  other  than  the  son  of 
Alpheus.  But  Paul  speaks  of  a  James  (Gal.  i.  19)  the  Lord^s  brother^  whom 
he  saw  at  Jerusalem,  and  it  is  doubtless  he  of  whom  he  speaks  in  connexion 
with  Cephas  and  John  as  the  oruXot  (pillars)  of  the  church — for  this  is  pre- 
cisely in  character  with  the  (Apostle)  James  as  he  appeared  at  the  apostolic 
council — so  that  this  James  may  be  considered  as  identical  with  the  Lord's 
brother,  and  the  rather  as  the  expression  ercpov  h\  ru>v  airwrrokinv  ovk  ctSov,  ci 
fi7f  laKtapoy  rov  d3eA^v  tov  Kvpiov  (but  other  of  the  apostles  saw  J  fione^  save 
James  the  Lord's  brother.  Gal.  i.  19),  makes  it  appear  as  if  the  Lord's  brother 
were  reckoned  among  the  apostles ;  with  which  also  the  ancient  tradition  which 
represents  James  the  Just,  a  brother  of  Jesus,  as  the  first  head  of  the  church 
at  Jerusalem,  agrees.^^  But  admitting  the  James  of  the  Acts  to  be  identical 
with  the  distinguished  apostle  of  that  name,  then  is  he  the  son  of  Alpheus, 
and  not  the  son  of  Joseph ;  consequently  if  he  be  at  the  same  time  dScXf^s 
To^  Kvpiovy  then  d3cX<^  cannot  signify  a  brother.  Now  if  Alpheus  and  Cleo- 
phas are  admitted  to  be  the  same  individual,  the  husband  of  the  sister  of 
Mary  the  mother  of  Jesus,  it  is  obvious  that  d3cX<^9,  used  to  denote  the  rela- 
tionship of  his  son  to  Jesus,  must  be  taken  in  the  signification,  cousin.  If, 
after  this  manner,  James  the  Apostle  the  son  of  Alpheus  be  identified  with  the 
cousin,  and  the  cousin  be  identified  with  the  brother  of  Jesus  of  the  same  name, 
it  is  obvious  that  *lovSa^*laKtafiov  in  the  catalogue  of  the  Apostles  in  Luke  (Luke 
vi.  16,  Acts  i.  13),  must  be  translated  brother  of  James  (son  of  Alpheus) ;  and  this 
Apostle  Jude  must  be  held  as  identical  with  the  Jude  d^cXi^os  li/o-ov,  that  is, 
with  the  cousin  of  the  Lord  and  son  of  Mary  Cleophas  (though  the  name  of 
Jude  is  never  mentioned  in  connexion  with  this  Mary).  If  the  Epistle  of  Jude 
in  our  canon  be  authentic,  it  is  confirmatory  of  the  above  deduction,  that  the 
author  (verse  i)  designates  himself  as  the  cE^^os  ^IokioPov  (brother  of  James), 
Some  moreover  have  identified  the  Apostle  Simon  o  {T;Xa>r^9  or  Kovavm/? 
(Zelotes.  or  the  Canaanite)  with  the  Simon  enumerated  among  the  brothers  of 
Jesus  (Mark  vi.  3),  and  who  according  to  a  tradition  of  the  church  succeeded 
James  as  head  of  the  church  at  Jerusalem  ^^ ;  so  that  Joses  alone  appears 
without  further  designation  or  appellative. 

If,  accordingly,  those  spoken  of  as  aScA^l  li^o-ov  were  merely  cousins,  and 
three  of  these  were  apostles,  it  must  excite  surprise  that  not  only  in  the  Acts 
(i.  14),  after  an  enumeration  of  the  apostles,  the  brothers  of  Jesus  are  separ- 

"  Easeb.  H.  E.  2,  I. 
"  Euseb.H.  E.  3,  11. 
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ately  particularized,  but  that  also  (i  Cor.  ix.  5)  they  appear  to  be  a  class  dis- 
tinct from  the  apostles.  Perhaps,  also^  the  passage  Gal  i.  19  ought  to  be 
understood  as  indicating  that  James,  the  Lord's  brother,  was  not  an  apostle.^^ 
If,  therefore,  the  aScX^i  'Ii/o-ot)  seem  thus  to  be  extruded  from  the  number  of 
the  apostles,  it  is  yet  more  difRcult  to  regard  them  merely  as  the  cousins  of 
Jesus,  since  they  appear  in  so  many  places  immediately  associated  with  the 
mother  of  Jesus,  and  in  two  or  three  passages  only  are  two  men  bearing  the 
same  names  mentioned  in  connexion  with  the  other  Mary,  who  accordingly 
would  be  their  real  mother.  The  Greek  word  oScA^os  may  indeed  signify,  in 
language  which  pretends  not  to  precision,  as  well  as  the  Hebrew  HK,  a  more 
distant  relative ;  but  as  it  is  repeatedly  used  to  express  the  relationship  of  these 
persons  to  Jesus,  and  is  in  no  instance  replaced  by  ayoffw — a  word  which  is 
not  foreign  to  the  New  Testament  languj^e  when  the  relationship  of  cousin  is 
to  be  denoted  (Col  iv.  10),  it  cannot  well  be  taken  in  any  other  than  its  proper 
signification.  Further,  it  need  only  be  pointed  out  that  the  highest  degree  ot 
uncertainty  exists  respecting  not  only  the  identity  of  the  names  Alpheus  and 
Cleophas,  upon  which  the  identity  of  James  the  cousin  of  Jesus  and  of  the 
Apostle  James  the  Less  rests,  but  also  regarding  the  translation  of  lov&x$ 
^laKiDJSov  by  the  brother  of  Janus  \  and  likewise  respecting  the  assumed  iden- 
tity of  the  author  of  the  last  Catholic  Epistle  with  the  Apostle  Jude. 

Thus  the  web  of  this  identification  gives  way  at  all  points,  and  we  are 
forced  back  to  the  position  whence  we  set  out ;  so  that  we  have  again  real 
brothers  of  Jesus,  also  two  cousins  distinct  from  these  brothers,  though  bear- 
ing the  same  names  with  two  of  them,  besides  some  apostles  of  the  same 
names  with  both  brothers  and  cousins.  To  find  two  pairs  of  sons  of  the  s^mc 
names  in  a  family  is,  indeed,  not  so  uncommon  as  to  become  a  source  of 
objection.  It  is,  however,  remarkable  that  the  same  James  who  in  the  Epistle 
to  the  Galatians  is  designated  dScAij^os  Kvpibv  {the  Lord's  brother\  must  un- 
questionably, according  to  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  be  regarded  as  the  son  of 
Alpheus ;  which  he  could  not  be  if  this  expression  signified  a  brother.  So 
that  there  is  perplexity  on  every  side,  which  can  be  solved  only  (and  then, 
indeed,  but  negatively  and  without  historical  result)  by  admitting  the  existence 
of  obscurity  and  error  on  this  point  in  the  New  Testament  writers,  and  even 
in  the  very  earliest  Christian  traditions ;  error  which,  in  matters  of  involved 
relationships  and  family  names,  is  far  more  easily  fallen  into  than  avoided.^' 

We  have  consequently  no  ground  for  denying  that  the  mother  of  Jesus  bore 
her  husband  several  other  children  besides  Jesus,  younger,  and  perhaps  also 
older ;  the  latter,  because  the  representation  in  the  New  Testament  that  Jesus 
was  the  first-born  may  belong  no  less  to  the  mythus  than  the  representation 
of  the  Fathers  that  he  was  an  only  son. 


§  31. 

VISIT  OP  MARY  TO  ELIZABETH. 

The  angel  who  announced  to  Mary  her  own  approaching  pregnancy,  at  the 
same  time  informed  her  (Luke  i.  36)  of  that  of  her  relative  Elizabeth,  with 
whom  it  was  already  the  sixth  month.  Hereupon  Mary  immediately  set  out 
on  a  journey  to  her  cousin,  a  visit  which  was  attended  by  extraordinary  occur- 
rences ;  for  when  Elizabeth  heard  the  salutation  of  Mary,  the  babe  leaped  in 
her  womb  for  joy ;  she  also  became  inspired,  and  in  her  exultation  poured 


^  Fritzsche,  Comm.  in  Matth.  p.  482. 
^^  Theile,  Biographie  Jesu,  §  18. 
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forth  an  address  to  Mary  as  the  future  mother  of  the  Messiah,  to  which  Mary 
responded  by  a  hymn  of  praise  (Luke  i.  39-56). 

The  rationalistic  interpreter  believes  it  to  be  an  easy  matter  to  give  a 
natural  explanation  of  this  narrative  of  the  Gospel*  of  Luke.  He  is  of 
opinion  ^  that  the  unknown  individual  who  excited  such  peculiar  anticipations 
in  Mary,  had  at  the  same  time  acquainted  her  with  the  similar  situation  of  her 
cousin  Elizabeth.  This  it  was  which  impelled  Mary  the  more  strongly  to  con- 
fer on  the  subject  with  her  older  relative.  Arrived  at  her  cousin's  dwelling, 
she  first  of  all  made  known  what  had  happened  to  herself;  but  upon  this  the 
narrator  is  silent,  not  wishing  to  repeat  what  he  had  just  before  described. 
And  here  the  Rationalist  not  only  supposes  the  address  of  Elizabeth  to  have 
been  preceded  by  some  communication  from  Mary,  but  imagines  Mary  to 
have  related  her  history  piecemeal,  so  as  to  allow  Elizabeth  to  throw  in  sen- 
tences during  the  intervals.  The  excitement  of  Elizabeth — such  is  the  con- 
tinuation of  the  rationalistic  explanation — communicated  itself,  according  to 
natural  laws,  to  the  child,  who,  as  is  usual  with  an  embryo  of  six  months, 
made  a  movement,  which  was  first  regarded  by  the  mother  as  significant^  and 
as  the  consequence  of  the  salutation,  after  Mary's  farther  communications. 
Just  as  natural  does  it  appear  to  the  Rationalist  that  Mary  should  have  given 
utterance  to  her  Messianic  expectations,  confirmed  as  they  were  by  Elizabeth, 
in  a  kind  of  psalmodic  recitative,  composed  of  reminiscences  borrowed  from 
▼arious  parts  of  the  Old  Testament. 

But  there  is  much  in  this  explanation  which  positively  contradicts  the  text. 
In  the  first  place,  that  Elizabeth  should  have  learned  the  heavenly  message 
imparted  to  Mary  from  Mary  herself.  There  is  no  trace  in  the  narrative 
either  of  any  communication  preceding  Elizabeth's  address,  or  of  interniptions 
occasioned  by  farther  explanations  on  the  part  of  Mary.  On  the  contrary,  as 
it  is  a  supernatural  revelation  which  acquaints  Mary  with  the  pregnancy  of 
Elizabeth,  so  also  it  is  to  a  revelation  that  Elizabeth's  immediate  recognition 
of  Mary,  as  the  chosen  mother  of  the  Messiah,  is  attributed.^  As  little  will 
the  other  feature  of  this  narrative — ^that  the  entrance  of  the  mother  of  the 
Messiah  occasioned  a  responsive  movement  in  his  mother's  womb  on  the  part 
of  his  forerunner — bear  a  natural  explanation.  In  modem  times,  indeed,  even 
orthodox  interpreters  have  inclined  to  this  explanation,  but  with  the  modifi- 
cation, that  Elizabeth  in  the  first  place  received  a  revelation,  in  which  how- 
ever the  child,  owing  to  the  mother's  excitement,  a  matter  to  be  physiologi- 
cally explained,  likewise  took  part'  But  the  record  does  not  represent  the 
thing  as  if  the  excitement  of  the  mother  were  the  determining  cause  of  the 
movement  of  the  child ;  on  the  contrary  (v.  41),  the  emotion  of  the  mother 
follows  the  movement  of  the  child,  and  Elizabeth's  own  account  states,  that 
it  was  the  salutation  of  Mary  (v.  44),  not  indeed  from  its  particular  significa- 
tion, but  merely  as  the  voice  of  the  mother  of  the  Messiah,  which  produced 
the  movement  of  the  unborn  babe :  undeniably  assuming  something  super- 
natural. And  indeed  the  supranaturalistic  view  of  this  miracle  is  not  free 
Irom  objection,  even  on  its  own  ground  ;  and  hence  the  anxiety  of  the  above- 
mentioned  modem  orthodox  interpreters  to  evade  it.  It  may  be  possible  to 
conceive  the  human  mind  immediately  acted  upon  by  the  divine  mind,  to 
which  it  is  related,  but  how  solve  the  difficulty  of  an  immediate  communica- 
tion of  the  divine  mind  to  an  unintelligent  embryo  ?  And  if  we  inquire  the 
object  of  so  strange  a  miracle,  none  which  is  worthy  presents  itself.    Should 

'  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  i.  a,  s.  120  fT. 
^  S.  Olshansen  und  de  Wette,  z.  d.  St. 

*  Hess,  Geschichte  Jesu,  i,  s.  26 ;  Olshausen,  bibl.  Comm.  z.  d.  St. ;  Hoffmaaa,  s.  226 ; 
LoDget  s.  76  fT. 
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it  be  referred  to  the  necessity  that  the  Baptist  should  receive  the  earliest  pos- 
sible intimation  of  the  work  to  which  he  was  destined ;  still  we  know  not  how 
such  an  impression  could  have  been  made  upon  an  embryo.  Should  the  pur- 
pose be  supposed  to  centre  in  the  other  individuals,  in  Mary  or  Elizabeth  ; 
they  had  been  the  recipients  of  far  higher  revelations,  and  were  consequently 
already  possessed  of  an  adequate  measure  of  insight  and  faith. 

No  fewer  difficulties  oppose  the  rationalistic  than  the  supranaturalistic  ex- 
planation of  the  hymn  pronounced  by  Mary.  For  though  it  is  not,  like  the 
Canticle  of  Zacharias  (v.  67)  and  the  address  of  Elizabeth  (v.  41),  introduced 
by  the  formula  hr\rj<rOrj  Trvcv/iaros  dyiou,  s^  was  filled  with  the  Holy  Ghost^ 
still  the  similarity  of  these  utterances  is  so  great,  that  the  omission  cannot  be 
adduced  as  a  proof  that  the  narrator  did  not  intend  to  represent  this,  equally 
with  the  other  two,  as  the  operation  of  the  wcv/xa  (spirit).  But  apart  from 
the  intention  of  the  narrator,  can  it  be  thought  natural  that  two  friends  visiting 
one  another  should,  even  in  the  midst  of  the  most  extraordinary  occurrences, 
break  forth  into  long  hymns,  and  that  their  conversation  should  entirely  lose 
the  character  of  dialogue,  the  natural  form  on  such  occasions  ?  By  a  super- 
natural influence  alone  could  the  minds  of  the  two  friends  be  attuned  to  a 
state  of  elevation,  so  foreign  to  their  every-day  life.  But  if,  indeed,  Mary's 
hymn  is  to  be  understood  as  the  work  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  it  is  surprising  that 
a  speech  emanating  immediately  from  the  divine  source  of  inspiration  should 
not  be  more  striking  for  its  originality,  but  should  be  so  interlarded  with  remi- 
niscences from  the  Old  Testament,  borrowed  from  the  song  of  praise  spoken 
by  the  mother  of  Samuel  (i  Sam.  ii.)  under  analogous  circumstances.^  Ac- 
cordingly we  must  admit  that  the  compilation  of  this  hymn,  consisting  of 
recollections  from  the  Old  Testament,  was  put  together  in  a  natural  way  ;  but 
allowing  its  composition  to  have  been  perfectly  natural,  it  cannot  be  ascribed 
to  the  artless  Mary,  but  to  him  who  poetically  wrought  out  the  tradition  in 
circulation  respecting  the  scene  in  question. 

Since  then  we  find  all  the  principal  incidents  of  this  visit  inconceivable 
according  to  the  supernatural  interpretation ;  also  that  they  will  not  bear  a 
natural  explanation ;  we  are  led  to  seek  a  mythical  exposition  of  this  as  well 
as  the  preceding  portions  of  the  gospel  history.  This  path  has  already  been 
entered  upon  by  others.  The  view  of  this  narrative  given  by  the  anonymous 
E.  F.  in  Henke's  Magazine '  is,  that  it  does  not  pourtray  events  as  they  actu- 
ally did  occur,  but  as  they  might  have  occurred ;  that  much  which  the  sequel 
taught  of  the  destiny  of  their  sons  was  carried  back  into  the  speeches  of  these 
women,  which  were  also  enriched  by  other  features  gleaned  from  tradition  ; 
that  a  true  fact  however  lies  at  the  bottom,  namely  an  actual  visit  of  Mary  to 
Elizabeth,  a  joyous  conversation,  and  the  expression  of  gratitude  to  God ;  all 
which  might  have  happened  solely  in  virtue  of  the  high  importance  attached 
by  Orientals  to  the  joys  of  maternity,  even  though  the  two  mothers  had  been 
at  that  time  ignorant  of  the  destination  of  their  children.  This  author  is  of 
opinion  that  Mary,  when  pondering  over  at  a  later  period  the  remarkable  life 
of  her  son,  may  often  have  related  the  happy  meeting  with  her  cousin  and 

*  Compare        Luke  i.  47  with  i  Sam.  ii.  i. 

i.  49  ii.  2. 

I.  51  ii.  3,  4. 

1.  52  11.  8. 

i.  53  ii.  5. 

Particularly     Luke  i.  48  with  I  Sam.  L  1 1. 

Compare         Luke  i.  50  Deut.  vii.  9. 

i.  52  Ecclesiasticus  X.  14. 

i.  54  Ps.  xcviiL  3. 

*  5  Band,  l.  Stiick,  &  161.  f. 
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their  mutual  expressions  of  thankfulness  to  God,  and  that  thus  the  history 
gained  currency.  Horst  also,  who  has  a  just  conception  of  the  fictitious 
nature  of  this  section  in  Luke,  and  ably  refutes  the  natural  mode  of  explana- 
tion, yet  himself  slides  unawares  half-way  back  into  it.  He  thinks  it  not  im- 
probable that  Mary  during  her  pregnancy,  which  was  in  many  respects  a 
painful  one,  should  have  visited  her  older  and  more  experienced  cousin,  and 
that  Elizabeth  should  during  this  visit  have  felt  the  first  movement  of  her 
child :  an  occurrence  which  as  it  was  afterwards  regarded  as  ominous,  was 
preserved  by  the  oral  tradition.® 

These  are  farther  examples  of  the  uncritical  proceeding  which  pretends  to 
disengage  the  mythical  and  poetical  from  the  narrative,  by  plucking  away  a 
few  twigs  and  blossoms  of  that  growth,  whilst  it  leaves  the  very  root  of  the 
mythus  undisturbed  as  purely  historical.  In  our  narrative  the  principal 
mythical  feature  (the  remainder  forms  only  its  adjuncts)  is  precisely  that 
which  the  above-mentioned  authors,  in  their  pretended  mythical  explanations, 
retain  as  historical :  namely,  the  visit  of  Mary  to  the  pregnant  Elizabeth. 
For,  as  we  have  already  seen,  the  main  tendency  of  the  first  chapter  of  Luke 
is  to  magnify  Jesus  by  connecting  the  Baptist  with  him  from  the  earliest  pos- 
sible point  in  a  relation  of  inferiority.  Now  this  object  could  not  be  better 
attained  than  by  bringing  about  a  meeting,  not  in  the  first  instance  of  the 
sons,  but  of  the  mothers  in  reference  to  their  sons,  during  their  pregnancy,  at 
which  meeting  some  occurrence  which  should  prefigure  the  future  relative 
positions  of  these  two  men  should  take  place.  Now  the  more  apparent  the 
existence  of  a  dogmatical  motive  as  the  origin  of  this  visit,  the  less  probability 
is  there  that  it  had  an  historical  foundation.  With  this  principal  feature  the 
other  details  are  connected  in  the  following  order : — The  visit  of  the  two 
women  must  be  represented  as  possible  and  probable  by  the  feature  of  family 
relationship  between  Mary  and  Elizabeth  (v.  36),  which  would  also  give  a 
greater  suitability  to  the  subsequent  connexion  of  the  sons.  Further,  a  .visit, 
so  full  of  import,  made  precisely  at  that  time,  must  have  taken  place  by  special 
divine  appointment ;  therefore  it  is  an  angel  who  refers  Mary  to  her  cousin. 
At  the  visit  the  subservient  position  of  the  Baptist  to  Jesus  is  to  be  particu- 
larly exhibited ; — this  could  have  been  effected  by  the  mother,  as  indeed  it 
is,  in  her  address  to  Mary,  but  it  were  better  if  possible  that  the  future  Baptist 
himself  should  give  a  sign.  The  mutual  relation  of  Esau  and  Jacob  had  been 
prefigured  by  their  struggles  and  position  in  their  mother's  womb  (Gen.  xxv. 
32  ff.).  But,  without  too  violent  an  ofifence  against  the  laws  of  probability, 
an  ominous  movement  would  not  be  attributed  to  the  child  prior  to  that  period 
of  her  pregnancy  at  which  the  motion  of  the  foetus  is  felt ;  hence  the  necessity 
that  Elizabeth  should  be  in  the  sixth  month  of  her  pregnancy  when  Mary,  in 
consequence  of  the  communication  of  the  angel,  set  out  to  visit  her  cousin  (v. 
36).  Thus,  as  Schleiermacher  remarks,^  the  whole  arrangement  of  times  had 
reference  to  the  particular  circumstance  the  author  desired  to  contrive — the 
joyous  responsive  movement  of  the  child  in  his  mother^s  womb  at  the  moment 
of  Mary's  entrance.  To  this  end  only  must  Mary's  visit  be  delayed  till  after 
the  fifth  month ;  and  the  angel  not  appear  to  her  before  that  period. 

Thus  not  only  does  the  visit  of  Mary  to  Elizabeth  with  all  the  attendant 
circumstances  disappear  from  the  page  of  history,  but  the  historical  validity 
of  the  further  details — that  John  was  only  half  a  year  older  than  Jesus ;  that 
the  two  mothers  were  related  ;  that  an  intimacy  subsisted  between  the  fami- 
lies ; — cannot  be  affirmed  on  the  testimony  of  Luke,  unsupported  by  other . 
authorities  :  indeed,  the  contrary  rather  will  be  found  substantiated  in  the 
course  of  our  critical  investigations. 

<  In  Henke's  Museum,  i,  4,  s.  725.  7  Ueber  den  Lukas,  s.  23  f. 
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With  respect  to  the  birth  of  Jesus,  Matthew  and  Luke  agree  in  representing 
it  as  taking  place  at  Bethlehem ;  but  whilst  the  latter  enters  into  a  minute 
detail  of  all  the  attendant  circumstances^  the  former  merely  mentions  the 
event  as  it  were  incidentally,  referring  to  it  once  in  an  appended  sentence  as 
the  sequel  to  what  had  gone  before  (i.  25),  and  again  as  a  presupposed  occur- 
rence (iL  i).  The  one  Evangelist  seems  to  assume  that  Bethlehem  was  the 
habitual  residence  of  the  parents ;  but  according  to  the  other  they  are  led 
thither  by  very  particular  circumstances.  This  point  of  difference  between 
the  Evangelists  however  can  only  be  discussed  after  we  shall  have  collected 
more  data ;  we  will  therefore  leave  it  for  the  present,  and  turn  our  attention 
to  an  error  into  which  Luke,  when  compared  with  himself  and  with  dates 
otherwise  ascertained,  seems  to  have  fallen.  This  is  the  statement,  that  the 
census,  decreed  by  Augustus  at  the  time  when  Cyrenius  (Quirinus)  was  gover- 
nor of  Syria,  was  the  occasion  of  the  journey  of  the  parents  of  Jesus,  who 
usually  resided  at  Nazareth^  to  Bethlehem  where  Jesus  was  born  (Luke  ii. 
I  ff.). 

The  first  difficulty  is  that  the  dvoypa^f^ri  (namely,  the  inscription  of  the 
name  and  amount  of  property  in  order  to  facilitate  the  taxation)  commanded 
by  Augustus,  is  extended  to  a/i  the  worlds  iracrav  Ttiv  oiKovfiivrfv,  This  expres- 
sion, in  its  common  acceptation  at  that  time,  would  denote  the  ordis  Roma- 
nus.  But  ancient  authors  mention  no  such  general  census  decreed  by 
Augustus ;  they  speak  only  of  the  assessment  of  single  provinces  decreed  at 
different  times.  Consequently,  it  was  said  Luke  meant  to  indicate  by  oikov- 
fkhrri  merely  the  land  of  Judea,  and  not  the  Roman  world  according  to  its 
ordinary  signification.  Examples  were  forthwith  collected  in  proof  of  the 
possibility  of  such  an  interpretation,^  but  they  in  fact  prove  nothing.  For 
supposing  it  could  not  be  shown  that  in  all  these  citations  from  the  Septua- 
gint,  Josephus,  and  the  New  Testament,  the  expression  really  does  signify, 
in  the  extravagant  sense  of  these  writers,  the  whole  known  world  ;  still  in  the 
instance  in  question,  where  the  subject  is  a  decree  of  the  Roman  emperor, 
ira.(Ta  17  oucovfitvff  must  necessarily  be  understood  of  the  regions  which  he 
governed,  and  therefore  of  the  ord/s  Romanus,  This  is  the  reason  that 
latterly  the  opposite  side  has  been  taken  up,  and  it  has  been  maintained, 
upon  the  authority  of  Savigny,  that  in  the  time  of  Augustus  a  census  of  the 


^  Olshausen,  Paulus,  Kuinol. 
15a 


BIRTH  AND  EARLY  LIFE  OF  JESUS.  153 

whole  empire  was  actually  undertaken.*  This  is  positively  affirmed  by  late 
Christian  writers  *  :  but  the  statement  is  rendered  suspicious  by  the  absence 
of  all  more  ancient  testimony*;  and  it  is  even  contradicted  by  the  fact,  that 
for  a  considerable  lapse  of  time  an  equal  assessment  throughout  the  empire 
was  not  effected.  Finally,  the  very  expressions  of  these  writers  show  that 
their  testimony  rests  upon  that  of  Luke.^  But,  it  is  said,  Augustus  at  all 
events  attempted  an  equal  assessment  of  the  empire  by  meains  of  an  univer- 
sal census ;  and  he  began  the  carrying  out  his  project  by  an  assessment  of 
individual  provinces,  but  he  left  the  further  execution  and  completion  to  his 
successors.^  Admit  that  the  gospel  term  Sdy/ta  (decree)  may  be  interpreted 
as  a  mere  design,  or,  as  Hoffmann  thinks,  an  undetermined  project  expressed 
in  an  imperial  decree  ;  still  the  fulfilment  of  this  project  in  Judea  at  the  time 
of  the  birth  of  Jesus  was  impossible. 

Matthew  places  the  birth  of  Jesus  shortly  before  the  death  of  Herod  the 
Great,  whom  he  represents  (ii.  19)  as  dying  during  the  abode  of  Jesus  in 
Egypt.  Luke  says  the  same  indirectly,  for  when  speaking  of  the  announce- 
ment of  the  birth  of  the  Baptist,  he  refers  it  to  the  days  of  Herod  the  Great, 
and  he  places  the  birth  of  Jesus  precisely  six  months  later ;  so  that  according 
to  Luke,  also,  Jesus  was  born,  if  not,  like  John,  previous  to  the  death  of 
Herod  I.,  shortly  after  that  event.  Now,  after  the  death  of  Herod  the 
country  of  Judea  fell  to  his  son  Archelaus  (Matt.  ii.  22),  who,  after  a  reign 
of  something  less  than  ten  years,  was  deposed  and  banished  by  Augustus,^ 
at  which  time  Judea  was  first  constituted  a  Roman  province,  and  began  to 
be  ruled  by  Roman  functionaries.^  Thus  the  Roman  census  in  question  must 
have  been  made  either  under  Herod  the  Great,  or  at  the  commencement  of 
the  reign  of  Archelaus.  I'his  is  in  the  highest  degree  improbable,  for  in  those 
countries  which  were  not  reduced  in  formam  provincice^  but  were  governed  by 
regibus  sociis^  the  taxes  were  levied  by  these  princes,  who  paid  a  tribute  to  the 
Romans  ^ ;  and  this  was  the  state  of  things  in  Judea  prior  to  the  deposition 
of  Archelaus.  It  has  been  the  object  of  much  research  to  make  it  appear 
probable  that  Augustus  decreed  a  census,  as  an  extraordinary  measure,  in 
Palestine  under  Herod.  Attiention  has  been  directed  to  the  circumstance 
that  the  breviarium  imperii^  which  Augustus  left  behind  him,  contained  the 
financial  state  of  the  whole  empire,  and  it  has  been  suggested  that,  in  order 
to  ascertain  the  financial  condition  of  Palestine,  he  caused  a  statement  to  be 
prepared  by  Herod.  ^^  Reference  has  been  made  first  to  the  record  of 
Josephus,  that  on  account  of  some  disturbance  of  the  relations  between  Herod 

*  Tboluck,  s.  194  ff.     Neander,  s.  19. 

■  Cassiodor.  Variarum,  3,  52.    Isidor.  Orig.  5,  36. 

^  To  refer  here  to  the  Monumentum  Ancyranum,  which  is  said  to  record  a  census  of  the 
whole  empire  in  the  year  of  Rome  746  (Osiander,  p.  95),  is  proof  of  the  greatest  carelessness. 
For  he  who  examines  this  inscription  will  find  mention  only  of  three  assessments  census 
civium  Romanorum^  which  Suetonius  designates  census  populi,  and  of  which  Dio  Cassius 
speaks,  at  least  of  one  of  them,  as  Awoypa^  tw  iv  r-j  *Ira\/f  kotoikoOvtuw,  See  Ideler, 
ChroDoI.  2,  s.  339. 

*  In  the  authoritative  citations  in  Suidas  are  the  words  taken  from  Luke,  aCrri  ^  droypa^ii 
irpioTJi  iyevero. 

^  Hoffmann,  s.  231. 

"  Joseph.  Antiq.  17,  13,  2.     B.  j.  t,  7,  3. 

*  Antiq.  17,  13,  5.  18,  I,  I.     B.  j.  2,  8,  I. 

*  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb,  I,  a,  s.  171.     Winer,  bibl.  Realworterbuch. 

*^  Tacit.  Annal.  i,  11.  Sueton.  Octav.  191.  But  if  in  this  doc\imcni  opes  pu^/ira  con- 
HnebafUur :  quantum  civium  sociarumqiie  in  armis ;  quel  classes,  re^na^  provincial  tributa 
aut  vectigaliOj  et  necessitates  ac  largitiones  :  the  number  of  troops  and  the  sum  which  the 
Jewish  prince  had  to  famish,  might  have  been  given  without  a  Roman  tax  being  levied  in 
their  land.  For  Judea  in  particular  Augustus  had  before  him  the  subsequent  census  made 
by  Quirinus. 
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and  Augustus,  the  latter  threatened  for  the  future  to  make  him  feel  his  subjec- 
tion ^^ ;  secondly,  also  to  the  oath  of  allegiance  to  Augustus  which,  according 
to  Josephus,  the  Jews  were  forced  to  take  even  during  the  lifetime  of  Herod.^^ 
From  which  it  is  inferred  that  Augustus,  since  he  had  it  in  contempUtion  after 
the  death  of  Herod  to  restrict  the  power  of  his  sons,  was  very  likely  to  have 
commanded  a  census  in  the  last  years  of  that  prince.  ^^  But  it  seems  more 
probable  that  it  took  place  shortly  after  the  death  of  Herod,  from  the  circum- 
stance that  Archelaus  went  to  Rome  concerning  the  matter  of  succession,  and 
that  during  his  absence  the  Roman  procurator  Sabinus  occupied  Jerusalem, 
and  oppressed  the  Jews  by  every  possible  means.^* 

The  Evangelist  relieves  us  from  a  farther  inquiry  into  this  more  or  less 
historical  or  arbitrary  combination  by  adding,  that  this  taxing  was  first  made 
when  Cyrenius  (Quirinus)  was  governor  of  Syria,  iTycftovcvovros  t^9  Svpia? 
Kvpn/fvCav;  for  it  is  an  authenticated  point  that  the  assessment  of  Quirinus  did 
not  take  place  either  under  Herod  or  early  in  the  reign  of  Archelaus,  the 
period  at  which,  according  to  Luke,  Jesus  was  bom.  Quirinus  was  not  at 
that  time  governor  of  Syria,  a  situation  held  during  the  last  years  of  Herod  by 
Sentius  Saturninus,  and  after  him  by  Quintilius  Varus ;  and  it  was  not  till 
long  after  the  death  of  Herod  that  Quirinus  was  appointed  governor  of  Syria. 
That  Quirinus  undertook  a  census  of  Judea  we  know  certainly  from  Josephus,^* 
who,  however,  remarks  that  he  was  sent  to  execute  this  measure,  rrj^  ^Apx^Xdjov 
X«^pas  CIS  hrapxJLav  ireptypa^CMnT?,  or,  vjtotcXovs  'Jrpoav€fjir/O€urrfi  rjj  'Svpiov  ^* ; 
thus  about  ten  years  after  the  time  at  which^  according  to  Matthew  and  Luke, 
Jesus  must  have  been  bom. 

Yet  commentators  have  supposed  it  possible  to  reconcile  this  apparently 
undeniable  contradiction  -  between  Luke  and  history.  The  most  dauntless 
explain  the  whole  of  the  second  verse  as  a  gloss,  which  was  early  incorporated 
into  the  text.^^  Some  change  the  reading  of  the  verse ;  either  of  the  nomen 
proprium,  by  substituting  the  name  of  Saturninus  or  Quintilius,^^  according  to 
the  example  of  Tertullian,  who  ascribed  the  census  to  the  former  *• ;  or  of  the 
other  words,  by  various  additions  and  modifications.  Paulus's  alteration  is 
the  most  simple.  He  reads,  instead  of  avn;,  avr^,  and  concludes,  from  the 
reasons  stated  above,  that  Augustus  actually  gave  orders  for  a  census  during 
the  reign  of  Herod  I.,  and  that  the  order  was  so  far  carried  out  as  to  occasion 
the  journey  of  Joseph  and  Mary  to  Bethlehem;  but  that  Augustus  being 
afterwards  conciliated,  the  measure  was  abandoned,  and  aMf  ^  diroypa<f>ri  was 
only  carried  into  effect  a  considerable  time  later,  by  Quirinus.  Trifling  as  this 
alteration,  which  leaves  the  letters  unchanged,  may  appear,  in  order  to  render 
it  admissible  it  must  be  supported  by  the  context  The  reverse,  however,  is 
the  fact.     For  if  one  sentence  narrates  a  command  issued  by  a  prince,  and 

^^  'Ori,  xd'Xai  xp^f^f^<»  adrifi^CKtfif  vfhf  innfKitp  XP^^^^  Joseph.  Antiq.  16,  g,  3.  But  the 
difference  was  adjusted  long  before  the  death  of  Herod.    Antiq.  16,  10,  9. 

^'  Joseph.  Ant.  17,  2,  4.  rayr^  rov  TovSoucoD  ^^patiixrayros  6C  6fU(wv  ^  ^V  evvo^<rai 
Kaiffapi  KcU  rw  jScuriX^ws  TfidyfjuLffi.  That  this  oath,  far  from  being  a  humiliating  measure  for 
Herod,  coincided  with  his  interest,  is  proved  by  the  zeal  with  which  he  punished  the  Pharisees 
who  refused  to  take  it. 

"  Tholuck,  s.  192  f.  But  the  insurrection  which  the  dirov/M^  af^er  the  depositions  of 
Archelaus  actually  occasioned — a  fact  which  outweighs  allTholuck's  surmises — proves  it  to  have 
been  the  6rst  Roman  measure  of  the  kind  in  Judea. 

^*  Antiq.  17,  9,  10,  i  ff.  R  j.  2.  2.  2.  His  oppressions  however  had  reference  only  to 
the  fortresses  and  the  treasures  of  Herod. 

**  Antiq.  18,  I,".I. 

^*  Bell.  jud.  2,  8,  I.  9,  I.     Antiq.  17,  13,  5. 

'7  Kuinol,  Comm.  in  Luc.  p.  320. 

»«  Winer. 

^*  Adv.  Marcion.  4,  19. 
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the  very  next  sentence  its  execution,  it  is  not  probable  that  a  space  of  ten 
years  intervened.  But  chiefly,  according  to  this  view  the  Evangelist  speaks, 
verse  i,  of  the  decree  of  the  emperor ;  verse  2,  of  the  census  made  ten  years 
later ;  but  verse  3,  without  any  remark,  again  of  a  journey  performed  at  the 
time  the  command  was  issued ;  which,  in  a  rational  narrative,  is  impossible. 
Opposed  to  such  arbitrary  conjectures,  and  always  to  be  ranked  above  them, 
are  the  attempts  to  solve  a  difficulty  by  legitimate  methods  of  interpretation. 
Truly,  however,  to  take  vpum]  in  this  connexion  for  wporc/ja,  and  rfy€fAov€vovTo^ 
K.  not  for  a  genitive  absolute,  but  for  a  genitive  governed  by  a  comparative, 
and  thus  to  understand  an  enrolment  de/ore  that  of  Quirinus,^  is  to  do 
violence  to  grammatical  construction  ;  and  to  insert  vpo  t^s  after  wpwny  *^  is 
is  no  less  uncritical.  As  little  is  it  to  be  admitted  that  some  preliminary 
measure,  in  which  Quirinus  was  not  employed,  perhaps  the  already  mentioned 
oath  of  allegiance,  took  place  during  the  lifetime  of  Herod,  in  reference  to 
the  census  subsequently  made  by  Quirinus ;  and  that  this  preliminary  step 
and  the  census  were  afterwards  comprised  under  the  same  name.  In  order  in 
some  degree  to  account  for  this  appellation,  Quirinus  is  said  to  have  been  sent 
into  Judea,  in  Herod's  time,  as  an  extraordinary  tax-commissioner  ^^ ;  but 
this  interpretation  of  the  word  ^ycftovcvovros  is  rendered  impossible  by  the 
addition  of  the  word  Svptas,  in  combination  with  which  the  expression  can 
denote  only  the  Prases  Syria, 

Thus  at  the  time  at  which  Jesus,  according  to  Matt.  ii.  i,  and  Luke  i.  5,  26, 
was  bom,  the  census  of  which  Luke  ii.  i  f.  speaks  could  not  have  taken  place ; 
so  that  if  the  former  statements  are  correct,  the  latter  must  be  false.  But  may 
not  the  reverse  be  the  fact,  and  Jesus  have  been  born  after  the  banishment 
of  Archelaus,  and  at  the  time  of  the  census  of  Quirinus  ?  Apart  from  the 
difficulties  in  which  this  hypothesis  would  involve  us  in  relation,  to  the  chrono- 
logy of  the  future  life  of  Jesus,  a  Roman  census,  subsequent  to  the  banishment 
of  Archelaus,  would  not  have  taken  the  parents  of  Jesus  from  Nazareth  in 
Galilee  to  Bethlehem  in  Judea.  For  Judea  only,  and  what  otherwise  belonged 
to  the  portion  of  Archelaus,  became  a  Roman  province  and  subjected  to  the 
census.  In  Galilee  Herod  Antipas  continued  to  reign  as  an  allied  prince, 
and  none  of  his  subjects  dwelling  at  Nazareth  could  have  been  called  to 
Bethlehem  by  the  census.  The  Evangelist  therefore,  in  order  to  get  a  census, 
roust  have  conceived  the  condition  of  things  such  as  they  were  after  the 
deposition  of  Archelaus ;  but  in  order  to  get  a  census  extending  to  Galilee,  he 
must  have  imagined  the  kingdom  to  have  continued  undivided,  as  in  the  time 
of  Herod  the  Great  Thus  he  deals  in  manifest  contradictions ;  or  rather  he 
has  an  exceedingly  sorry  acquaintance  with  the  political  relations  of  that 
period ;  for  he  extends  the  census  not  only  to  the  whole  of  Palestine,  but  also 
(which  we  must  not  forget)  to  the  whole  Roman  world. 

Still  these  chronological  incongruities  do  not  exhaust  the  difficulties  which 
beset  this  statement  of  Luke.  His  representation  of  the  manner  in  which  the 
census  was  made  is  subject  to  objection.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  said,  the 
taxing  took  Joseph  to  Bethlehem,  because  he  was  of  the  house  and  lineage  of 
X>avtd,  Sta  TO  civoi  avrov  cf  olkov  koL  -n-arpiJas  Aa)8lS,  and  likewise  every  one  into 
his  own  city,  cts  rqv  iSiav  woAiv,  i.e,  according  to  the  context,  to  the  place 
ivhence  his  family  had  originally  sprung.  Now,  that  every  individual  should 
be  registered  in  his  own  city  was  required  in  all  Jewish  inscriptions,  because 
among  the  Jews  the  organization  of  families  and  tribes  constituted  the  very 
basis  of  the  state.     The  Romans,  on  the  contrary,  were  in  the  habit  of  taking 

^  Storr,  opusc  acad.  3,  s.  126  f.    Suskind,  vermischte  Aufsatze,  s.  63.    Tholuck,Si  182  f. 
*^  Michaelis,  Addi.  z.  d.  St.  und  Einl.  in  d.  N.T.  i,  71. 
*'  Miinter,  Stem  der  Weisen.  s.  8& 
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the  census  at  the  residences,  and  at  the  principal  cities  in  the  district.  ^  They 
conformed  to  the  usages  of  the  conquered  countries  only  in  so  far  as  they  did 
not  interfere  with  their  own  objects.  In  the  present  instance  it  would  have 
been  directly  contrary  to  their  design,  had  they  removed  individuals — Joseph 
for  example — to  a  great  distance,  where  the  amount  of  their  property  was  not 
known,  and  their  statement  concerning  it  could  not  be  checked.**  The  view 
of  Schleiermacher  is  the  more  admissible,  that  the  real  occasion  which  took 
the  parents  to  Bethlehem  was  a  sacerdotal  inscription,  which  the  Evangelist 
confounded  with  the  better  known  census  of  Quirinus.  But  this  concession 
does  not  obviate  the  contradiction  in  this  dubious  statement  of  Luke.  He 
allows  Mary  to  be  inscribed  with  Joseph,  but  according  to  Jewish  customs 
inscriptions  had  relation  to  men  only.  Thus,  at  all  events,  it  is  an  inaccuracy 
to  represent  Mary  as  undertaking  the  journey,  in  order  to  be  inscribed  with 
her  betrothed  in  his  own  city.  Or,  if  with  Paulus  we  remove  this  inaccuracy 
by  a  forced  construction  of  the  sentence,  we  can  no  longer  perceive  what 
inducement  could  have  instigated  Mary,  in  her  particular  situation,  to  make 
so  long  a  journey,  since,  unless  we  adopt  the  airy  hypothesis  of  Olshausen 
and  others,  that  Mary  was  the  heiress  of  property  in  Bethlehem,  she  had 
nothing  to  do  there. 

The  Evangelist,  however,  knew  perfectly  well  what  she  had  to  do  there ; 
namely,  to  fulfil  the  prophecy  of  Micah  (v.  i),  by  giving  birth,  in  the  city  of 
David,  to  the  Messiah.  Now  as  he  set  out  with  the  supposition  that  the 
habitual  abode  of  the  parents  of  Jesus  was  Nazareth,  so  he  sought  after  a 
lever  which  should  set  them  in  motion  towards  Bethlehem,  at  the  time  of  the 
birth  of  Jesus.  Far  and  wide  nothing  presented  itself  but  the  celebrated 
census  ;  he  seized  it  the  more  unhesitatingly  because  the  obscurity  of  his  own 
view  of  the  historical  relations  of  that  time,  veiled  from  him  the  many  diffi- 
culties connected  with  such  a  combination.  If  this  be  the  true  history  of  the 
statement  in  Luke,  we  must  agree  with  K.  Ch.  L.  Schmidt  when  he  says,  that 
to  attempt  to  reconcile  the  statement  of  Luke  concerning  the  Airoypaiftrf  with 
chronology,  would  be  to  do  the  narrator  too  much  honour;  he  wished  to 
place  Mary  in  Bethlehem,  and  therefore  times  and  circumstances  were  to 
accommodate  themselves  to  his  pleasure.*^ 

Thus  we  have  here  neither  a  fixed  point  for  the  date  of  the  birth  of  Jesus, 
nor  an  explanation  of  the  occasion  which  led  to  his  being  bom  precisely  at 
Bethlehem.  If  then— it  may  justly  be  said— no  other  reason  why  Jesus 
should  have  been  bom  at  Bethlehem  can  be  adduced  than  that  given  by 
Luke,  we  have  absolutely  no  guarantee  that  Bethlehem  was  his  birth-place. 

§  33. 

PARTICULAR   CIRCUMSTANCES   OF  THE   BIRTH   OF  JESUS.      THE  CIRCUMCISION. 

The  basis  of  the  narrative,  the  arrival  of  Joseph  and  Mary  as  strangers  in 
Bethlehem  on  account  of  the  census,  being  once  chosen  by  Luke,  the  farther 
details  are  consistently  built  upon  it.  In  consequence  of  the  influx  of  strangers 
brought  to  Bethlehem  by  the  census,  there  is  no  room  for  the  travellers  in  the 
inn,  and  they  are  compelled  to  put  up  with  the  accommodation  of  a  stable 
where  Mary  is  forthwith  delivered  of  her  first-born.     But  the  child,  who  upon 

«•  Paulus.     Wetstein. 

•*  Credner. 

«•  In  Schmidt's  Bibliothek  fur  Kritik  und  Exegese,  3,  I.  s.  124.  See  Kaiser,  bibL  Theol. 
I,  s.  230;  Amnion,  Fortbildung,  I,  s.  196;  Credner,  Einleitung,  in  d.  N.T,  I,  s.  155  ;  De 
Wetle,  exeget.  Handbucli. 
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earth  comes  into  being  in  so  humble  an  abode,  is  highly  regarded  in  heaven. 
A  celestial  messenger  announces  the  birth  of  the  Messiah  to  shepherds  who 
are  guarding  their  flocks  in  the  fields  by  night,  and  directs  them  to  the  child 
in  the  manger.  A  choir  of  the  heavenly  host  singing  hymns  of  praise  next 
appears  to  them,  after  which  they  seek  and  find  the  child.     (Luke  ii.  6-20.) 

The  apocr3rphal  gospels  and  the  traditions  of  the  Fathers  still  further  em- 
bellished the  birth  of  Jesus.  According  to  the  Protevangelium  Jacobi^  Joseph 
conducts  Mary  on  an  ass  to  Bethlehem  to  be  taxed.  As  they  approach  the 
city  she  begins  to  make  now  mournful,  now  joyous  gestures,  and  upon  inquiry 
explains  that — (as  once  in  Rebecca's  womb  the  two  hostile  nations  struggled, 
Gen.  XXV.  23)— she  sees  two  people  before  her,  the  one  weeping,  the  other 
laughing :  ue,  according  to  one  explanation,  the  two  portions  of  Israel,  to  one 
of  whom  the  advent  of  Jesus  was  set  (Luke  ii.  34)  c2s  irrwrwy  for  the  fall^  to 
the  other  cw  avaxmurw^for  the  rising  again.  According  to  another  interpre- 
tation, the  two  people  were  the  Jews  who  should  reject  Jesus,  and  the  heathens 
who  should  accept  him.*  Soon,  however,  whilst  still  without  the  city — as 
appears  from  the  context  and  the  reading  of  several  MSB. — Mary  is  seized 
with  the  pains  of  child-bearing,  and  Joseph  brings  her  into  a  cave  situated  by 
the  road  side,  where,  veiled  by  a  cloud  of  light,  all  nature  pausing  in  celebra- 
tion of  the  event,  she  brings  her  child  into  the  world,  and  after  her  delivery  is 
found,  by  women  called  to  her  assistance,  still  a  virgin.'^  The  legend  of  the 
birth  of  Jesus  in  a  cave  was  known  to  Justin  *  and  to  Origen,*  who,  in  order 
to  reconcile  it  with  the  account  in  Luke  that  he  was  laid  in  a  manger,  suppose 
a  manger  situated  within  the  cave.  Many  modem  commentators  agree  with 
them  • ;  whilst  others  prefer  to  consider  the  cave  itself  as  ^m;,  in  the  sense 
of  foddering-stall.^  For  the  birth  of  Jesus  in  a  cave,  Justin  appeals  to  the 
prophecy  in  Isaiah  xxviii.  16  :  ovrvi  (the  righteous)  o^ct^o-ci  kv  v^X(j>  cnn/Xaicp 
verpas  loxvpas.  In  like  manner,  for  the  statement  that  on  the  third  day  the 
child  Jesus,  when  brought  from  the  cave  into  the  stable,  was  worshipped  by 
the  oxen  and  the  asses,  the  Historia  de  Nativitate  Mariae^  etc.  refers  to 
Isaiah  i.  3  :  cognaini  bos possessorem  suum^  et  asinus  praesepe  domini  sui.  In 
several  apocryphas,  between  the  Magi  and  the  women  who  assist  at  the  birth, 
the  shepherds  are  forgotten ;  but  they  are  mentioned  in  the  Evangelium 
infantiae  arabicum^  where  it  says,  that  when  they  arrived  at  the  cave,  and  had 
kindled  a  fire  of  rejoicing,  the  heavenly  host  appeared  to  them. 

If  we  take  the  circumstances  attending  the  birth  of  Jesus,  narrated  by  Luke, 
in  a  supranaturalistic  sense,  many  difficulties  occur.  First,  it  may  reasonably 
be  asked,  to  what  end  the  angelic  apparition  ?  The  most  obvious  answer  is, 
to  make  known  the  birth  of  Jesus ;  but  so  little  did  it  make  it  known  that,  in 
the  neighbouring  city  of  Jerusalem,  it  is  the  Magi  who  give  the  first  informa- 
tion of  the  new-born  king  of  the  Jews;,  and  in  the  future  history  of  Jesus,  no 
trace  of  any  such  occurrence  at  his  birth  is  to  be  found.  Consequently,  the 
object  of  that  extraordinary  phenomenon  was  not  to  give  a  wid&spreading 
intimation  of  the  fact ;  for  if  so,  God  failed  in  his  object.  Must  we  then 
agree  with  Schleiermacher,  that  the  aim  was  limited  to  an  immediate  opera- 

^  Chap.  17.     Compare  Historia  denativ.  Mariae  et  de  infantil  Servatoris,  c.  13. 
'  Fabridus,  im  Codex  Apocryph.  N.T.  i,  s.  105,  not.  y. 
'  Ambrosias  and  Jerome.     See  Gieseler,  K.  G.  I,  s.  516. 

*  Dial  c  Tryph.  78. 
'  C.  Ccls.  I,  51. 

*  Hess,  Olshausen,  Paulus. 
7  Paulus. 

*  Chap.  14. 

*  Chap.  4  in  ThUo,  s.  69. 
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tion  upon  the  shepherds  ?  Then  we  must  also  suppose  with  him,  that  the 
shepherds,  equally  with  Simeon,  were  filled  with  Messianic  expectations,  and 
that  God  designed  by  this  apparition  to  reward  and  confirm  their  pious  belief. 
The  narrative  however  says  nothing  of  this  heavenly  frame  of  mind,  neither 
does  it  mention  any  abiding  effects  produced  upon  these  men.  According  to 
the  whole  tenor  of  the  representation,  the  apparition  seems  to  have  had 
reference,  not  to  the  shepherds,  but  exclusively  to  the  glorification  and  the 
proclaiming  of  the  birth  of  Jesus,  as  the  Messiah.  But  as  before  observed, 
the  latter  aim  was  not  accomplished,  and  the  former,  by  itself,  like  every 
mere  empty  display,  is  an  object  unworthy  of  God.  So  that  this  circumstance 
in  itself  presents  no  inconsiderable  obstacle  to  the  supranaturalistic  conception 
of  the  history.  If,  to  tlie  above  considerations,  we  add  those  already  stated 
which  oppose  the  belief  in  apparitions  and  the  existence  of  angels  in  general, 
it  is  easy  to  understand  that  with  respect  to  this  narrative  also  refuge  has  been 
sought  in  a  natural  explanation. 

The  results  of  the  first  attempts  at  a  natural  explanation  were  certainly 
sufficiently  rude.  Thus  £k:k  regarded  the  angel  as  a  messenger  from  Beth- 
lehem, who  carried  a  light  which  caught  the  eye  of  the  shepherds,  and  the 
song  of  the  heavenly  host  as  the  merry  tones  of  a  party  accompanying  the 
messenger.  ^^  Paulus  has  woven  together  a  more  refined  and  matter  of  fact 
explanation.  Mary,  who  had  met  with  a  hospitable  reception  in  a  herdsman's 
family,  and  who  was  naturally  elated  with  the  hope  of  giving  birth  to  the 
Messiah,  told  her  expectations  to  the  members  of  this  family ;  to  whom  as 
inhabitants  of  a  city  of  David  the  communication  could  not  have  been  in- 
different. These  shepherds  therefore  on  perceiving,  whilst  in  the  fields  by 
night,  a  luminous  appearance  in  the  air — sl  phenomenon  which  travellers  say 
is  not  uncommon  in  those  regions — they  interpret  it  as  a  divine  intimation  that 
the  stranger  in  their  foddering-stall  is  delivered  of  the  Messiah ;  and  as  the 
meteoric  light  extends  and  moves  to  and  fro,  they  take  it  for  a  choir  of  angels 
chaunting  hymns  of  praise.  Returning  home  they  find  their  anticipations 
confirmed  by  the  event,  and  that  which  at  first  they  merely  conjectured  to  be 
the  sense  and  interpretation  of  the  phenomenon,  they  now,  after  the  manner 
of  the. East,  represent  as  words  actually  spoken.^^ 

This  explanation  rests  altogether  on  the  assumption,  that  the  shepherds 
were  previously  acquainted  with  Mary's  expectation  that  she  should  give  birth 
to  the  Messiah.  How  otherwise  should  they  have  been  led  to  consider  the 
sign  as  referring  particularly  to  the  birth  of  the  Messiah  in  their  manger  ? 
Yet  this  very  assumption  is  the  most  direct  contradiction  of  the  gospel  ac- 
count. For,  in  the  first  place,  the  Evangelist  evidently  does  not  suppose  the 
manger  to  belong  to  the  shepherds  :  since  after  he  has  narrated  the  delivery 
of  Mary  in  the  manger,  he  then  goes  on  to  speak  of  the  shepherds  as  a 
new  and  distinct  subject,  not  at  all  connected  with  the  manger.  His 
words  are  :  arid  there  were  in  t)ie  same  country  shepherds^  #cat  iroi/tcvcs  ^o-av  Iv 
TjJ  X<*W  n?  «vt5'  If  this  explanation  were  correct  he  would,  at  all  events,  have 
said,  the  shepherds  etc,  oi  dc  iroi/mei'c?  /c.  r.  X. ;  besides  he  would  not  have  been 
wholly  silent  respecting  the  comings  and  goings  of  these  shepherds  during  the 
day,  and  their  departure  to  guard  the  fiock  at  the  approach  of  night  But, 
grant  these  presupposed  circumstances,  is  it  consistent  in  Paulus  to  represent 
Mary,  at  first  so  reserved  concerning  her  pregnancy  as  to  conceal  it  even  from 
Joseph,  and  then  so  communicative  that,  just  arrived  among  strangers,  she 

"  In  sdnem  Versuch  iiber  die  Wundergeschichten  des  N.  T.  See  Gabler's  Neuestes 
theol.  Journal,  7,  4,  s.  411. 

^^  £xeg.  Flandb.  s.  180  flf.  As  Paulus  supposes  an  external  natural  phenomenon  so 
Matthsei  imagines  a  mental  vision  of  angels.    Synopse  der  vier  Evangelien,  s.  3. 
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parades  the  whole  history  of  her  expectations?  Again  the  sequel  of  the 
narrative  contradicts  the  assumption  that  the  shepherds  were  informed  of  the 
matter  by  Mary  herself,  before  her  delivery.  For,  according  to  the  gospel 
history,  the  shepherds  receive  the  first  intelligence  of  the  birth  of  the 
Saviour  crcim^p  from  the  angel  who  appears  to  them,  and  who  tells  them,  as  a 
sign  of  the  truth  of  his  communication,  that  they  shall  find  the  babe  lying  in 
a  manger.  Had  they  already  heard  from  Mary  of  the  approaching  birth  of 
the  Messiah,  the  meteoric  appearance  would  have  been  a  confirmation  to 
them  of  Mary's  words,  and  not  the  finding  of  the  child  a  proof  of  the  truth  of 
the  apparition.  Finally,  may  we  so  far  confide  in  the  investigations  already 
made  as  to  inquire,  whence,  if  neither  a  miraculous  announcement  nor  a 
supernatural  conception  actually  occurred,  could  Mary  have  derived  the  con- 
fident anticipation  that  she  should  give  birth  to  the  Messiah  ? 

In  opposition  to  this  natural  explanation,  so  full  of  difficulties  on  every  side, 
Bauer  announced  his  adoption  of  the  mythical  view  ^*  ;  in  fact,  however,  he 
did  not  advance  one  step  beyond  the  interpretation  of  the  Rationalists,  but 
actually  repeated  Paulus's  exposition  point  for  point.  To  this  mixed  mythical 
explanation  Gabler  justly  objected  that  it,  equally  with  the  natural  interpre- 
tation, multiplies  improbabilities:  by  the  adoption  of  the  pure,  dogmatic 
mythus,  everything  appears  simpler ;  thereby,  at  the  same  time,  greater  har- 
mony is  introduced  into  the  early  christian  history,  all  the  preceding  narra- 
tives of  which  ought  equally  to  be  interpreted  as  pure  mythi.^^  Gabler, 
accordingly,  explained  the  narrative  as  the  product  of  the  ideas  of  the  age, 
which  demanded  the  assistance  of  angels  at  the  birth  of  the  Messiah.  Now 
had  it  been  known  that  Mary  was  delivered  in  a  dwelling  belonging  to  shep>- 
herds,  it  would  also  have  been  concluded  that  angels  must  have  brought  the 
tidings  to  these  good  shepherds  that  the  Messiah  was  born  in  their  manger ; 
and  the  angels  who  cease  not  praising  God,  must  have  sung  a  hymn  of  praise 
on  the  occasion.  Gabler  thinks  it  impossible,  that  a  Jewish  christian  who 
should  have  known  some  of  the  data  of  the  birth  of  Jesus,  could  have  thought 
of  it  otherwise  than  as  here  depicted.  ^^ 

This  explanation  of  Gabler  shows,  in  a  remarkable  manner,  how  difficult  it 
is  entirely  to  extricate  oneself  from  the  natural  explanation,  and  to  rise  com- 
pletely to  the  mythical ;  for  whilst  this  theologian  believes  he  treads  on  pure 
mythical  ground,  he  still  stands  with  one  foot  upon  that  of  the  natural  inter- 
pretation. He  selects  from  the  account  of  Luke  one  incident  as  historical 
which,  by  its  connexion  with  other  unhistorical  statements  and  its  conformity 
to  the  spirit  of  the  primitive  christian  legend,  is  proved  to  be  merely  mythical ; 
namely,  that  Jesus  was  really  born  in  a  shepherd's  dwelling.  He  also  borrows 
an  assumption  from  the  natural  explanation,  which  the  mythical  needs  not  to 
obtrude  on  the  text :  that  the  shepherds^  to  whom  it  is  alleged  the  angels 
appeared,  were  the  possessors  of  the  manger  in  which  Mary  was  delivered. 
The  first  detail,  upon  which  the  second  is  built,  belongs  to  the  same  machin- 
ery by  which  Luke,  with  the  help  of  the  census^  transported  the  parents  of 
Jesus  from  Nazareth  to  Bethlehem.  Now  we  know  what  is  the  fact  respect- 
ing the  census ;  it  crumbles  away  inevitably  before  criticism,  and  with  it  the 
datum  built  entirely  upon  it,  that  Jesus  was  bom  in  a  manger.  For  had  not 
the  parents  of  Jesus  been  strangers,  and  had  they  not  come  to  Bethlehem  in 
company  with  so  large  a  concourse  of  strangers  as  the  census  might  have 
occasioned,  the  cause  which  obliged  Mary  to  accept  a  stable  for  her  place  of 

>*  Hebriiische  Mythologie,  2.  Thl.  s.  223  ff. 

^'  Recension  von  Bauer's  hebr.  Mythologie  in  Gabler's  Journal  fiir  auserlesene  theol. 
Literatur,  2,  i,  s.  58  f. 

^^  Nenestes  theoL  Journal,  7,  4,  s.  412  f. 
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delivery  would  no  longer  have  existed.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  inci- 
dent, that  Jesus  was  born  in  a  stable  and  saluted  in  the  first  instance  by 
shepherds,  is  so  completely  in  accordance  with  the  spirit  of  the  ancient 
legend,  that  it  is  evident  the  narrative  may  have  been  derived  purely  from 
this  source.  Theophylact,  in  his  time,  pointed  out  its  true  character,  when 
he  says :  the  angels  did  not  appear  to  the  scribes  and  pharisees  of  Jerusalem 
who  were  full  of  all  malice,  but  to  the  shepherds,  in  the  fields,  on  account  of 
their  simplicity  and  innocence,  and  because  they  by  their  mode  of  life  were 
the  successors  of  the  patriarchs.  ^*  It  was  in  the  field  by  the  flocks  that  Moses 
was  visited  by  a  heavenly  apparition  (Exod.  iii.  i  fF.);  and  God  took  David, 
the  forefather  of  the  Messiah,  from  his  sheepfolds  (at  Bethlehem),  to  be  the  shep- 
herd of  his  people.  Psalm  Ixxviii.  70  (comp.  i  Sam.  xvi.  11).  The  mythi 
of  the  ancient  world  more  generally  ascribed  divine  apparitions  to  country- 
men ^*  and  shepherds  ^^ ;  the  sons  of  the  gods,  and  of  great  men  were  fre- 
quently brought  up  among  shepherds.^®  In  the  same  spirit  of  the  ancient 
legend  is  the  apocryphal  invention  that  Jesus  was  born  in  a  cave,  and  we  are 
at  once  reminded  of  the  cave  of  Jupiter  and  of  the  other  gods ;  even  though 
the  misunderstood  passage  of  Isaiah  xxxiil  16  may  have  been  the  immediate 
occasion  of  this  incident.  ^^  Moreover  the  night,  in  which  the  scene  is  laid, 
— (unless  one  refers  here  to  the  rabbinical  representations,  according  to  which, 
the  deliverance  by  means  of  the  Messiah,  like  the  deliverance  from  Egypt, 
should  take  place  by  night  ^) — forms  the  obscure  background  against  which 
the  manifested  giory  of  the  Lord  shone  so  much  the  more  brilliantly,  which,  as 
it  is  said  to  have  glorified  the  birth  of  Moses,'^  could  not  have  been  absent 
from  that  of  the  Messiah,  his  exalted  antitype. 

The  mythical  interpretation  of  this  section  of  the  gospel  history  has  found 
an  opponent  in  Schleiermacher.**  He  thinks  it  improbable  that  this  com- 
mencement of  the  second  chapter  of  Luke  is  a  continuation  of  the  first, 
written  by  the  same  author ;  because  the  frequent  opportunities  of  introducing 
lyrical  effusions — as  for  example,  when  the  shepherds  returned  glorifying  and 
praising  God,  v.  20 — are  not  taken  advantage  of  as  in  the  first  chapter  ;  and 
here  indeed  we  can  in  some  measure  agree  with  him.  But  when  he  adds  that 
a  decidedly  poetical  character  cannot  be  ascribed  to  this  narrative,  since  a 
poetical  compo$ition  would  of  necessity  have  contained  more  of  the  lyrical, 
this  only  proves  that  Schleiemiacher  has  not  j,ustly  apprehended  the  notion 
of  that  kind  of  poetry  of  which  he  here  treats,  namely,  the  poetry  of  the 
mythus.  In  a  word,  mythical  poetry  is  objective :  the  poetical  exists  in 
the  substance  of  the  narrative,  and  may  therefore  appear  in  the  plainest  form, 
free  from  all  the  adornments  of  lyrical  effusions  ;  which  latter  are  rather  only 
the  subsequent  additions  of  a  more  intelligent  and  artificially  elaborated  sub- 
jective poetry.  ^  Undoubtedly  this  section  seems  to  have  been  preserved  to 
us  more  nearly  in  its  original  legendary  form,  whilst  the  narratives  of  the  first 
chapter  in  Luke  bear  rather  the  stamp  of  having  been  re-wrought  by  some 

"  In  Luc  2.  in  Suicer,  2,  p.  789  f. 

*•  Servius  ad  Verg.  Eel.  10,  26. 

"  Liban.  progymn.  p.  138,  in  Wetstcin,  s.  662. 

'^  I'hus  Cyrus,  see  Herod.  I,  no  if.     Romulus,  see  Livy,>i,  4. 

»»  Thilo,  Codex  Apocr.  N.  T.  i,  s.  383  not. 

•«  Vid.  Schottgen,  2,  s.  531. 

**  Sota,  I,  48  :  Sapientes  nostri  perhibent.,  circA  horam  nativtiatis  Afosis  totam  dofnum 
repUtam  fuisst  luce  (Wetstcin). 

^  Ueber  den  Lukas,  s.  29.  f.  With  whom  Neander  and  others  now  agree. — L.  J.  Ch. 
^  21  f. 

"  Comp.  De  Wette,  Kritik  der  mosaischen  Geschichte,  s.  1 16 ;  George,  Mythus  u.  Sage, 
s,  33  f. 
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poetical  individual ;  but  historical  truth  is  not  on  that  account  to  be  sought 
here  any   more  than  there.     Consequently  the  obligation   which   Schleier- 
macher  further  imposes  upon  himself,  to  trace  out  the  source  of  this  narrative 
in  the  Gospel  of  Luke,  can  only  be  regarded  as  an  exercise  of  ingenuity.     He 
refuses  to  recognize  that  source  in  Mary,  though  a  reference  to  her  might  have 
been  found  in  the  observation,  v.  19,  she  kept  all  these  sayings  in  her  heart  \ 
wherein  indeed  he  is  the  more  right,  since  that  observation  (a  fact  to  which 
Schleiermacher  does  not  advert)  is  merely  a  phrase  borrowed  from  the  history 
of  Jacob  and  his  son  Joseph.  ^    For  as  the  narrative  in  Genesis  relates  cf 
Jacob,  the  father  of  Joseph,  that  child  of  miracle,  that  when  the  latter  told 
his  significant  dreams,  and  his  brethren  envied  him,  his  father  observed  the  say- 
ing \  so  the  narrative  in  Luke,  both  here  and  at  verse  51,  relates  of  Mary, 
that  she,  whilst  others  gave  utterance  aloud  to  their  admiration  at  the  extra- 
ordinary occurrences  which  happened  to  her  child,  kept  all  these  things  and 
pondered  them  in  her  heart.     But  the  above-named  theologian  points  out  the 
shepherds  instead  of  Mary  as  the  source  of  our  narrative,  alleging  that  all  the 
details  are  given,  not  from  Mary's  point  of  view,  but  from  that  of  the  shep- 
herds.    More  truly  however  is  the  point  of  view  that  of  the  legend  which 
supersedes  both.     If  Schleiermacher  finds  it  impossible  to  believe  that  this 
narrative  is  an  air-bubble  conglomerated  out  of  nothings  he  must  include 
under  the  word  nothing  the  Jewish  and  early  christian  ideas — concerning 
Bethlehem,  as  the  necessary  birthplace  of  the  Messiah;  concerning  the  con- 
dition of  the  shepherds,  as  being  peculiarly  favoured  by  communications  from 
heaven ;  concerning  angels,  as  the  intermediate  agents  in  such  communica- 
tions— notions  we  on  our  side  cannot  possibly  hold  in  so  little  estimation, 
but  we  find  it  easy  to  conceive  that  something  similar  to  our  narrative  might 
have  formed  itself  out  out  of  them.    Finally,  when  he  finds  an  adventitious  or 
designed  invention  impossible,  because  the  Christians  of  that  district  might 
easily  have  inquired  of  Mary  or  of  the  disciples  concerning  the  truth  of  the 
matter :  he  speaks  too  nearly  the  language  of  the  ancient  apologists,  and  pre- 
supposes the  ubiquity  of  these  persons,^^  already  alluded  to  in  the  Introduction, 
who  however  could  not  possibly  have  been  in  all  places  rectifying  the  ten- 
dency to  form  christian  legends,  wherever  it  manifested  itself. 

The  notice  of  the  circumcision  of  Jesus  (Luke  ii.  21),  evidently  proceeds 
from  a  narrator  who  had  no  real  advice  of  the  fact,  but  who  assumed  as  a 
certainty  that,  according  to  Jewish  custom,  the  ceremony  took  place  on  the 
eighth  day,  and  who  was  desirous  of  commemorating  this  important  event  in 
the  life  of  an  Israelitish  boy  ;*^  in  like  manner  as  Paul  (Phil.  iii.  5)  records  his 
circumcision  on  the  eighth  day.  The  contrast  however  between  the  fulness  of 
detail  with  which  this  point  is  elaborated  and  coloured  in  the  life  of  the 
Baptist,  and  the  barrenness  and  brevity  with  which  it  is  stated  in  reference  fo 
Jesus,  is  striking,  and  may  justify  an  agreement  with  the  remark  of  Schleier- 
macher, that  here,  at  least  the  author  of  the  first  chapter  is  no  longer  the 
originator.  Such  being  the  state  of  the  case,  this  statement  furnishes  nothing 
for  our  object,  which  we  might  not  already  have  known ;  only  we  have  till 
now  had  no  opportunity  of  observing,  distinctly,  that  the  pretended  appoint- 

•*  Gen.  xxxvii.  11  (LXX.) :  Luc.  2,  i8  f. : 

'E^Xbway   hk  oirrbv    ol   dS€\4>ol  aih-ov,  6  8i       Kcd  wdyns  d  dKoOffcurres  iBa^fuurav ^ 

irariip  a^oO  tkerijfnf^re  rb  ^fuu — Schdttgen,       ik  Mapidkfi  rdirra  <rweHipei  rd  ^i/ifiara  raOra, 
horae,  I,  262.  <rv/jtfiaK\ovaa  tw  rff  xapdl^  avriji.    2,  51  :  kolL 

^  fiifnip  a&rou  bter^pei  injna  rd  jHifjuura  ravra 
ip  ri  Kc^fidi^  airrijs* 
■•  Sec  Introduction. 

**  Perhaps  as  a  precautionary  measure  to  obviate  objections  on  the  part  of  the  Jews. 
(Ammon,  Fortbildung,  i,  s.  217.) 
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ment  of  the  name  of  Jesus  before  his  birth  likewise  belongs  merely  to  the 
mythical  dress  of  the  narrative.  When  it  is  said  his  natm  was  called  Jesus^ 
wtiich  was  so  named  of  the  angel  before  he  was  conceived  in  the  womb^  the 
importance  attached  to  the  circumstance  is  a  clear  sign,  that  a  dogmatic 
interest  lies  at  the  bottom  of  this  feature  in  the  narrative  \  which  interest  can 
be  no  other  than  that  which  gave  rise  to  the  statement — in  the  Old  Tes- 
tament concerning  an  Isaac  and  an  Ishmael,  and  in  the  New  Testament 
concerning  a  John — that  the  names  of  these  children  were,  respectively, 
revealed  to  their  parents  prior  to  their  birth,  and  on  account  of  which  interest 
the  rabbins,  in  particular,  expected  that  the  same  thing  should  occur  in  relation 
to  the  name  of  the  Messiah.*^  Without  doubt  there  were  likewise  other  far 
more  natural  reasons  which  induced  the  parents  of  Jesus  to  give  him  this 
name  (S'K^.  an  abbreviation  of  V^\\\  6  Kvpto?  crwnjpia) ;  a  name  which  was 
very  common  among  his  countrymen ;  but  because  this  name  agreed  in  a 
remarkable  manner  with  the  path  of  life  subsequently  chosen  by  him  as 
Messiah  and  o-on-vp,  it  was  not  thought  possible  that  this  coincidence  could 
have  been  accidental.  Besides  it  seemed  more  appropriate  that  the  name  of 
the  Messiah  should  have  been  determined  by  divine  command  than  by  human 
arbitration,  and  consequently  the  appointment  of  the  name  was  ascribed  to 
the  same  angel  who  had  announced  the  conception  of  Jesus. 


§34. 

THE    MAGI   AND    THEIR   STAR.       THE   FLIGHT  INTO   EGYPT  AND   THE 
•    MURDER   OF  THE  CHILDREN   IN   BETHLEHEM.      CRITICISM 
OF  THE  SUPRANATURALISTIC  VIEW. 

In  the  Gospel  of  Matthew  also  we  have  a  narrative  of  the  Messiah's 
entrance  into  the  world ;  it  differs  considerably  in  detail  from  that  of  Luke, 
which  we  have  just  examined,  but  in  the  former  part  of  the  two  accounts 
there  is  a  general  similarity  (Matt  ii.  i  ff.).  The  object  of  both  narratives  is 
to  describe  the  solemn  introduction  of  the  Messianic  infant,  the  heralding  of 
his  birth  undertaken  by  heaven  itself,  and  his  first  reception  among  men.^  In 
both,  attention  is  called  to  the  new-born  Messiah  by  a  celestial  phenomenon  ; 
according  to  Luke,  it  is  an  angel  clothed  in  brightness,  according  to  Matthew, 
it  is  a  star.  As  the  apparitions  are  different,  so  accordingly  are  the  recipients ; 
the  angel  addresses  simple  shepherds  ;  the  star  is  discovered  by  eastern  magi, 
who  are  able  to  interpret  for  themselves  the  voiceless  sign.  Both  parties  are 
directed  to  Bethlehem ;  the  shepherds  by  the  words  of  the  angel,  the  magi  by 
the  instructions  they  obtain  in  Jerusalem ;  and  both  do  homage  to  the  infant ; 
the  poor  shepherds  by  singing  hymns  of  praise,  the  magi  by  costly  presents  from 
their  native  country.  But  from  this  point  the  two  narratives  begin  to  diverge 
widely.  In  Luke  all  proceeds  happily ;  the  shepherds  return  with  gladness  in 
their  hearts,  the  child  experiences  no  molestation,  he  is  presented  in  the 
temple  on  the  appointed  day,  thrives  and  grows  up  in  tranquillity.  In 
Matthew,  on  the  contrary,  affairs  take  a  tragical  turn.    The  inquiry  of  the  wise 

*'  Pirke  R.  Elieser,  33 :  Sex  kominum  nomina  dicta  sunt^  oHtequam  nascerentur:  Jsaaci 
nempt^  Isptailis,  Mosis^  ScUomoniStJosia  et  nomen  regis  Aiessia,  Bereschith  rabba,  sect.  I, 
fol.  3,  3. — (Schottgen,  horae,  2,  s.  436) :  Sex  res  praevenenint  creatioDem  mundi :  qusedam 
ex  illis  create  sunt,  nempe  lex  et  thronus  glorise ;  aliae  ascenderant  in  cogitationem  (Dei)  ut 
crearentur,  nimirum  Patnarchs,  Israel,  templum,  et  nomen  Messite. 

'  Comp.  Schneckenburger,  Uber  den  Ursprung  des  ersten  kanonischen  Evangeliums, 
8.69ff. 
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men  in  Jerusalem  concerning  the  new-born  King  of  the  Jews,  is  the  occasion 
of  a  murderous  decree  on  the  part  of  Herod  against  the  children  of  Bethle- 
hem, a  danger  from  which  the  infant  Jesus  is  rescued  only  by  a  sudden  flight 
into  Egypt,  whence  he  and  his  parents  do  not  return  to  the  Holy  Land  till 
after  the  death  of  Herod. 

Thus  we  have  here  a  double  proclamation  of  the  Messianic  child :  we 
might,  however,  suppose  that  the  one  by  the  angel,  in  Luke,  would  announce 
the  birth  of  the  Messiah  to  the  immediate  neighbourhood ;  the  other,  by 
means  of  the  star,  to  distant  lands.  But  as,  according  to  Matthew,  the  birth 
of  Jesus  became  known  at  Jerusalem,  which  was  in  the  immediate  vicinity,  by 
means  of  the  star ;  if  this  representation  be  historical,  that  of  Luke,  according 
to  which  the  shepherds  were  the  first  to  spread  abroad  with  praises  to  God 
(v.  1 7,  20),  that  which  had  been  communicated  to  them  as  glad  tidings  for  all 
])eople  (v.  10),  cannot  possibly  be  correct  So,  on  the  other  hand,  if  it  be 
true  that  the  birth  of  Jesus  was  made  known  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Bethle- 
hem as  Luke  states,  by  an  angelic  communication  to  the  shepherds,  Matthew 
must  be  in  error  when  he  represents  the  first  intelligence  of  the  event  as 
subsequently  brought  to  Jerusalem  (which  is  only  from  two  to  three  hours 
distant  from  Bethlehem)  by  the  magi.  But  as  we  have  recognized  many 
indications  of  the  unhistorical  character  of  the  announcement  by  the  shepherds 
given  in  Luke,  the  ground  is  left  clear  for  that  of  Matthew,  which  must  be 
judged  of  according  to  its  inherent  credibility. 

Our  narrative  commences  as  if  it  were  an  admitted  fact,  that  astrologers 
possessed  the  power  of  recognizing  a  star  announcing  the  birth  of  the  Messiah. 
That  eastern  magi  should  have  knowledge  of  a  King  of  the  Jews  to  whom 
they  owed  religious  homage  might  indeed  excite  our  surprise ;  but  contenting 
ourselves  here  with  rennarking,  that  seventy  years  later  an  expectation  did 
prevail  in  the  east  that  a  ruler  of  the  world  would  arise  from  among  the 
Jewish  people,^  we  pass  on  to  a  yet  more  weighty  difficulty.  According  to  this 
narrative  it  appears,  that  astrology  is  right  when  it  asserts  that  the  birth  of 
great  men  and  important  revolutions  in  human  afiairs  are  indicated  by  astral 
phenomena ;  an  opinion  long  since  consigned  to  the  region  of  superstition. 
It  is  therefore  to  be  explained,  how  this  deceptive  science  could  in  this 
solitary  instance  prove  true,  though  in  no  other  case  are  its  inferences  to  be 
relied  on.  The  most  obvious  explanation,  from  the  orthodox  point  of  view, 
is  an  appeal  to  the  supernatural  inteivention  of  God  ;  who^  in  this  particular 
instance,  in  order  to  bring  the  distant  magi  unto  Jesus,  accommodated  himself 
to  their  astrological  notions,  and  caused  the  anticipated  star  to  appear.  But 
the  adoption  of  this  expedient  involves  very  serious  consequences.  For  the 
coincidence  of  the  remarkable  sequel  with  the  astrological  prognostic  could 
not  fail  to  strengthen  the  belief,  not  only  of  the  magi  and  their  fellow- 
countrymen,  but  also  of  the  Jews  and  Christians  who  were  acquainted  with 
the  circumstances,  in  the  spurious  science  of  astrology,  thereby  creating 
incalculable  error  and  mischief.  If  therefore  it  be  unadvisable  to  admit  an 
extraordinary  divine  intervention,^  and  if  the  position  that  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  nature,  important  occurrences  on  this  earth  are  attended  by  changes  in 
the  heavenly  bodies,  be  abandoned,  the  only  remaining  explanation  lies  in 

'  Joseph.  B.  J.  vi.  vi.  4  :  Tacit.  Histor.  v.  13  ;  Sneton.  Vespas.  4.  All  the  extant  allu- 
sions to  the  existence  of  such  a  hope  at  the  era  of  Christ's  birth,  relate  only  in  an  indetermi- 
nate manner  to  a  ruler  of  the  world.     Virg.  Edog.  4 ;  Sueton.  Octav.  94. 

'  In  saying  that  it  is  inadmissible  to  suppose  a  divine  intervention  directly  tending  to 
countenance  superstition,  I  refer  to  what  is  called  immediate  intervention.  In  the  doctrine 
of  mediate  intervention,  which  includes  the  co-operation  of  man,  there  is  doubtless  a  mixture 
of  truth  and  error.     Neander  confuses  the  two.     L.  J.  Ch.,  s.  29. 
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the  supposition  of  an  accidental  coincidence.  But  to  appeal  to  chance  is  in 
fact  either  to  say  nothing,  or  to  renounce  the  supranaturalistic  point  of  view. 

But  the  orthodox  view  of  this  account  not  only  sanctions  the  false  science 
of  astrology,  but  also  confirms  the  false  interpretation  of  a  passage  in  the 
prophets.  For  as  the  magi,  following  their  star,  proceed  in  the  right  direction, 
so  the  chief  priests  and  scribes  of  Jerusalem  whom  Herod,  on  learning  the 
arrival  and  object  of  the  magi,  summons  before  him  and  questions  concerning 
the  birth-place  of  the  King  of  the  Jews,  interpret  the  passage  in  Micah  v.  i  as 
signifying  that  the  Messiah  should  be  born  in  Bethlehem  ;  and  to  this  signifi- 
cation the  event  corresponds.  Now  such  an  application  of  the  above  passage 
can  only  be  made  by  forcing  the  words  from  their  true  meaning  and  from  all 
relation  with  the  context,  according  to  the  well-known  practice  of  the  rabbins. 
For  independently  of  the  question  whether  or  not  under  the  word  ^?i^D,  in  the 
passage  cited,  the  Messiah  be  intended,  the  entire  context  shows  the  meaning 
to  be,  not  that  the  expected  governor  who  was  to  come  forth  out  of  Bethlehem 
would  actually  be  born  in  that  city,  but  only  that  he  would  be  a  descendant 
of  David,  whose  family  sprang  from  Bethlehem.^  Thus  allowing  the  magi  to 
have  been  rightly  directed  by  means  of  the  rabbinical  exegesis  of  the  oracle,  a 
false  interpretation  must  have  hit  on  the  truth,  either  by  means  of  divine  in- 
tervention and  accommodation,  or  by  accident.  The  judgment  pronounced 
in  the  case  of  the  star  is  applicable  here  also. 

After  receiving  the  above  answer  from  the  Sanhedrim,  Herod  summons  the 
magi  before  him^  and  his  first  question  concerns  the  time  at  which  the  star 
appeared  (v.  7).  Why  did  he  wish  to  know  this*?  The  i6th  verse  tells  us, 
that  he  might  thereby  calculate  the  age  of  the  Messianic  child,  and  thus 
ascertain  up  to  what  age  it  would  be  necessary  for  him  to  put  to  death  the 
children  of  Bethlehem,  so  as  not  to  miss  the  one  announced  by  the  star.  But 
this  plan  of  murdering  all  the  children  of  Bethlehem  up  to  a  certain  age,  that 
he  might  destroy  the  one  likely  to  prove  fatal  to  the  interests  of  his  family, 
was  not  conceived  by  Herod  until  after  the  magi  had  disappointed  his  expect- 
ation that  they  would  return  to  Jerusalem ;  a  deception  which,  if  we  may 
judge  from  his  violent  anger  on  account  of  it  (v.  16),  Herod  had  by  no  means 
anticipated.  Prior  to  this,  according  to  v.  8,  it  had  been  his  intention  to 
obtain  from  the  magi,  on  their  return,  so  close  a  description  of  the  child,  his 
dwelling  and  circumstances,  that  it  would  be  easy  for  him  to  remove  his 
infantine  rival  without  sacrificing  any  other  life.  It  was  not  until  he  had  dis- 
covered the  stratagem  of  the  magi,  that  he  was  obliged  to  have  recourse  to 
the  more  violent  measure  for  the  execution  of  which  it  was  necessary  for  him 
to  know  the  time  of  the  star's  appearance.^  How  fortunate  for  him,  then, 
that  he  had  ascertained  this  time  before  he  had  decided  on  the  plan  that  made 
the  information  important;  but  how  inconceivable  that  he  should  make  a 
point  which  was  only  indirectly  connected  with  his  original  project,  the  sub- 
ject of  his  first  and  most  eager  interrogation  (v.  7)  1 

Herod,  in  the  second  place,  commissions  the  magi  to  acquaint  themselves 
accurately  with  all  that  concerns  the  royal  infant,  and  to  impart  their  know- 
ledge to  him  on  their  return,  that  he  also  may  go  and  tender  his  homage  to 
the  child,  that  is,  according  to  his  real  meaning,  take  sure  measures  for  putting 

*'  Paulus  and  De  Wette,  ex^.  Handb.  in  loc. 

^  According  to  Hoffmann  (p.  256),  that  he  might  control  the  assertion  of  the  magi  by  in- 
quiring of  his  own  astrologers,  whether  they  had  seen  the  star  at  the  same  time.  This  is  not 
merely  unsupported  by  the  text — it  is  in  direct  contradiction  to  it,  for  we  are  there  told  that 
Herod  at  once  gave  terrified  credence  to  the  magL 

*  Fritzsche,  in  loc.  aptly  says — com^^erto^  quasi  ptagos  non  ad  se  redituroi  stoHm  sciznssct^ 
ortisideris  tempore  ^  etc. 


BIRTH   AND  EARLY  LIFE  OF  JESUS.  I65 

him  to  death  (v.  8).  Such  a  proceeding  on  the  part  of  an  astute  monarch  like 
Herod  has  long  been  held  improbable.'''  Even  if  he  hoped  to  deceive  the 
magi,  while  in  conference  with  them,  by  adopting  this  friendly  mask,  he  must 
necessarily  foresee  that  others  would  presently  awaken  them  to  the  probability 
that  he  harboured  evil  designs  against  the  child,  and  thus  prevent  them  from 
returning  according  to  his  injunction.  He  might  conjecture  that  the  parents 
of  the  child  on  hearing  of  the  ominous  interest  taken  in  him  by  the  king, 
would  seek  his  safety  by  flight,  and  finally,  that  those  inhabitants  of  Bethlehem 
and  its  environs  who  cherished  Messianic  expectations,  would  not  be  a  little 
confirmed  in  them  by  the  arrival  of  the  magi.  On  all  these  grounds,  Herod's 
only  prudent  measure  would  have  been  either  to  detain  the  magi  in 
Jerusalem,®  and  in  the  meantime  by  means  of  secret  emissaries  to  dispatch 
the  child  to  whom  such  peculiar  hopes  were  attached,  and  who  must  have 
been  easy  of  discovery  in  the  litde  village  of  Bethlehem  ;  or  to  have  given  the 
magi  companions  who,  so  soon  as  the  child  was  found,  might  at  once  have 
put  an  end  to  his  existence.  Even  Olshausen  thinks  that  these  strictures  are 
not  groundless,  and  his  best  defence  against  them  is  the  observation  that  the 
histories  of  all  ages  present  unaccountable  instances  of  forgetfulness — a  proof 
that  the  course  of  human  events  is  guided  by  a  supreme  hand.  When  the 
supematuralist  invokes  the  supreme  hand  in  the  case  before  us,  he  must 
suppose  that  God  himself  blinded  Herod  to  the  surest  means  of  attaining  his 
object,  in  order  to  save  the  Messianic  child  from,  a  premature  death.  But 
the  other  side  of  this  divine  contrivance  is,  that  instead  of  the  one  child,  many 
others  must  die.  There  would  be  nothing  to  object  against  such  a  substitution 
in  this  particular  case,  if  it  could  be  proved  that  these  was  no  other  possible 
mode  of  rescuing  Jesus  from  a  fate  inconsistent  with  the  scheme  of  human 
redemption.  But  if  it  be  once  admitted,  that  God  interposed  supernaturally 
to  blind  the  mind  of  Herod  and  to  suggest  to  the  magi  that  they  should  not 
return  to  Jerusalem,  we  are  constrained  to  ask,  why  did  not  God  in  the  first 
instance  inspire  the  magi  to  shun  Jerusalem  and  proceed  directly  to  Beth- 
lehem, whither  Herod's  attention  would  not  then  have  been  so  immediately 
attracted,  and  thus  the  disastrous  sequel  perhaps  have  been  altogether  avoided?^ 
The  supranaturalist  has  no  answer  to  this  question  but  the  old-fashioned 
argument  that  it  was  good  for  the  infants  to  die,  because  they  were  thus  freed 
by  transient  suffering  from  much  misery,  and  more  especially- from  the  danger 
of  sinning  against  Jesus  with  the  unbelieving  Jews;  whereas  now  they  had  the 
honour  of  losing  their  lives  for  the  sake  of  Jesus,  and  thus  of  lanking  as 
martyrs,  and  so  forth.^® 

The  magi  leave  Jerusalem  by  night,  the  favourite  time  for  travelling  in  the 
east.  The  star,  which  they  seem  to  have  lost  sight  of  since  their  departure 
from  home,  again  appears  and  goes  before  them  on  the  road  to  Bethlehem, 
until  at  length  it  remains  stationary  over  the  house  that  contains  the  wondrous 
child  and  its  parents.  The  way  from  Jerusalem  to  Bethlehem  lies  southward ; 
now  the  true  path  of  erratic  stars  is  either  from  west  to  east,  as  that  of  the 
planets  and  of  some  comets,  or  from  east  to  west,  as  that  of  other  comets;  the 
orbits  of  many  comets  do  indeed  tend  from  north  to  south,,  but  the  true 
motion  of  all  these  bodies  is  so  greatly  surpassed  by  their  apparent  motion 

'  K.  Ch.  L.  Schmidt,  exeg.  Beitrage,  i,  s.  150  f.     Comp.  Fritzsche  and  Dc  Wette  in  loc. 

'  Hoflfman  thinks  that  Herod  shunned  this  measure  as  a  breach  of  hospitality ;  yet  this 
very  Heiod  he  represents  as  a  monster  of  cruelty,  and  that  justly,  for  the  conduct  attributed 
to  the  monarch  in  chap.  ii.  of  Matthew  is  not  unworthy  of  his  heart,  against  which  Neander 
superfluously  argues  (p.  30  f.),  but  of  his  head. 

^  Schmidt,  ut  sup.  p.  155  f. 

*^  Stark,  Synops.  bibl.  exeg.  in  N.  T.,  p.  62. 
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from  east  to  west  produced  by  the  rotation  of  the  earth  on  its  axis,  that  it  is 
imperceptible  except  at  considerable  intervals.  Even  the  diurnal  movement 
of  the  heavenly  bodies,  however,  is  less  obvious  on  a  short  journey  than  the 
merely  optical  one,  arising  from  the  observer's  own  change  of  place,  in  con- 
sequence of  which  a  star  that  he  sees  before  him  seems,  as  long  as  he  moves 
forward,  to  pass  on  in  the  same  direction  through  infinite  space ;  it  cannot 
therefore  stand  still  over  a  particular  house  and  thus  induce  a  traveller  to  halt 
there  also ;  on  the  contrary,  the  traveller  himself  must  halt  before  the  star  will 
appear  stationary.  The  star  of  the  magi  could  not  then  be  an  ordinary, 
natural  star,  but  must  have  been  one  created  by  God  for  that  particular 
exigency,  and  impressed  by  him  with  a  peculiar  law  of  motion  and  rest.^^ 
Again,  this  could  not  have  been  a  true  star,  moving  among  the  systems  of  our 
firmament,  for  such  an  one,  however  impelled  and  arrested,  could  never, 
according  to  optical  laws,  appear  to  pause  over  a  particular  house.  It  must 
therefore  have  been  something  lower,  hovering  over  the  earth's  surface ;  hence 
some  of  the  Fathers  and  apocryphal  writers  ^^  supposed  it  to  have  been  an 
angel,  which,  doubtless,  might  fly  before  the  magi  in  the  form  of  a  star, 
and  take  its  station  at  a  moderate  height  above  the  house  of  Mary  in  Beth- 
lehem ;  more  modern  theologians  have  conjectured  that  the  phenomenon  was 
a  meteor. ^^  Both  these  explanations  are  opposed  to  the  text  of  Matthew:  the 
former,  because  it  is  out  of  keeping  with  the  style  of  our  Gospels  to  designate 
anything  purely  supernatural,  such  as  an  angelic  appearance,  by  an  expression 
that  implies  a  merely  natural  object,  as  da-rrfp  (a  star) ;  the  latter,  because  a 
mere  meteor  would  not  last  for  so  long  a  time  as  must  have  elapsed  between 
the  deprrt  ire  of  the  magi  from  their  remote  home  and  their  arrival  in  Bethle- 
hem. Perhaps,  however,  it  will  be  contended  that  God  created  one  meteor 
for  the  first  monition,  and  another  for  the  second. 

Many,  even  of  the  orthodox  expositors,  have  found  these  diflSculties  in  rela- 
tion to  the  star  so  pressing,  that  they  have  striven  to  escape  at  any  cost  from 
the  admission  that  it  preceded  the  magi  in  their  way  towards  Bethlehem,  and 
took  its  station  directly  over  a  particular  house.  According  to  Siiskind,  whose 
explanation  has  been  much  approved,  the  verb  tt/oo^ci'  (w^nf  before)  (v.  9), 
which  is  in  the  imperfect  tense,  does  not  signify  that  the  star  visibly  led  the 
magi  on  their  way,  but  is  equivalent  to  the  pluperfect,  which  would  imply 
that  the  star  had  been  invisibly  transferred  to  the  destination  of  the  magi  before 
their  arrival,  so  that  the  Evangelist  intends  to  say  :  the  star  which  the  magi 
had  seen  in  the  east  and  subsequently  lost  sight  of,  suddenly  made  its 
appearance  to  them  in  Bethlehem  above  the  house  they  were  seeking ;  it  had 
therefore  preceded  them.^*  But  this  is  a  transplantation  of  rationalistic  artifice 
into  the  soil  of  orthodox  exegesis.  Not  only  the  word  Trpo^cv,  but  the  less 
flexible  expression  Iw?  eX^wv  k,  t.  X.  (//'//  //  canUy  etc.)  denotes  that  the  transit 
of  the  star  was  not  an  already  completed  phenomenon,  but  one  brought  to 
pass  under  the  observation  of  the  magi.  Expositors  who  persist  in  denying 
this  must,  to  be  consistent,  go  still  farther,  and  reduce  the  entire  narrative  to 
the  standard  of  merely  natural  events.  So  when  Olshausen  admits  that  the 
position  of  a  star  could  not  possibly  indicate  a  single  house,  that  hence  the 
magi  must  have  inquired  for  the  infant's  dwelling,  and  only  with  child-like  sim- 
plicity referred  the  issue  as  well  as  the  commencement  of  their  journey  to  a 

*'  This  was  the  opinion  of  some  of  the  Fathers,  e,g,  Euseb.  Demonstr.  evang.  9,  ap. 
Suicer,  i,  s.  559  ;  Joann.  Damasc.  de  fide  orthod.  ii.  7. 

**  Chrysostomus  and  others  ap.  Suicer,  ut  sup.  and  the  Evang.  infant,  arab.  c.  vii. 
^'  See  Kuinol,  Comm.  in  Matih.,  p.  23. 
"  Vermischte  Aufsatze,  s.  8. 
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heavenly  guide,^^ ;  he  deserts  his  own  point  of  view  for  that  of  the  rationalists, 
and  interlines  the  text  with  explanatory  particulars,  an  expedient  which  he 
elsewhere  justly  condemns  in  Paulus  and  others. 

The  magi  then  enter  the  house,  offer  their  adoration  to  the  infant,  and  pre- 
sent to  him  gifts,  the  productions  of  their  native  country.  One  might  wonder 
tliat  there  is  no  notice  of  the  astonishment  which  it  must  have  excited  in  these 
men  to  find,  instead  of  the  expected  prince,  a  child  in  quite  ordinary,  perhaps 
indigent  circumstances.^*  It  is  not  fair,  however,  to  heighten  the  contrast 
by  supposing,  according  to  the  common  notion,  that  the  magi  discovered  the 
child  in  a  stable  lying  in  the  manger;  for  this  representation  is  peculiar  to 
Luke,  and  is  altogether  unknown  to  Matthew,  who  merely  speaks  of  a  house^ 
ohcioy  in  which  the  child  was  found.  Then  follows  (v.  10)  the  warning  given 
to  the  magi  in  a  dream,  concerning  which,  as  before  remarked,  it  were  only 
to  be  wished  that  it  had  been  vouchsafed  earlier,  so  as  to  avert  the  steps  of 
the  magi  from  Jerusalem,  and  thus  perchance  prevent  the  whole  subsequent 
massacre. 

While  Herod  awaits  the  return  of  the  magi,  Joseph  is  admonished  by  an 
angelic  apparition  in  a  dream  to  flee  with  the  Messianic  child  and  its  mother 
into  Egypt  for  security  (v.  13-15).  Adopting  the  evangelist's  point  of  view,  this 
is  not  attended  with  any  difficulty ;  it  is  otherwise,  however,  with  the  prophecy 
which  the  above  event  is  said  to  fulfil,  Hosea  xi.  i.  In  this  passage  the  pro- 
phet, speaking  in  the  name  of  Jehovah,  says  :  IV/ten  Israel  ivas  a  child^  then  I 
loved  him^  and  called  my  son  out  of  Egypt.  We  may  venture  to  attribute,  even 
to  the  most  orthodox  expositor,  enough  clear-sightedness  to  perceive  that  the 
subject  of  the  first  half  of  the  sentence  is  also  the  object  of  the  second, 
namely  the  people  of  Israel,  who  here,  as  elsewhere,  (e,g,  Exod.  iv.  22, 
Sirach  xxxvi.  14),  are  collectively  called  the  Son  of  God,  and  whose  past 
deliverance  under  Moses  out  of  their  Egyptian  bondage  is  the  fact  referred 
to :  that  consequently,  the  prophet  was  not  contemplating  either  the  Messiah 
or  his  sojourn  in  Egypt.  Nevertheless,  as  our  evangelist  says,  v.  15,  that  the 
flight  of  Jesus  into  Egypt  took  place  expressly  that  the  above  words  of  Hosea 
might  be  fulfilled,  he  must  have  understood  them  as  a  prophecy  relating  to 
Christ — must,  therefore,  have  misunderstood  them.  It  has  been  pretended 
that  the  passage  has  a  twofold  application,  and,  though  referring  primarily  to 
the  Israelitish  people,  is  not  the  less  a  prophecy  relative  to  Christ,  because 
the  destiny  of  Israel  "after  the  flesh"  was  a  type  of  the  destiny  of  Jesus. 
But  this  convenient  method  of  interpretation  is  not  applicable  here,  for  the 
analogy  would,  in  the  present  case,  be  altogether  external  and  inane,  since 
the  only  parallel  consists  in  the  bare  fact  in  both  instances  of  a  sojourn  in 
Egypt,  the  circumstances  under  which  the  Israelitish  people  and  the  child 
Jesus  sojourned  there  being  altogether  diverse." 

When  the  return  of  the  magi  has  been  delayed  long  enough  for  Herod  to 
become  aware  that  they  have  no  intention  to  keep  faith  with  him,  he  decrees 
the  death  of  all  the  male  children  in  Bethlehem  and  its  environs  up  to  the 
age  of  two  years,  that  being,  according  to  the  statements  of  the  magi  as  to  the 
time  of  the  star's  appearance,  the  utmost  interval  that  could  have  elapsed 
since  the  birth  of  the  Messianic  child  (16-18).  This  was,  beyond  all 
question,  an  act  of  the  blindest  fury,  for  Herod  might  easily  have  informed 
himself  whether  a  child  who  had  received  rare  and  costly  presents  was  yet  to 
be  found  in  Bethlehem :  but  even  granting  it  not  inconsistent  with  the  dis- 

**  Bibl.  Comm.  in  loc,  Hoflfmann,  s.  261. 
*•  Schmidt,  ex^.  Beiuage,  i,  152  ff. 

"  This  is  shown  in  opposition  to  Olshausen  by  Steudel  in  BengeFs  Archiv.  viL  iL  425  f. 
vlii.  iiL  487. 
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position  of  the  aged  tyrant  to  the  extent  that  Schleiermacher  supposed,  it 
were  in  any  case  to  be  expected  that  so  unprecedented  and  revolting  a 
massacre  would  be  noticed  by  other  historians  than  Matthew. ^^  But  neither 
Josephus,  who  is  very  minute  in  his  account  of  Herod,  nor  the  rabbins,  who 
were  assiduous  in  blackening  his  memory,  give  the  slightest  hint  of  this 
decree.  The  latter  do,  indeed,  connect  the  flight  of  Jesus  into  Egypt  with  a 
murderous  scene,  the  author  of  which,  however,  is  not  Herod,  but  King 
Jannseus,  and  the  victims  not  children,  but  rabbins.^®  Their  story  is  evi- 
dently founded  on  a  confusion  of  the  occurrence  gathered  from  the  christian 
history,  with  an  earlier  event ;  for  Alexander  Jannseus  died  40  years  before 
the  birth  of  Christ.  Macrobius,  who  lived  in  the  fourth  century,  is  the  only 
author  who  notices  the  slaughter  of  the  infants,  and  he  introduces  it  obliquely 
in  a  passage  which  loses  all  credit  by  confounding  the  execution  of  Antipater, 
who  was  so  far  from  a  child  that  he  complained  of  his  grey  hairs,^  with  the 
murder  of  the  infants,  renowned  among  the  Christians.^^  Commentators  have 
attempted  to  diminish  our  surprise  at  the  remarkable  silence  in  question,  by 
reminding  us  that  the  number  of  children  of  the  given  age  in  the  petty  village  of 
Bethlehem,  must  have  been  small,  and  by  remarking  that  among  the  numerous 
deeds  of  cruelty  by  which  the  life  of  Herod  was  stained,  this  one  would  be  lost 
sight  of  as  a  drop  in  the  ocean. ^^  But  in  these  observations  the  specific  atro- 
city of  murdering  innocent  children,  however  few,  is  overlooked ;  and  it  is  this 
that  must  have  prevented  the  deed,  if  really  perpetrated,  from  being  forgotten.*^ 
Here  also  the  evangelist  cites  (v.  17,  18)  a  prophetic  passage  (Jerem.  xxxi.  15), 
as  having  been  fulfilled  by  the  murder  of  the  infants ;  whereas  it  originally 
referred  to  something  quite  different,  namely  the  transportation  of  the  Jews  to 
Babylon,  and  had  no  kind  of  reference  to  an  event  lying  in  remote  futurity. 

While  Jesus  and  his  parents  are  in  Egypt,  Herod  the  Great  dies,  and 
Joseph  is  instructed  by  an  angel,  who  appears  to  him  in  a  dream,  to  return  to 
his  native  country ;  but  as  Archelaus,  Herod's  successor  in  Judaea,  was  to  be 
feared,  he  has  more  precise  directions  in  a  second  oracular  dream,  in  obedi- 
ence to  which  he  fixes  his  abode  at  Nazareth  in  Galilee,  under  the  milder 
government  of  Herod  Antipas  (19-23).  Thus  in  the  compass  of  this  single 
chapter,  we  have  five  extraordinary  interpositions  of  God ;  an  anomalous  star, 
and  four  visions.  For  the  star  and  the  first  vision,  we  have  already  remarked, 
one  miracle  might  have  been  substituted,  not  only  without  detriment,  but 
with  advantage ;  either  the  star  or  the  vision  might  from  the  beginning  have 
deterred  the  magi  from  going  to  Jerusalem,  and  by  this  means  perhaps  have 
averted  the  massacre  ordained  by  Herod.  But  that  the  two  last  visions  are 
not  united  in  one  is  a  mere  superfluity ;  for  the  direction  to  Joseph  to  proceed 
to  Nazareth  instead  of  Bethlehem,  which  is  made  the  object  of  a  special 
vision,  might  just  as  well  have  been  included  in  the  first  Such  a  disregard, 
even  to  prodigality,  of  the  Ux  parsimonies  in  relation  to  the  miraculous,  one 
is  tempted  to  refer  to  human  imagination  rather  than  to  divine  providence. 

The  false  interpretations  of  Old  Testament  passages  in  this  chapter  are 
crowned  by  the  last  verse,  where  it  is  said  that  by  the  settlement  of  the 

'^  Schmidt,  ut  sup.  p.  156. 

'^  Babylon.  Sanhedr.  f.  cvii.  2,  ap.  Lightfoot*  p.  207.  Comp.  Schottgen,  ii.  p.  533. 
According  to  Josephus  Antiq.  xiiL  xiii.  5,  xiv.  2,  they  were  Jews  of  each  sex  and  of  all  ages, 
and  chiefly  Pharisees. 

'^  Joseph.  B.  J.  i.  xxx.  3.    Comp.  Antiq.  xvii.  iv.  i. 

'^  Macrob.  Satumal.  ii.  4  :  Quum  audisset  {Augustus)  inter  pueros^  quos  in  Syrid  Herodes 
rex  Judaorutn  intra  bimatum  jussii  interfici^  filium  quoque  ejus  occisum^  ait:  mtlius  est^ 
Herodis  porcum  (dr)  esse  quamfilium  (vZ^). 

•'  Vid.  Wetstein,  Kuinol,  Olshausen  in  loc.  Winer  d.  A.  Herodes. 

^  Fritzsche,  Comm.  in  Matt.,  p.  93  f. 
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parents  of  Jesus  at  Nazareth  was  fulfilled  the  saying  of  the  prophets :  He 
shall  be  called  a  Nazarene.  Now  this  passage  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  Old 
Testament,  and  unless  expositors,  losing  courage,  take  refuge  in  darkness  by 
supposing  that  it  is  extracted  from  a  canonical  **  or  apocryphal  **  book  now 
lost,  they  must  admit  the  conditional  validity  of  one  or  other  of  the  following 
charges  against  the  evangelist.  If,  as  it  has  been  alleged,  he  intended  to  com- 
press the  Old  Testament  prophecies  that  the  Messiah  would  be  despised, 
into  the  oracular  sentence,  He  shall  be  called  a  Nazarene,  i,e,  the  citizen  of 
a  despised  city,**  we  must  accuse  him  of  the  most  arbitrary  mode  of  ex- 
pression ;  or,  if  he  be  supposed  to  give  a  modification  of  nn3  (nasir)  we  must 
tax  him  with  the  most  violent  transformation  of  the  word  and  the  grossest 
perversion  of  its  meaning,  for  even  if,  contrary  to  the  fact,  this  epithet  were 
applied  to  the  Messiah  in  the  Old  Testament,  it  could  only  mean  either  that 
he  would  be  a  Nazarite,*'''  which  Jesus  never  was,  or  that  he  would  be 
crowned,*®  as  Joseph,  Gen.  xlix.  26,  in  no  case  that  he  would  be  brought  up 
in  the  petty  town  of  Nazareth.  The  most  probable  interpretation  of  this 
passage,  and  that  which  has  the  sanction  of  the  Jewish  Christians  questioned 
on  the  subject  by  Jerome,  is,  that  the  evangelist  here  alludes  to  Isa.  xi.  i, 
where  the  Messiah  is  called  '^  "^X.?  (surculus  Jesse)  as  elsewhere  nov.*^  But 
in  every  case  there  is  the  same  violence  done  to  the  word  by  attaching  to  a 
mere  appellative  of  the  Messiah,  an  entirely  fictitious  relation  to  the  name  of 
the  city  of  Nazareth. 

§35. 

ATTEMPTS  AT  A  NATURAL   EXPLANATION   OF  THE   HISTORY   OF  THE  MAGI. 

TRANSITION   TO   THE   MYTHICAL   EXPLANATION. 

To  avoid  the  many  difficulties  which  beset  us  at  every  step  in  interpreting 
this  chapter  after  the  manner  of  the  supranaturalists,  it  is  quite  worth  our  while 
to  seek  for  another  exposition  which  may  sufhce  to  explain  the  whole  according 
to  physical  and  psychological  laws,  without  any  admixture  of  supematuralism. 
Such  an  exposition  has  been  the  most  successfully  attempted  by  Paulus. 

How  could  heathen  magi,  in  a  remote  country  of  the  east,  know  anything 
of  a  Jewish  king  about  to  be  born  ?  This  is  the  first  difficulty,  and  it  is  removed 
on  the  above  system  of  interpretation  by  supposing  that  the  magi  were  ex- 
patriated Jews.     But  this,  apparently,  is  not  the  idea  of  the  evangelist. 

For  the  question  which  he  puts  into  the  mouth  of  the  magi,  "  Where  is  he 
Iha/ is  dom  H^t'ng  0/ /he  Jews  ?"  dhiingaishes  them  from  that  people,  and  as 
regards  the  tendency  of  the  entire  narrative,  the  church  seems  to  have 
apprehended  it  more  correctly  than  Paulus  thinks,  in  representing  the  visit  of 
the  magi  as  the  first  manifestation  of  Christ  to  the  Gentiles.  Nevertheless, 
as  we  have  above  remarked,  this  difficulty  may  be  cleared  away  without 
having  recourse  to  the  supposition  of  Paulus. 

Further,  according  to  the  natural  explanation,  the  real  object  of  the  journey 
of  these  men  was  not  to  see  the  new-born  king,  nor  was  its  cause  the  star 
which  they  had  observed  in  the  east ;  but  they  happened  to  be  travelling  to 
Jerusalem  perhaps  with  mercantile  views,  and  hearing  far  and  wide  in  the 
land  of  a  new-bom  king,  a  celestial  phenomenon  which  they  had  recently 

^  Chiysostom  and  others. 
^  Vid.  Gratz,  Comm.  zum  £v.  Matth.  I,  s.  115. 
**  Kuinol,  ad  Matth.  p.  44  f. 
*'  Wetstein,  in  loc. 

'*  Schneckenburgert  Beitrage  zur  Einleitung  in  das  N.  T.,  s.  42. 

»  Gieseler,  Studien  und  Kritiken,  1831,  3.  Heft,  s.  588/.     Fritzsche,  s.   104.  Comp. 
Hieron.  ad  Jesai.  xi.  i. 
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observed  occurred  to  their  remembrance,  and  they  earnestly  desired  to  see 
the  child  in  question.  By  this  means,  it  is  true,  the  difficulty  arising  from  the 
sanction  given  to  astrology  by  the  usual  conception  of  the  story  is  diminished, 
but  only  at  the  expense  of  unprejudiced  interpretation.  For  even  if  it  were 
admissible  unceremoniously  to  transform  magi  /tayov9  into  merchants,  their 
purpose  in  this  journey  cannot  have  been  a  commercial  one,  for  their  first 
inquiry  on  arriving  at  Jerusalem  is  after  the  new-born  king,  and  they  forth- 
with mention  a  star,  seen  by  them  in  the  east,  as  the  cause  not  only  of  their 
question,  but  also  of  their  present  journey,  the  object  of  which  they  aver  to 
be  the  presentation  of  their  homage  to  the  new-born  child  (v.  2). 

The  aa-T^p  (star)  becomes,  on  this  method  of  interpretation,  a  natural 
meteor,  or  a  comet,^  or  finally,  a  constellation,  that  is,  a  conjunction  of 
planets.^  The  last  idea  was  put  forth  by  Kepler,  and  has  been  approved  by 
several  astronomers  and  theologians.  Is  it  more  easy,  on  any  one  of  these 
suppositions,  to  conceive  that  the  star  could  precede  the  magi  on  their  way, 
and  remain  stationary  over  a  particular  house,  according  to  the  representation 
of  the  text  ?  We  have  already  examined  the  two  first  hypotheses ;  if  we 
adopt  the  third,  we  must  either  suppose  the  verb  irpoayctv  (v.  9)  to  signify  the 
disjunction  of  the  planets,  previously  in  apparent  union,*  though  the  text  does 
not  imply  a  partition  but  a  forward  movement  of  the  entire  phenomenon  ;  or  we 
must  call  Siiskind's  pluperfect  to  our  aid,  and  imagine  that  the  constellation, 
which  the  magi  could  no  longer  see  in  the  valley  between  Jerusalem  and 
Bethlehem,  again  burst  on  their  view  over  the  place  where  the  child  dwelt.*  For 
the  expression,  cTrarw  ov  rfv  to  trajZCov  (v.  9),  denotes  merely  the  place  of 
abode,  not  the  particular  dwelling  of  the  child  and  his  parents.  This  we 
grant ;  but  when  the  evangelist  proceeds  thus :  /cat  cio-cX^ovres  cts  t^v  oIkUlv^ 
(v.  9),  he  gives  the  more  general  expression  the  precise  meaning  of  dwelling- 
house,  so  that  this  explanation  is  clearly  a  vain  etfort  to  abate  the  marvel lous- 
ness  of  the  evangelical  narrative. 

The  most  remarkable  supposition  adopted  by  those  who  regard  djirnip  as  a 
conjunction  of  planets,  is  that  they  hereby  obtain  a  fixed  point  in  accredited 
history,  to  which  the  narrative  of  Matthew  may  be  attached.  According  to 
Kepler's  calculation,  corrected  by  Ideler,  there  occurred,  three  years  before 
the  death  of  Herod,  in  the  year  of  Rome  747,  a  conjunction  of  Jupiter  and 
Saturn  in  the  sign  Pisces.  The  conjunction  of  these  planets  is  repeated  in 
the  above  sign,  to  which  astrologers  attribute  a  special  relation  to  Palestine, 
about  every  800  years,  and  according  to  the  computation  of  the  Jew 
Abarbanel  (1463)  it  took  place  three  years  before  the  birth  of  Moses;  hence 
it  is  probable  enough  that  the  hope  of  the  second  great  deliverer  of  the  nation 
would  be  associated  with  the  recurrence  of  this  conjunction  in  the  time  of 
Herod,  and  that  when  the  phenomenon  was  actually  observed,  it  would 
occasion  inquiry  on  the  part  of  Babylonian  Jews.  But  that  the  star  men- 
tioned by  Matthew  was  this  particular  planetary  conjunction,  is,  from  our 
uncertainty  as  to  the  year  of  Christ's  birth,  and  also  as  to  the  period  of  the 
above  astrological  calculation,  an  extremely  precarious  conjecture ;  and  as, 
besides,  there  are  certain  particulars  in  the  evangelical  text,  for  instance,  the 
words  wpo^ycv  and  ccm;,  which  do  not  accord  with  such  an  explanation, — so 
soon  as  another,  more  congruous  with  Matthew's  narrative,  presents  itself,  we 
are  justified  in  giving  it  the  preference. 

'  For  both  these  explanations,  see  Kiiinol,  in  loc. 

•  Kepler,   in  various  treatises ;  Miinier,  der  Stern  der  Weisen ;  Ideler,  Handbuch  der 
matheniat.  und  technischen  Chronologie,  2.  Bd.  s.  399  ff. 
'  Olshausen,  s.  67. 
^  Paulus,  ut  sup.  s.  202,  221. 
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The  difficulties  connected  with  the  erroneous  interpretations  of  passages 
from  the  Old  Testament  are,  from  the  natural  point  of  view,  eluded  by  deny- 
ing that  the  writers  of  the  New  Testament  are  responsible  for  the  falsity  of 
these  interpretations.  It  is  said  that  the  prophecy  of  Micah  is  applied  to  the 
Messiah  and  his  birth  in  Bethlehem  by  the  Sanhedrim  alone,  and  that 
Matthew  has  not  committed  himself  to  their  interpretation  by  one  word  of 
approval.  But  when  the  evangelist  proceeds  to  narrate  how  the  issue  corre- 
sponded with  the  interpretation,  he  sanctions  it  by  the  authoritative  seal  of 
fact  In  relation  to  the  passage  from  Hosea,  Paulus  and  Steudel  *  concur  in 
resorting  to  a  singular  expedient.  Matthew,  say  they,  wished  to  guard 
against  the  offence  which  it  might  possibly  give  to  the  Jews  of  Palestine  to 
learn  that  the  Messiah  had  once  left  the  Holy  Land;  he  therefore  called  atten- 
tion to  the  fact  that  Israel,  in  one  sense  the  first-born  of  God,  had  been  called 
out  of  Egypt,  for  which  reason,  he  would  imply,  no  one  ought  to  be  as- 
tonished that  the  Messiah,  the  son  of  God  in  a  higher  sense,  had  also  visited 
a  profane  land.  But  throughout  the  passage  there  is  no  trace  ^  of  such  a 
negative,  precautionary  intention  on  the  part  of  the  evangelist  in  adducing 
this  prophecy :  on  the  contrary,  all  his  quotations  seem  to  have  the  positive 
object  to  confirm  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus  by  showing  that  in  him  the  Old 
Testament  prophecies  had  their  fulfilment.  It  has  been  attempted  with 
reference  to  the  two  other  prophecies  cited  in  this  chapter,  to  reduce  the 
signification  of  the  verb  'n'\rjp<a$^vai  {to  be  fulfilled)  to  that  of  mere  similitude 
or  applicability  ;  but  the  futility  of  the  effort  needs  no  exposure. 

The  various  directions  conveyed  to  the  persons  of  our  narrative  by  means 
of  visions  are,  from  the  same  point  of  view,  all  explained  psychologically,  as 
effects  of  waking  inquiries  and  reflections.  This  appears,  indeed,  to  be  in- 
dicated by  the  text  itself,  v.  22,  according  to  which  Joseph,  hearing  that 
Archelaus  was  master  of  Judea,  feared  to  go  thither,  and  not  until  then  did  he 
receive  an  intimation  from  a  higher  source  in  a  dream.  Nevertheless,  on  a 
closer  examination  we  find  that  the  communication  given  in  the  dream  was 
something  new,  not  a  mere  repetition  of  intelligence  received  in  waking 
moments.  Only  the  negative  conclusion,  that  on  account  of  Archelaus  it  was 
not  advisable  to  settle  at  Bethlehem,  was  attained  by  Joseph  when  awake ; 
the  positive  injunction  to  proceed  to  Nazareth  was  superadded  in  his  dream. 
To  explain  the  other  visions  in  the  above  way  is  a  direct  interpolation  of  the 
text,  for  this  represents  both  the  hostility  and  death  of  Herod  as  being  first 
made  known  to  Joseph  by  dreams  ;  in  like  manner,  the  magi  have  no  distrust 
of  Herod  until  a  dream  warns  them  against  his  treachery. 

Thus,  on  the  one  hand,  the  sense  of  the  narrative  in  Matt.  ii.  is  opposed  to 
the  conception  of  its  occurrence  as  natural ;  on  the  other  hand,  this  narrative, 
taken  in  its  original  sense,  carries  the  supernatural  into  the  extravagant,  the 
improbable  into  the  impossible.  We  are  therefore  led  to  doubt  the  historical 
character  of  the  narrative,  and  to  conjecture  that  we  have  before  us  some- 
thing mythical.  The  first  propounders  of  this  opinion  were  so  unsuccessful 
in  its  illustration,  that  they  never  liberated  themselves  from  the  sphere  of  the 
natural  interpretation^  which  they  sought  to  transcend.  Arabian  merchants 
(thinks  Krug,  for  example)  coming  by  chance  to  Bethlehem,  met  with  the 
parents  of  Jesus,  and  learning  that  they  were  strangers  in  distress  (according 
to  Matthew,  the  parents  of  Jesus  .were  not  strangers  in  Bethlehem),  made 
them  presents^  uttered  many  good  wishes  for  their  child^  and  pursued  their 


*  At  a  later  period,  it  is  true,  this  journey  of  Jesus  was  the  occasion  of  calumnies  from  the 
ws,  but  those  were  of  an  entirely  different  nature,  as  will  be  seen  in  the  following  i 
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journey.  When  subsequently,  Jesus  was  reputed  to  be  the  Messiah,  the  inci- 
dent was  remembered  and  embellished  with  a  star,  visions,  and  believing 
homage.  To  these  were  added  the  flight  into  Eg)'pt  and  the  infanticide  ;  the 
latter,  because  the  above  incident  was  supposed  to  have  had  some  effect  on 
Herod,  who,  on  other  grounds  than  those  alleged  in  the  text,  had  caused  some 
f  <mili€s  in  Bethlehem  to  be  put  to  death  ;  the  former,  probably  because  Jesus 
had,  with  some  unknown  object,  actually  visited  Egypt  at  a  later  period.? 

In  this,  as  in  the  purely  naturalistic  interpretation,  there  remain  as  so  many 
garb,  the  arrival  of  some  oriental  travellers,  the  flight  into  Egypt,  and  the 
massacre  in  Bethlehem  ;  divested,  however,  of  the  marvellous  garb  with  which 
they  are  enveloped  in  the  evangelical  narrative.  In  this  unadorned  form, 
these  occurrences  are  held  to  be  intelligible  and  such  as  might  very  probably 
happen,  but  in  point  of  fact  they  are  more  incomprehensible  even  than  when 
viewed  through  the  medium  of  orthodoxy,  for  with  their  supernatural  embel- 
lishments vanishes  the  entire  basis  on  which  they  rest  Matthew's  narrative 
adequately  accounts  for  the  relations  between  the  men  of  the  east  and  the 
parents  of  Jesus  ;  this  attempt  at  mythical  exposition  reduces  them  to  a  won- 
derful chance.  The  massacre  at  Bethlehem  has,  in  the  evangelical  narrative, 
a  definite  cause ;  here,  we  are  at  a  loss  to  understand  how  Herod  came 
to  ordain  such  an  enormity  ;  so,  the  journey  into  Egypt,  which  had  so  urgent 
a  motive  according  to  Matthew,  is  on  this  scheme  of  interpretation  totally 
inexplicable.  It  may  indeed  be  said  :  these  events  had  their  adequate  causes 
in  accordance  with  the  regular  course  of  things,  but  Matthew  has  withheld  this 
natural  sequence  and  given  a  miraculous  one  in  its  stead.  But  if  the  writer 
or  legend  be  capable  of  environing  occurrences  with  fictitious  motives  and 
accessory  circumstances,  either  the  one  or  the  other  is  also  capable  of  fabri- 
cating the  occurrences  themselves,  and  this  fabrication  is  the  more  probable, 
the  more  clearly  we  can  show  that  the  legend  had  an  interest  in  depicting 
such  occurrences,  though  they  had  never  actually  taken  place. 

This  argument  is  equally  valid  against  the  attempt,  lately  made  from  the 
supranaturalistic  point  of  view,  to  separate  the  true  from  the  false  in  the  evan- 
gelical narrative.  In  a  narrative  like  this,  says  Neander,  we  must  carefully 
distinguish  the  kernel  from  the  shell,  the  main  fact  from  immaterial  circum- 
stances, and  not  demand  the  same  degree  of  certitude  for  all  its  particulars. 
That  the  magi  by  their  astrological  researches  were  led  to  anticipate  the  birth 
of  a  Saviour  in  Judea,  and  hence  journeyed  to  Jerusalem  that  they  might  offer 
him  their  homage  is,  according  to  him,  the  only  essential  and  certain  part  of 
the  narrative.  But  how,  when  arrived  in  Jerusalem,  did  they  learn  that  the 
child  was  to  be  born  in  Bethlehem  ?  From  Herod,  or  by  some  other  means  ? 
On  this  point  Neander  is  not  equally  willing  to  guarantee  the  veracity  of  Mat- 
thew's statements,  and  he  regards  it  as  unessential.  The  magi,  he  continues, 
in  so  inconsiderable  a  place  as  Bethlehem,  might  be  guided  to  the  child*s 
dwelling  by  many  providential  arrangements  in  the  ordinary  course  of  events; 
for  example,  by  meeting  with  the  shepherds  or  other  devout  persons  who  had 
participated  in  the  great  event.  When  however  they  had  once  entered  the 
house,  they  might  represent  the  circumstances  in  the  astrological  guise  with 
which  their  minds  were  the  most  familiar.  Neander  awards  an  historical 
character  to  the  flight  into  Egypt  and  the  infanticide.^  By  this  explanation 
of  the  narrative,  only  its  heaviest  difliculty,  namely,  that  the  star  preceded  the 

'  Ueber  formelle  oder  genelische  Erklarungsart  der  Wunder.  In  Henke's  Museum,  i,  3, 
399  ff.  Similar  essays  see  in  the  Abhandlungen  tiller  die  beiden  ersten  Kapitel  des  Mat- 
tliiius  u.  Lukas,  in  Henke's  Magazin,  5,  i,  171  ff.,  and  in  Matthai,  Religionsgl.  der  Apostel, 
2,  8.  422  ff. 

*  L.  J.  Ch.,  s.  29  ff. 
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magi  on  their  way  and  paused  above  a  single  house^  is  in  reality  thrown  over- 
board ;  the  other  difficulties  remain.  But  Neander  has  renounced  unlimited 
confidence  in  the  veracity  of  the  evangelist,  and  admitted  that  a  part  of  his 
narrative  is  unhistoricaL  If  it  be  asked  how  far  this  unhistorical  portion  ex- 
tends, and  what  is  its  kind — whether  the  nucleus  around  which  legend  has 
deposited  its  crystallizations  be  historical  or  ideal — ^it  is  easy  to  show  that  the 
few  and  vague  data  which  a  less  lenient  criticism  than  that  of  Neander  can 
admit  as  historical,  are  far  less  adapted  to  give  birth  to  our  narrative,  than  the 
very  precise  circle  of  ideas  and  types  which  we  are  about  to  exhibit 

§36. 

THE   PURELY   MYTHICAL   EXPLANATION   OF  THE    NARRATIVE   CONCERNING 
THE   MAGI,   AND   OF  THE   EVENTS   WITH   WHICH   IT   IS   CONNECTED. 

Several  Fathers  of  the  Church  indicated  the  true  key  to  the  narrative  con- 
cerning the  magi  when,  in  order  to  explain  from  what  source  those  heathen 
astrologers  could  gather  any  knowledge  of  a  Messianic  star,  they  put  forth  the 
conjecture  that  this  knowledge  might  have  been  drawn  from  the  prophecies 
of  the  heathen  Balaam,  recorded  in  the  Book  of  Numbers.^  K.  Ch.  L. 
Schmidt  justly  considers  it  a  deficiency  in  the  exposition  of  Paulus,  that  it 
takes  no  notice  of  the  Jewish  expectation  that  a  star  would  become  visible  at 
the  appearance  of  the  Messiah ;  and  yet,  he  adds,  this  is  the  only  thread  to 
guide  us  to  the  true  origin  of  this  narrative.'  The  prophecy  of  Balaam  (Num. 
xxiv.  17)9  A  star  shall  come  out  of  Jacobs  was  the  cause — not  indeed,  as  the 
Fathers  supposed,  that  magi  actually  recognized  a  newly-kindled  star  as  that 
of  the  Messiah,  and  hence  journeyed  to  Jerusalem — but  that  legend  repre- 
sented a  star  to  have  appeared  at  the  birth  of  Jesus,  and  to  have  been  recog- 
nized by  astrologers  as  the  star  of  the  Messiah.  The  prophecy  attributed  to 
Balaam  originally  referred  to  some  fortunate  and  victorious  ruler  of  Israel ; 
but  it  seems  to  have  early  received  a  Messianic  interpretation.  Even  if  the 
translation  in  the  Targum  of  Onkelos,  surget  rex  exjacobo  et  Messias  {unctus) 
ungetur  ex  Israeie^  prove  nothing,  because  here  the  word  unctus  is  synony- 
mous with  rex^  and  might  signify  an  ordinary  king — it  is  yet  worthy  of  notice 
that,  according  to  the  testimony  of  Aben  Ezra,^  and  the  passages  cited  by 
Wetstein  and  Schottgen,  many  rabbins  applied  the  prophecy  to  the  Messiah. 
The  name  Bar-Cocheba  {son  of  astar\  assumed  by  a  noted  pseudo-Messiah 
under  Hadrian,  was  chosen  with  reference  to  the  Messianic  interpretation  of 
Balaam's  prophecy. 

It  is  true  that  the  passage  in  question,  taken  in  its  original  sense^  does  not 
speak  of  a  real  star,  but  merely  compares  to  a  star  the  future  prince  of  Israel, 
and  this  is  the  interpretation  given  to  it  in  the  Targum  above  quoted.  But 
the  growing  belief  in  astrology^  according  to  which  every  important  event  was 
signalized  by  sidereal  changes,  soon  caused  the  prophecy  of  Balaam  to  be 
understood  no  longer  figuratively,  but  literally,  as  referring  to  a  star  which 
was  to  appear  contemporaneously  with  the  Messiah.  We  have  various  proofs 
that  a  belief  in  astrology  was  prevalent  in  the  time  of  Jesus.  The  future  great- 
ness of  Mithridates  was  thought  to  be  prognosticated  by  the  appearance  of  a 
comet  in  the  year  of  his  birth,  and  in  that  of  his  accession  to  the  throne  ^ ; 

^  Orig.  c.  CeU.  L  6a  Auctor,  op.  imperf.  in  Matth.  ap.  Fabricius  Pseudepigr.  V.  T.,  p. 
807  ff. 

*  Schmidt's  Bibliothek,  3,  i,  s.  130. 

*  In  loc  Num.  (Schottgen,  hone,  ii.  p.  152) :  Multi  Interpretati  sunt  hac  de  Messid, 
^  Justin.  Hist.  37. 
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and  a  comet  observed  shortly  after  the  death  of  Julius  Csesar,  was  supposed 
to  have  a  close  relation  to  that  event  ^  These  ideas  were  not  without  influ- 
ence on  the  Jews ;  at  least  we  find  traces  of  them  in  Jewish  writings  of  a  later 
period,  in  which  it  is  said  that  a  remarkable  star  appeared  at  the  birth  of 
Abraham.^  When  such  ideas  were  afloat,  it  was  easy  to  imagine  that  the  birth 
of  the  Messiah  must  be  announced  by  a  star,  especially  as,  according  to  the 
common  interpretation  of  Balaam's  prophecy,  a  star  was  there  made  the  sym- 
bol of  the  Messiah.  It  is  certain  that  the  Jewish  mind  effected  this  combi- 
nation ;  for  it  is  a  rabbinical  idea  that  at  the  time  of  the  Messiah's  birth,  a 
star  will  appear  in  the  east  and  remain  for  a  long  time  visible.^  The  narra- 
tive of  Matthew  is  allied  to  this  simpler  Jewish  idea ;  the  apocryphal  descrip- 
tions of  the  star  that  announced  the  birth  of  Jesus,  to  the  extravagant  fictions 
about  the  star  said  to  have  appeared  in  the  time  of  Abraham.*  We  may 
therefore  state  the  opinion  of  K.  Ch.  L.  Schmidt,'  recently  approved  by 
Fritzsche  and  De  Wette,  as  the  nearest  approach  to  truth  on  the  subject  of 
/  Matthew's  star  in  the  east.  In  the  time  of  Jesus  it  was  the  general  belief  that 
J  stars  were  always  the  forerunners  of  great  events;  hence  the  Jews  of  that 
'7  period  thought  that  the  birth  of  the  Messiah  would  necessarily  be  announced 
\  by  a  star,  and  this  supposition  had  a  specific  sanction  in  Num.  xxiv.  17.  The 
early  converted  Jewish  Christians  could  confirm  their  faith  In  Jesus,  and  jus- 
tify it  in  the  eyes  of  others,  only  by  labouring  to  prove  that  in  him  were  realized 
all  the  attributes  lent  to  the  Messiah  by  the  Jewish  notions  of  their  age — a 
proposition  that  might  be  urged  the  more  inoflensively  and  with  the  less  chance 
of  refutation,  the  more  remote  lay  the  age  of  Jesus,  and  the  more  completely 
the  history  of  his  childhood  was  shrouded  in  darkness.  Hence  it  soon  ceased 
to  be  matter  of  doubt  that  the  anticipated  appearance  of  a  star  was  really 
coincident  with  the  birth  of  Jesus. ^'^  This  being  once  presupposed,  it  followed 
as  a  matter  of  course  that  the  observers  of  this  appearance  were  eastern  magi ; 
first,  because  none  could  better  interpret  the  sign  than  astrologers,  and  the 
east  was  supposed  to  be  the  native  region  of  their  science;  and  secondly, 
because  it  must  have  seemed  fitting  that  the  Messianic  star  which  had  been 
seen  by  the  spiritual  eye  of  the  ancient  magus  Balaam,  should,  on  its  actual 
appearance  be  first  recognized  by  the  bodily  eyes  of  later  magi. 

This  particular,  however,  as  well  as  the  journey  of  the  magi  into  Judea,  and 
their  costly  presents  to  the  child,  bear  a  relation  to  other  passages  in  the  Old 
Testament.  In  the  description  of  the  happier  future,  given  in  Isaiah,  chap. 
Ix.,  the  prophet  foretells  that,  at  that  time,  the  most  remote  people  and  kings 
will  come  to  Jerusalem  to  worship  Jehovah,  with  offerings  of  gold  and  incense 

»  Sueton.  Jul.  Caes.  88. 

'  Jalkut  Rubeni,  f.  xxxii.  3  (ap.  Wetstein)  :  ^ud  hor&  ftaitis  est  Abrahamus^  pater  noster^ 
super  quern  sit  pax ^  stetit  quoddam  sidus  in  oriente  et  deghttrvit  quatu^r  astra,  qua  erant  in 
quaiuor  cctli plagis.  According  to  an  Arabic  writing  entitled  Maallem,  this  star,  prognosti- 
cating the  birth  of  Abraham,  was  seen  by  Nimrod  in  a  dream.  Fabric.  Cod.  pseadepigr.  V. 
T.  i.  s.  345. 

'  Testamentum  XIT.  Patriarcharum,  test.  Levi,  18  (Fabric.  Cod. ^ pseud.  V.  T.  p.  584  f.)  : 
jca2  hfur^Kid  Acrpov  aiVroO  (of  the  Messianic  Icpcin  Kawbi)  iv  oOpavif, — ffxarl^op  if>u>t  ypu/acias 
K,  T.  X.  Pesikta  Sotarta,  f.  xlviii.  I  (ap.  Schottgen,  ii.  p.  531) :  EtprodiMt  Stella  ab  oriente^  qua  at 
Stella  Messite^  et  in  oriente  versaiitur  dies  XV.  Comp.  Sohar  Genes,  f.  74.  Schottgen,  ii. 
524,  and  some  other  passages  which  are  pointed  out  by  Ideler  in  the  Handbuch  der  Chrono- 
logie,  2  Bd.  s.  409,  Anm.  I,  and  Bertholdt,  Christologia  Judseorum,  §  14. 

*  Compare  with  the  passages  cited  Note  7.  Protevang.  Jac.  cap.  xxi.  :  ddofjtey  daripa. 
rafjifieyidri,  \dfi\f/atn-a  iv  rois  Aarpots  Toirrois  Kal  Afi^Xj^oyra  avro^s  toO  ^cdveiv.  Still  more 
exaggerated  in  Ignat.  ep.  ad  Ephes.  19.  See  the  collection  of  passages  connected  with  this 
subject  in  Thiio,  cod.  apocr.  i.  p.  390  f. 

*  Exeg.  Beitrage,  i.  s.  159  ff. 

*^  Fritzsche  in  the  paraphrase  of  chap.  ii.  Etiamstdla^  quamjudaica  disciplina  sub  Ales- 
site  natale  visum  iri  dicit,  quo  Jesus  tuucebatur  tempore  exorta  est. 
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and  all  acceptable  gifts.^^  If  in  this  passage  the  messianic  times  alone  are 
spoken  of,  while  the  Messiah  himself  is  wanting,  in  Psalm  Ixxti.  we  read  of  a 
king  who  is  to  be  feared  as  long  as  the  sun  and  moon  endure,  in  whose,  times 
the  righteous  shall  flourish,  and  whom  all  nations  shall  call  blessed ;  this  king 
might  easily  be  regarded  as  the  Messiah,  and  the  Psalm  says  of  him  nearly 
in  the  words  of  Isa.  Ix.,  that  foreign  kings  shall  bring  him  gold  and  other 
presents.  To  this  it  may  be  added,  that  the  pilgrimage  of  foreign  people  to 
Jerusalem  is  connected  with  a  risen  light,^^  which  might  suggest  the  star  of 
Balaam.  What  was  more  natural,  when  on  the  one  hand  was  presented 
Balaam's  messianic  star  out  of  Jacob  (for  the  observation  of  which  magian 
astrologers  were  the  best  adapted) ;  on  the  other,  a  light  which  was  to  arise 
on  Jerusalem,  and  to  which  distant  nations  would  come,  bringing  gifts — than 
to  combine  the  two  images  and  to  say :  In  consequence  of  the  star  which  had 
risen  over  Jerusalem,  astrologers  came  from  a  distant  land  with  presents  for 
the  Messiah  whom  the  star  announced  ?  But  when  the  imagination  once  had 
possession  of  the  star,  and  of  travellers  attracted  by  it  from  a  distance,  there 
was  an  inducement  to  make  the  star  the  immediate  guide  of  their  course,  and 
the  torch  to  light  them  on  their  way.  This  was  a  favourite  idea  of  antiquity  : 
according  to  Virgil,  a  star,  Stella  fcuem  ducens,  marked  out  the  way  of  ^Eneas 
from  the  shores  of  Troy  to  the  west  ^^  ;  Thrasybulus  and  Timoleon  were  led 
by  celestial  fires ;  and  a  star  was  said  to  have  guided  Abraham  on  his  way  to 
Moriah.^^  Besides,  in  the  prophetic  passage  itself,  the  heavenly  light  seems 
to  be  associated  with  the  pilgrimage  of  the  offerers  as  the  guide  of  their  course  ; 
at  all  events  the  originally  figurative  language  of  the  prophet  would  probably, 
at  a  later  period,  be  understood  literally,  in  accordance  with  the  rabbinical 
spirit  of  interpretation.  The  magi  are  not  conducted  by  the  star  directly  to 
Bethlehem  where  Jesus  was;  they  first  proceed  to  Jerusalem.  One  reason 
for  this  might  be,  that  the  prophetic  passage  connects  the  risen  light  and  the 
offerers  with  Jerusalem ;  but  the  chief  reason  lies  in  the  fact,  that  in  Jeru- 
salem Herod  was  to  be  found  ;  for  what  was  better  adapted  to  instigate  Herod 
to  his  murderous  decree,  than  the  alarming  tidings  of  the  magi,  that  they  had 
seen  the  star  of  the  great  Jewish  king  ? 

To  represent  a  murderous  decree  as  having  been  directed  by  Herod  against 
Jesus,  was  the  interest  of  the  primitive  christian  legend.  In  all  times  legend 
has  glorified  the  infancy  of  great  men  by  persecutions  and  attempts  on  their 
life ;  the  greater  the  danger  that  hovered  over  them,  the  higher  seems  their 
value  ;  the  more  unexpectedly  their  deliverance  is  wrought,  the  more  evident 
is  the  esteem  in  which  they  are  held  by  heaven.  Hence  in  the  history  of  the 
childhood  of  Cyrus  in  Herodotus,  of  Romulus  in  Livy,^*  and  even  later  of 
Augustus  in  Suetonius, ^^  we  find  this  trait ;  neither  has  the  Hebrew  legend 
n^lected  to  assign  such  a  distinction  to  Moses. ^^    One  point  of  analogy  be- 

**  As  in  Matt,  ii  li  it  is  said  of  the  magi  Tpoo-ijiryjcai'  aCrf—xP^^^^  '*^  \lpavov:  so  in 
Isa.  Ix.  6  (LXX.)  :  Ij^ovcL^  ^4pwT€i  xp^^^^t  '^"^  XL^opov  ot^own.  The  third  present  is  in  Matt. 
a/iOfit^a,  in  Isa.  Xi^ot  rlfuot. 

"  V.    I.   und  3 :    'ifj^V,    Pljn*   nbD^    "iOSH    «3  ^9   (LXX :   'IcpowroXi^/i)  n^«  ^9^P 

"  iEneid.  ii.  693  ff.        ' 

"  Wetstein,  in  loc. 

"  Herod,  i.  108  ff.    Liv.  L  4. 

*•  Octav.  94 : — €uUe  paucos  quam  nasceretur  menses  prodigium  Roma  factum  publice,  quo 
denuniicdHUurj  regtm  populi  Romatd  ncUuram  parturire.  Sena/um  exterritum,  censuisse,  ne 
quis  iUo  anno  genitus  educaretur,  Eos^  qui  grauidtis  uxores  haberent^  quo  ad  se  quisque  spem 
trahereij  curasse,  ne  Senatus  consuUum  ad  ararium  deferretur. 

17  Bauer  (iiber  das  Mythische  in  der  friiheren  Lebensper.  des  Moses,  in  the  n.  Theol. 
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tween  the  narrative  in  Exod.  i.  ii.,  and  that  in  Matthew,  is  that  in  both  cases 
the  murderous  decree  does  not  refer  specially  to  the  one  dangerous  child,  but 
generally  to  a  certain  class  of  children  ;  in  the  former,  to  all  new-bom  males, 
in  the  latter  to  all  of  and  under  the  age  of  two  years.  It  is  true  that,  accord- 
ing to  the  narrative  in  Exodus,  the  murderous  decree  is  determined  on  with- 
out any  reference  to  Moses,  of  whose  birth  Pharaoh  is  not  supposed  to  have 
had  any  presentiment,  and  who  is  therefore  only  by  accident  implicated  in 
its  consequences.  But  this  representation  did  not  sufficiently  mark  out 
Moses  as  the  object  of  hostile  design  to  satisfy  the  spirit  of  Hebrew  tradition, 
and  by  the  time  of  Josephus  it  had  been  so  modified  as  to  resemble  more 
nearly  the  legends  concerning  Cyrus  and  Augustus,  and  above  all  the  narra- 
tive of  Matthew.  According  to  the  later  legend,  Pharaoh  was  incited  to  issue 
his  murderous  decree  by  a  communication  from  his  interpreters  of  the  sacred 
writings,  who  announced  to  him  the  birth  of  an  infant  destined  to  succour  the 
Israelites  and  humble  the  Egyptians.^®  The  interpreters  of  the  sacred  writ- 
ings here  play  the  same  part  as  the  interpreters  of  dreams  in  Herodotus,  and 
the  astrologers  in  Matthew.  Legend  was  not  content  with  thus  signalizing 
the  infancy  of  the  lawgiver  alone — it  soon  extended  the  same  distinction  to 
the  great  progenitor  of  the  Israelitish  nation,  Abraham,  whom  it  represented . 
as  being  in  peril  of  his  life  from  the  murderous  attempt  of  a  jealous  tyrant, 
immediately  after  his  birth.  Moses  was  opposed  to  Pharaoh  as  an  enemy  and 
oppressor ;  Abraham  held  the  same  position  with  respect  to  Nimrod.  This 
monarch  was  forewarned  by  his  sages,  whose  attention  had  been  excited  by  a 
remarkable  star,  that  Tharah  would  have  a  son  from  whom  a  powerful  nation 
would  descend.  Apprehensive  of  rivalry,  Nimrod  immediately  issues  a  mur- 
derous command,  which,  however,  Abraham  happily  escapes.^*  What  wonder 
then,  that,  as  the  great  progenitor  and  the  lawgiver  of  the  nation  had  their 
Nimrod  and  Pharaoh,  a  corresponding  persecutor  was  found  for  the  restorer 
of  the  nation,  the  Messiah,  in  the  person  of  Herod  ; — that  this  tyrant  was  said 
to  have  been  apprised  of  the  Messiah's  birth  by  wise  men,  and  to  have  laid 
snares  against  his  life,  from  which,  however,  he  happily  escapes  ?  The  apo- 
cryphal legend,  indeed,  has  introduced  an  imitation  of  this  trait,  after  its  own 
style,  into  the  history  of  the  Forerunner  ;  he,  too,  is  endangered  by  Herod's 
decree,  a  mountain  is  miraculously  cleft  asunder  to  receive  him  and  his 
mother,  but  his  father  refusing  to  point  out  the  boy's  hiding-place,  is  put  to 
death.*^' 

Jesus  escapes  from  the  hostile  attempts  of  Herod  by  other  means  than 
those  by  which  Moses,  according  to  the  mosaic  history,  and  Abraham, 
according  to  the  Jewish  legend,  elude  the  decree  issued  against  them ; 
namely,  by  a  flight  out  of  his  native  land  into  Egypt  In  the  life  of  Moses 
also  there  occurs  a  flight  into  a  foreign  land ;  not,  however,  during  his  child- 
hood, but  after  he  had  slain  the  Egyptian,  when,  fearing  the  vengeance  of 
Pharaoh,  he  takes  refuge  in  Midian  (Exod.  ii.  15).  That  reference  was  made 
to  this  flight  of  the  first  Goel  in  that  of  the  second,  our  text  expressly  shows, 
for  the  words,  which  it  attributes  to  the  angel,  who  encourages  Joseph  to 

Joum.  13,  3)  had  already  compared  the  marvellous  deliverance  of  Moses  with  that  of  Cyrus 
and  Romulus  ;  the  comparison  of  the  infanticides  was  added  by  De  Wette,  Kritik  der  Mos. 
Geschichte,  s«  176. 

'*  Josepk  Antiq.  ii.  ix.  2. 

^>  Jalkut  Rubeni  (cont.  of  the  passage  cited  in  Note  6) :  dixemntsapienUs  Nimrodi :  natus 
est  Tharafilius  hdc  ipsd  ktfrd,  ex  quo  egressurus  est populus^  qui  fuereiitabit  prasens  et  futurum 
seculum  ;  si  tUnplacueritj  cUturpatri  ipsius  domus  argento  auroqtu  pleHO,  et  occidat  ipsum, 
Comp.  the  passage  of  the  Arabic  book  quoted  by  Fabric.  Cod.  pseudepigr.  ut  sup. 

^  Protev.  Jacobi,  c.  xxii.  f. 
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return  out  of  Egypt  into  Palestine,  are  those  by  which  Moses  is  induced  to 
return  out  of  Midian  into  Egypt. *^  The  choice  of  Egypt  as  a  place  of  refuge 
for  JesuSy  may  be  explained  in  the  simplest  manner :  the  young  Messiah  could 
not,  like  Moses,  flee  out  of  Egypt ;  hence,  that  his  history  might  not  be 
destitute  of  so  significant  a  feature  as  a  connexion  with  Egjrpt,  that  ancient 
retreat  of  the  patriarchs,  the  relation  was  reversed,  and  he  was  made  to  flee 
into  Egypt,  which,  besides,  from  its  vicinity,  was  the  most  appropriate  asylum 
for  a  fugitive  from  Judea.  The  prophetic  passage  which  the  evangelist  cites 
from  Hosea  xi.  i.  Out  of  Egypt  have  /called  my  son — is  less  available  for  the. 
elucidation  of  this  particular  in  our  narrative.  For  the  immediate  proofs  that 
the  Jews  referred  this  passage  to  the  Messiah  are  very  uncertain;*'  though, 
if  we  compare  such  passages  as  Ps.  ii.  7,  in  which  the  words  '"W^  ^;?  (thou 
art  my  son)  are  interpreted  of  the  Messiah,  it  cannot  appear  incredible  that 
the  expression  ^937  {rnyson)  in  Hosea  was  supposed  to  have  a  messianic  signifi- 
cation. 

Against  this  mythical  derivation  of  the  narrative,  two  objections  have  been 
recently  urged.  First,  if  the  history  of  the  star  originated  in  Balaam's  pro- 
])hecy,  why,  it  is  asked,  does  not  Matthew,  fond  as  he  is  of  showing  the 
fulfilment  of  Old*  Testament  predictions  in  the  life  of  Jesus,  make  the  slightest 
allusion  to  that  prophecy  ?  **  Because  it  was  not  he  who  wove  this  history 
out  of  the  materials  furnished  in  the  Old  Testament ;  he  received  it,  already 
fashioned,  from  others,  who  did  not  communicate  to  him  its  real  origin.  For 
the  very  reason  that  many  narratives  were  transmitted  to  him  without  their 
appropriate  keys,  he  sometimes  tries  false  ones ;  as  in  our  narrative,  in  relation 
to  the  Bethlehem  massacre,  he  quotes,  under  a  total  misconception  of  the 
passage,  Jeremiah's  image  of  Rachel  weeping  for  her  children.**  The  other 
objection  is  this :  how  could  the  communities  of  Jewish  Christians,  whence 
this  pretended  mythus  must  have  sprung,  ascribe  so  high  an  importance  to 
the  heathen  as  is  implied  in  the  star  of  the  magi  ?  ^  As  if  the  prophets  had 
not,  in  such  passages  as  we  have  qupted,  already  ascribed  to  them  this 
importance,  which,  in  fact,  consists  but  in  their  rendering  homage  and  sub- 
mission to  the  Messiah,  a  relation  that  must  be  allowed  to  correspond  with 
the  ideas  of  the  Jewish  Christians,  not  to  speak  of  the  particular  conditions  on 
which  the  heathen  were  to  be  admitted  into  the  kingdom  of  the  Messiah. 

We  must  therefore  abide  by  the  mythical  interpretation  of  our  narrative, 
and  content  ourselves  with  gathering  from  it  no  particular  fact  in  the  life  of 
Jesus,  but  only  a  new  proof  how  strong  was  the  impression  of  his  messiah- 
ship  left  by  Jesus  on  the  minds  of  his  contemporaries,  since  even  the  history 
of  his  childhood  received  a  messianic  form.*^ 

Let  us  now  revert  to  the  narrative  of  Luke,  chap,  ii.,  so  far  as  it  runs 
parallel  with  that  of  Matthew.     We  have  seen  that  the  narrative  of  Matthew 

•»  Ex.  iv.  19,  LXX  :  Matt.  ii.  20  :    ^ 

/3ad(^«,  dMi\B€  els  AXyvwrw^  T€$y^Kturi  yiip  if€f$elt — voptOw  €ls  yrjif  *lffpaifk'  T€0iniKeun 
wdanr^  ci  ^^oOtrrif  ffov  rV  ^XV-  7^/*  ^  j^ourrts  T^f  I^HXV  "f^^  Tcuilov, 

We  may  remark  that  the  inappropriate  use  of  the  plural  in  the  evangelical  passage,  can  only 
be  explained  on  the  supposition  of  a  reference  to  the  passage  in  Exod.  See  Winer,  N.  T. 
Gramm.  s.  149^     Comp.  also  Exod.  iv.  20  with  Matt  ii.  14,  21. 

**  Vide  e.  g.  Schottgen,  Horse,  ii.  p.  209. 

"  Theile,  zur  bio^aphie  Jesu,  §  15,  Anm.  9.     Hoffmann,  s.  269. 

*^  Comp.  my  Streitschriften,  i.  I,  s.  42  f. ;  George,  s.  39. 

•*  Neander,  L,  J.  Ch.  s.  27. 

**  Schleiermacher  (Ueber  den  Lukas,  s.  47),  explains  the  narrative  ooncemiiig  the  magi  as 
a  symbolical  one  ;  but  be  scorns  to  take  into  consideration  the  passages  from  the  O.  T.  and 
other  writings,  which  have  a  bearing  on  the  subject,  and  by  way  of  retribution,  his  exposition 
at  one  time  rests  in  generalities,  at  another,  takes  A  wrong  path. 
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does  not  allow  us  to  presuppose  that  of  Luke  as  a  series  of  prior  incidents  : 
still  less  can  the  converse  be  true,  namely,  that  the  magi  arrived  before  the 
shepherds :  it  remains  then  to  be  asked,  whether  the  two  narratives  do  not 
aim  to  represent  the  same  fact,  though  they  have  given  it  a  different  garb  ? 
From  the  older  orthodox  opinion  that  the  star  in  Matthew  was  an  angel,  it 
was  an  easy  step  to  identify  that  apparition  with  the  angel  in  Luke,  and  to 
suppose  that  the  angels,  who  appeared  to  the  shepherds  of  Bethlehem  on  the 
night  of  the  birth  of  Jesus,  were  taken  by  the  distant  magi  for  a  star  vertical 
to  Judea,*^  so  that  both  the  accounts  might  be  essentially  correct.  Of  late, 
only  one  of  the  Evangelists  has  been  supposed  to  give  the  true  circumstances, 
and  Luke  has  had  the  preference,  Matthew's  narrative  being  regarded  as  an 
embellished  edition. 

According  to  this  opinion,  the  angel  clothed  in  heavenly  brightness,  in 
Luke,  became  a  star  in  the  tradition  recorded  by  Matthew,  the  ideas  of  angels 
and  stars  being  confounded  in  the  higher  Jewish  theology ;  the  shepherds 
were  exalted  into  royal  magi,  kings  being  in  antiquity  called  the  shepherds 
of  their  people. ^^  This  derivation  is  too  elaborate  to  be  probable,  even  were 
it  true,  as  it  is  here  assumed,  that  Luke's  narrative  bears  the  stamp  of  his- 
torical credibility.  As,  however,  we  conceive  that  we  have  proved  the 
contrary,  and  as,  consequently,  we  have  before  us  two  equally  unhistorical 
narratives,  there  is  no  reason  for  preferring  a  forced  and  unnatural  derivation 
of  Matthew's  narrative  from  that  of  Luke,  to  the  very  simple  derivation  which 
may  be  traced  through  Old  Testament  passages  and  Jewish  notions.  These 
two  descriptions  of  the  introduction  of  Jesus  into  the  world,  are,  therefore, 
two  variations  on  the  same  theme,  composed,  however,  quite  independently 
of  each  other. 


§  37. 

CHRONOLOGICAL  RELATION  BEEWEEN  THE  VISIT  OF  THE  MAGI,  TOGETHER 
WITH  THE  FLIGHT  INTO  EGYPT,  AND  THE  PRESENTATION  IN  THE  TEMPLE 
RECORDED   BY   LUKE. 

It  has  been  already  remarked,  that  the  narratives  of  Matthew  and  Luke 
above  considered  at  first  run  tolerably  parallel,  but  afterwards  widely  diverge  ; 
for  instead  of  the  tragical  catastrophe  of  the  massacre  and  flight,  Luke  has 
preserved  to  us  the  peaceful  scene  of  the  presentation  of  the  child  Jesus  in 
the  temple.  Let  us  for  the  present  shut  our  eyes  to  the  result  of  the  preced- 
ing inquiry — the  purely  mythical  character  of  Matthew's  narrative — and  ask  : 
In  what  chronological  relation  could  the  presentation  in  the  temple  stand  to 
the  visit  of  the  magi  and  the  flight  into  Egypt? 

Of  these  occurrences  the  only  one  that  has  a  precise  date  is  the  presentation 
in  the  temple,  of  which  it  is  said  that  it  took  place  at  the  expiration  of  the 
period  appointed  by  the  law  for  the  purification  of  a  mother,  that  is,  accord- 
ing to  Lev.  xii.  2-4,  forty  days  after  the  birth  of  the  child  (Luke  ii.  22).  The 
time  of  the  other  incidents  is  not  fixed  with  the  same  exactness ;  it  is  merely 
said  that  the  magi  came  to  Jerusalem,  tov  'It/o-oO  ycvny^cKTos  iv  Bi/^Xcc/a  (Matt, 
ii.  i) — how  long  after  the  birth  the  Evangelist  does  not  decide.  As,  however, 
the  participle  connects  the  visit  of  the  magi  with  the  birth  of  the  child,  if  not 
immediately,  at  least  so  closely  that  nothing  of  importance  can  be  supposed 
to  have  intervened,  some  expositors  have  been  led  to  the  opinion  that  the 

*'  Lightfoot,  Horse,  p.  202. 

'*  Schoj^ckenburger,  Ueber  den  Ursphing  des  ersten  kanbnischen  Evangeliums,  s.  69  fT. 
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visit  ought  to  be  regarded  as  prior  to  the  presentation  in  the  temple.^  Admit- 
ting this  arrangement,  we  have  to  reconcile  it  with  one  of  two  alternatives ; 
either  the  flight  into  Egypt  also  preceded  the  presentation  in  the  temple ;  or, 
while  the  visit  of  the  magi  preceded,  the  flight  followed  that  event  If  we 
adopt  the  latter  alternative,  and  thrust  the  presentation  in  the  temple  between 
the  visit  of  the  magi  and  the  flight,  we  come  into  collision  at  once  with  the 
text  of  Matthew  and  the  mutual  relation  of  the  tsucts.  The  Evangelist  con- 
nects the  command  to  flee  into  Egypt  with  the  return  of  the  magi,  by  a 
participial  construction  (v.  13)  similar  to  that  by  which  he  connects  the 
arrival  of  the  oriental  sages  with  the  birth  of  Jesus ;  hence  those,  who  in  the 
one  instance  hold  such  a  construction  to  be  a  reason  for  placing  the  events 
which  it  associates  in  close  succession,  must  in  the  other  instance  be  withheld 
by  it  from  inserting  a  third  occurrence  between  the  visit  and  the  flight  As 
regards  the  mutual  relation  of  the  facts,  it  can  hardly  be  considered  probable, 
that  at  the  very  point  of  time  in  which  Joseph  received  a  divine  intimation, 
that  he  was  no  longer  safe  in  Bethlehem  from  the  designs  of  Herod,  he  should 
be  permitted  to  take  a  journey  to  Jerusalem,  and  thus  to  rush  directly  into 
the  lion's  mouth.  At  all  events,  the  strictest  precautions  must  have  been 
enjoined  on  all  who  were  privy  to  the  presence  of  the  messianic  child  in 
Jerusalem,  lest  a  rumour  of  the  fact  should  get  abroad.  But  there  is  no  trace 
of  this  solicitous  incognito  in  Luke's  narrative ;  on  the  contrary,  not  only  does 
Simeon  call  attention  to  Jesus  in  the  temple,  unchecked  either  by  the  Holy 
Spirit  or  by  the  parents,  but  Anna  also  thinks  she  is  serving  the  good  cause, 
by  publishing  as  widely  as  possible  the  tidings  of  the  Messiah's  birth  (Luke 
ii.  28  if.  38).  It  is  true  that  she  is  said  to  have  confined  her  communica- 
tions to  those  who  were  like-minded  with  herself  (^oAci  v€pl  avrov  iroo-i  rots 
'!rpoo'S€xofM.€yoK  XvTp<Mriv  iv  'lepotxroX^fi),  but  this  could  not  hinder  them  from 
reaching  the  ears  of  the  Herodian  party,  for  the  greater  the  excitement  pro- 
duced by  such  news  on  the  minds  of  those  who  looked  for  redemption^  the 
more  would  th«  vigilance  of  the  government  be  aroused,  so  that  Jesus  would 
inevitably  fall  into  the  hands  of  the  tyrant  who  was  lying  in  wait 

Thus  in  any  case,  they  who  place  the  presentation  in  the  temple  after  the 
visit  of  the  magi,  must  also  determine  to  postpone  it  until  after  the  return 
from  Egypt  But  even  this  arrangement  clashes  with  the  evangelical  state- 
ment ;  for  it  requires  us  to  insert,  between  the  birth  of  Jesus  and  his  pre- 
sentation in  the  temple,  the  following  events :  the  arrival  of  the  magi,  the 
flight  into  Egypt,  the  Bethlehem  massacre,  the  death  of  Herod,  and  the 
return  of  the  parents  of  Jesus  out  of  Egypt— obviously  too  much  to  be  in- 
cluded in  the  space  of  forty  days.  It  must  therefore  be  supposed  that  the 
presentation  of  the  child,  and  the  first  appearance  of  the  mother  in  the 
temple,  were  procrastinated  beyond  the  time  appointed  by  the  law.  This 
expedient,  however,  runs  counter  to  the  narrative  of  Luke,  who  expressly 
says,  that  the  visit  to  the  temple  took  place  at  the  legal  time.  But  in  either 
case  the  difliculty  is  the  same;  the  parents  of  Jesus  could,  according  to 
Matthew's  account,  as  little  think  of  a  journey  to  Jerusalem  after  their  return 
from  Egypt,  as  immediately  previous  to  their  departure  thither.  For  if 
Joseph,  on  his  return  from  Egypt,  was  warned  not  to  enter  Judea,  because 
Archelaus  was  Herod's  successor  in  that  province,  he  would  least  of  all 
venture  to  Jerusalem,  the  very  seat  of  the  redoubted  government. 

On  neither  of  the  abovcf  plans,  therefore,  will  the  presentation  in  the  temple 
bear  to  be  placed  after  the  visit  of  the  magi,  and  the  only  remaining  alterna- 

'  Thus,  e.  g.  Augustin  de  consensa  evangelistaium,  iL  5.  Storr,  opusc.  acad.  iil.  s.  96  AT. 
Siiskind,  in  Bengers  Arcbiv.  i.  I,  s.  216  if. 
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tive,  which  is  embraced  by  the  majority  of  commentators^'  is  to  make  the 
incident  noticed  by  Luke,  precede  both  those  narrated  by  Matthew.  This  is 
so  far  the  most  natural,  that  in  Matthew  there  is  at  least  an  indirect  intima- 
tion of  a  considerable  interval  between  the  birth  of  Jesus  and  the  arrival  of 
the  magi.  For  we  are  told  that  Herod's  decree  included  all  the  children  in 
Bethlehem  up  to  the  age  of  two  years ;  we  must  therefore  necessarily  infer, 
that  even  if  Herod,  to  make  sure  of  his  object,  exceeded  the  term  fixed  by 
the  magi,  the  star  had  been  visible  to  these  astrologers  for  more  than  a  year. 
Now  the  narrator  seems  to  suppose  the  appearance  of  the  star  to  have  been 
cotemporary  with  the  birth  of  Jesus.  Viewing  the  narratives  in  this  order, 
the  parents  of  Jesus  first  journeyed  from  Bethlehem,  where  the  child  was 
bom,  to  Jerusalem,  there  to  present  the  legal  offerings ;  they  next  returned 
to  Bethlehem,  where  (according  to  Matt  ii.  i  and  5)  they  were  found  by  the 
magi ;  then  followed  the  flight  into  Egypt,  and  after  the  return  from  thence, 
the  settlement  at  Nazareth.  The  first  and  most  urgent  question  that  here 
suggests  itself  is  this :  What  had  the  parents  of  Jesus  to  do  a  second  time  in 
Bethlehem,  which  was  not  their  home,  and  where  their  original  business 
connected  with  the  census  must  surely  have  been  despatched  in  the  space  of 
forty  days?  The  discussion  of  this  question  must  be  deferred,  but  we  can 
find  an  ample  substitute  for  this  argument,  drawn  from  the  nature  of  the  fact, 
in  one  which  rests  on  the  words  of  the  evangelical  narrative.  Luke  (v.  39) 
says,  in  the  most  definite  manner,  that  after  the  completion  of  the  legal 
observance,  the  parents  of  Jesus  returned  to  Nazareth,  as  to  their  proper 
home,  not  to  Bethlehem,  which,  according  to  him,  was  merely  a  temporary 
residence.'  If,  then,  the  magi  arrived  after  the  presentation  in  the  temple, 
they  must  have  met  with  the  parents  of  Jesus  in  Nazareth,  and  not  in 
Bethlehem,  as  Matthew  states.  Moreover,  had  the  arrival  of  the  magi  really 
been  preceded  by  the  presentation  in  the  temple,  together  with  the  attention 
which  must  have  been  excited  by  the  language  of  Simeon  and  Anna ;  it  is 
impossible  that  at  the  period  of  that  arrival  the  birth  of  the  messianic  child 
could  have  been  so  much  a  secret  in  Jerusalem,  that  the  announcement  of  it 
by  the  magi  should  be,  as  Matthew  relates,  a  source  of  general  astonishment^ 

If,  then,  the  presentation  of  Jesus  in  the  temple  can  have  taken  place 
neither  earlier  nor  later  than  the  visit  of  the  magi  and  the  flight  into  Egypt ; 
and  if  the  flight  into  Egypt  can  have  taken  place  neither  earlier  nor  later  than 
the  presentation  in  the  temple ;  it  is  impossible  that  both  these  occurrences 
really  happened^  and,  at  the  very  utmost,  only  one  can  be  historical.^ 

To  escape  from  this  dangerous  dilemma,  supranaturalism  has  lately  been 
induced  to  take  a  freer  position,  that  by  the  surrender  of  what  is  no  longer 
tenable,  the  residue  may  be  saved.  Neander  finds  himself  constrained  to 
admit,  that  neither  did  Luke  know  anything  of  what  Matthew  communicates 
concerning  the  childhood  of  Jesus,  nor  did  the  Greek  editor  of  Matthew  (to 
be  distinguished  from  the  apostle)  know  anything  of  the  events  detailed  by 
Luke.  But,  he  contends,  it  does  not  therefore  follow  that  both  the  different 
series  of  incidents  cannot  have  happened.®    By  giving  this  turn  to  the  matter, 

'  E.g.  Hess,  G«schichte  Jesu,  i,  s.  5 iff.  Paulus,  Olshausen,  in  loc 
'  Sii&kind,  ut  sup.  s.  222. 

*  The  same  difference  as  to  the  chronological  relation  of  the  two  incidents  exists  between 
the  two  difTerent  texts  of  the  apocryphal  book  :  Historia  de  nativitate  Marise  et  de  inf.  Serr., 
see  Thilo,  p.  385,  not 

*  This  incompatibility  of  the  two  narratives  was  perceived  at  an  early  period  by  some 
opponents  of  Christianity.  Epiphanius  names  one  Philosabbatius,  together  with  Celsus  and 
Porphyry  (haeres.  U.  8). 

*  Neander,  L.  J.  Ch.  s.  33,  Anm. 
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the  difficulties  arising  from  the  words  of  the  Evangelist  are  certainly  avoided ; 
not  so,  the  difficulties  arising  from  the  nature  of  the  facts.  The  first  Evangelist 
ranges  in  close  succession  the  visit  of  the  magi  and  the  flight  into  Egypt,  as 
though  no  change  of  place  had  intervened ;  the  author  of  the  third  Gospel 
represents  the  parents  of  Jesus  as  returning  with  the  child,  after  the  presenta- 
tion in  the  temple,  directly  to  Nazareth.  We  cannot,  on  this  ground,  argue 
from  one  evangelist  against  the  other ;  for  it  is  inadmissible  to  maintain  that 
certain  events  never  happened,  because  they  were  unknown  to  a  remote 
narrator.  But  viewing  the  two  narratives  in  another  light,  we  perceive  how 
hnprobable  it  is  that,  after  the  scene  in  the  temple,  the  birth  of  the  messianic 
child  should  be  so  entirely  unknown  in  Jerusalem  as  the  conduct  of  Herod 
on  the  arrival  of  the  magi  implies ;  how  incredible  (reversing  the  order  of  the 
events)  that  Joseph  should  be  permitted  to  go  to  Jerusalem,  with  the  child 
which  Herod  had  just  sought  to  kill;  how  inconceivable,  finally,  that  the 
parents  of  Jesus  should  have  returned  to  Bethlehem  after  the  presentation  in 
the  temple  (of  which  more  hereafter).  All  these  difficulties,  lying  in  the 
nature  of  the  facts,  difficulties  not  less  weighty  than  those  connected  with  the 
words  of  the  Evangelists,  still  subsist  ia  Neander's  explanation,  and  prove  its 
inadequacy. 

Thus  the  dilemma  above  stated  remains,  and  were  we  compelled  to  choose 
under  it,*  we  should,  in  the  present  stage  of  our  inquiry,  on  no  account  decide 
in  favour  of  Matthew's  narrative,  and  against  that  of  Luke ;  on  the  contrary, 
as  we  have  recognized  the  mythical  character  of  the  former,  we  should  have 
no  resource  but  to  adhere,  with  our  modem  critics,^  to  the  narrative  of  Luke, 
and  surrender  that  of  Matthew.  But  is  not  Luke's  narrative  of  the  same 
nature  as  that  of  Matthew,  and  instead  of  having  to  choose  between  the  two, 
must  we  not  deny  to  both  an  historical  character?  The  answer  to  this 
question  will  be  found  in  the  succeeding  examination. 

§38. 

THE  PRESENTATION  OF  JESUS  IN   THE  TEMPLE. 

The  narrative  of  the  presentation  of  Jesus  in  the  temple  (Luke  ii.  22)  seems, 
at  the  first  glance,  to  bear  a  thoroughly  historical  stamp.  A  double  law,  on 
the  one  hand,  prescribing  to  the  mother  an  offering  of  purification,  on  the 
other,  requiring  the  redemption  of  the  first-bom  son,  leads  the  parents  of  Jesus  to 
Jerusalem  and  to  the  temple.  Here  they  meet  with  a  devout  man,  absorbed 
in  the  expectation  of  the  Messiah,  named  Simeon.  Many  expositors  hold 
this  Simeon  to  be  the  same  with  the  Rabbi  Simeon,  the  son  of  Hillel,  his 
successor  as  president  of  the  Sanhedrim,  and  the  father  of  Gamaliel ;  some 
even  identify  him  with  the  Sameas  of  Josephus,^  and  attach  importance  to 
his  pretended  descent  from  David,  because  this  descent  makes  him  a  relative 
of  Jesus,  and  helps  to  explain  the  following  scene  naturally ;  but  this  hypo- 
thesis is  improbable,  for  Luke  would  hardly  have  introduced  so  celebrated  a 
l>ersonage  by  the  meagre  designation,  dvOptoTro^  rts,  (a  certain  man).'  With- 
out this  hypothesis,  however^  the  scene  between  the  parents  .of  Jesus  and 
Simeon,  as  also  the  part  played  by  Anna  the  prophetess,  seems  to  admit  of 
a  very  natural  explanation.     There  is  no  necessity  for  supposing,  with  the 

'  Schleiennacher,  Ueber  den  Lukas,  s.  47.     Schneckenburger,  ut  sup. 

'  Antiq.  xiv.  ix.  4,  xy.  i.  i  and  x.  4. 

*  The  Evang.  Nicodemi  indeed  calls  him,  c  xvi.  6  fiiyat  MdffKoKot,  and  the  Protev. 
Jaoobi,  c.  xxiv.  makes  him  a  priest  or  even  high  priest,  vid.  Varr.  ap.  Thilo  Cod.  Apocr. 
N.  T.  I,  s.  271,  comp.  203. 
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author  of  the  Natural  History,'  that  Simeon  was  previously  aware  of  the  hope 
cherished  by  Mary  that  she  was  about  to  give  birth  to  the  Messiah ;  we  need 
only,  with  Paulus  and  others,  conceive  the  facts  in  the  following  manner. 
Animated,  like  many  of  that  period,  with  the  hope  of  the  speedy  advent  of 
the  Messiah,  Simeon  receives,  probably  in  a  dream,  the  assurance  that  before 
his  death  he  will  be  permitted  to  see  the  expected  deliverer  of  his  nation. 
One  day,  in  obedience  to  an  irresistible  impulse,  he  visited  the  temple,  and 
on  this  very  day  Mary  brought  thither  her  child,  whose  beauty  at  once 
attracted  his  notice ;  on  learning  the  child's  descent  from  David,  the  attention 
and  interest  of  Simeon  were  excited  to  a  degree  that  induced  Mary  to  disclose 
to  him  the  hopes  which  were  reposed  on  this  scion  of  ancient  royalty^  with  the 
extraordinary  occurrences  by  which  they  had  been  called  into  existence. 
These  hopes  Simeon  embraced  with  confidence,  and  in  enthusiastic  language 
gave  utterance  to  his  messianic  expectations  and  forebodings,  under  the  con- 
viction that  they  would  be  fulfilled  in  this  child.  Still  less  do  we  need  the 
supposition  of  the  author  of  the  Natural  History  with  respect  to  Anna,  namely, 
that  she  was  one  of  the  women  who  assbted  at  the  birth  of  the  infant  Jesus, 
and  was  thus  acquainted  beforehand  with  the  marvels  and  the  hopes  that 
had  clustered  round  his  cradle ;  she  had  heard  the  words  of  Simeon,  and 
being  animated  by  the  same  sentiments,  she  gave  them  her  approval. 

Simple  as  this  explanation  appears,  it  is  not  less  arbitrary  than  we  have 
already  found  other  specimens  of  natural  interpretation.  The  evangelist  no- 
where says,  that  the  parents  of  Jesus  had  communicated  anything  concerning 
their  extraordinary  hopes  to  Simeon,  before  he  poured  forth  his  inspired 
words ;  on  the  contrary,  the  point  of  his  entire  narrative  consists  in  the  idea 
that  the  aged  siaint  had,  by  virtue  of  the  spirit  with  which  he  was  filled, 
instantaneously  discerned  in  Jesus  the  messianic  child,  and  the  reason  why 
the  cooperation  of  the  Holy  Spirit  is  insisted  on,  is  to  make  it  evident  how 
Simeon  was  enabled,  without  any  previous  information,  to  recognise  in  Jesas 
the  promised  child,  and  at  the  same  time  to  foretel  the  course  of  his  destiny. 
Our  canonical  Gospel  refers  Simeon's  recognition  of  Jesus  to  a  supernatn^ral 
principle  resident  in  Simeon  himself ;  the  Eifangelium  infantuR  arabicum  refers 
it  to  something  objective  in  the  appearance  of  Jesus  ^ — &r  more  in  the  spirit 
of  the  original  narrative  than  the  natural  interpretation,  for  it  retains  the 
miraculous  element  But,  apart  fi'om  the  general  reasons  against  the  credi- 
bility of  miracles,  the  admission  of  a  miracfe  in  this  instance  is  attended  with 
a  special  difficulty,  because  no  worthy  object  for  an  extraordinary  manifestation 
of  divine  power  is  discoverable.  For,  that  the  above  occurrence  during  the 
infancy  of  Jesus  served  to  disseminate  and  establish  in  more  distant  circles 
the  persuasion  of  his  Messiahship,  there  is  no  indication ;  we  must  therefore, 
with  the  Evangelist,  limit  the  object  of  these  supernatural  communications  to 
Simeon  and  Anna,  to  whose  devout  hopes  was  vouchsafed  the  special  reward 
of  having  their  eyes  enlightened  to  discern  the  messianic  child.  But  that 
miracles  should  be  ordained  for  such  occasional  and  isolated  objects,  is  not 
reconcileable  with  just  ideas  of  divine  providence. 

Thus  here  again  we  find  reason  to  doubt  the  historical  character  of  the 
narrative,  especially  as  we  have  found  by  a  previous  investigation  that  it  is 
annexed  to  narratives  purely  mythical.  Simeon's  real  expressions,  say  some 
commentators,  were  probably  these :  Would  that  I  might  yet  behold  the  new- 
born Messiah,  even  as  I  now  bear  this  child  in  my  arms ! — a  simple  wish 

«  I  Th.  s.  205  If. 

^  Cap.  vi.  Viditque  ilium  Simeon  semx  instar  columtug  lucis  refulgetUem^  cum  Domina 
Maria  virgo^  mater  ejus,  ulnis  suis  eum  gestaret^ — ei  circum4iabani  cum  angeU  instar  circuit, 
celcbrantesiUum^  etc.    Ap.  Thilo,  p.  71. 
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which  was  transformed  ex  eventu  by  tradition,  into  the  positive  enunciations 
now  read  in  Luke^  But  this  explanation  is  incomplete,  for  the  reason  why 
such  stories  became  current  concerning  Jesus,  must  be  shown  in  the  relative 
position  of  this  portion  of  the  evangelical  narrative,  and  in  the  interest  of  the 
primitive  Christian  legend.  As  to  the  former,  this  scene  at  the  presentation 
of  Jesus  in  the  temple  is  obviously  parallel  with  that  at  the  circumcision  of 
the  Baptist,  narrated  by  the  same  evangelist ;  for  on  both  occasions,  at  the 
inspiration  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  God  is  praised  for  the  birth  of  a  national 
deliverer,  and  the  future  destiny  of  the  child  is  prophetically  announced,  in 
the  one  case  by  the  father,  in  the  other  by  a  devout  stranger.  That  this 
scene  is  in  the  former  instance  connected  with  the  circumcision,  in  the  latter 
with  the  presentation  in  the  temple,  seems  to  be  accidental ;  when  however 
the  legend  had  once,  in  relation  to  Jesus,  so  profusely  adorned  the  presentation 
in  the  temple,  the  circumcision  must  be  left^  as  we  have  above  found  it, 
without  embellishment 

As  to  the  second  spring  in  the  formation  of  our  narrative,  namely,  the 
intereist  of  the  Christian  legend,  it  is  easy  to  conceive  how  this  would  act. 
He  whoy  as  a  man,  so  clearly  proved  himself  to  be  the  Messiah,  must  also, 
it  was  thought,  even  as  a  child  have  been  recognisable  in  his  true  character 
to  an  eye  rendered  acute  by  the  Holy  Spirit ;  he  who  at  a  later  period,  by  his 
powerful  words  and  deeds,  manifested  himself  to  be  the  Son  of  God,  must 
surely,  even  before  he  could  speak  or  move  with  freedom,  have  borne  the 
stamp  of  divinity.  Moreover  if  men,  moved  by  the  Spirit  of  God,  so  early 
pressed  Jesus  with  love  and  reverence  in  their  arms,  then  was  the  spirit  that 
animated  him  not  an  impious  one,  as  his  enemies  alleged ;  and  if  a  holy  seer 
had  predicted,  along  with  the  high  destiny  of  Jesus,  the  conflict  which  he  had 
to  undergo,  and  the  anguish  which  his  fate  would  cause  his  mother,^  then  it 
was  assuredly  no  chance,  but  a  divine  plan,  that  led  him  into  the  depths  of 
abasement  on  the  way  to  his  ultimate  exaltation. 

This  view  of  the  narrative  is  thus  countenanced  positively  by  the  nature  of 
the  fact, — ^and  negatively  by  the  difficulties  attending  any  other  explanation. 
One  cannot  but  wonder,  therefore,  how  Schleiermacher  can  be  influenced 
against  it  by  an  observation  which  did  not  prevent  him  from  taking  a  similar 
view  of  the  history  of  the  Baptist's  birth,  namely,  that  the  narrative  is  too 
natural  to  have  been  fobricated  ^ ;  and  how  Neander  can  argue  against  it, 
from  exaggerated  ideas  of  the  more  imposing  traits  which  the  mythus  would 
have  substituted  for  our  narrative.  Far  from  allowing  a  purification  for  the 
mother  of  Jesus,  and  a  redemption  for  himself^  to  take  place  in  the  ordinary 
manner,  Neander  thinks  the  mythus  would  have  depicted  an  angelic  appear- 
ance, intended  to  deter  Mary  or  the  priest  from  an  observance  inconsistent 
with  the  dignity  of  Jesus.^  As  though  even  the  Christianity  of  Paul  did  not 
maintain  that  Christ  was  bom  under  ike  law  ycvo/tcvo?  vko  vo^uw  (Gal  iv.  4) ; 
how  much  more  then  the  Judaic  Christianity  whence  these  narratives  are 
derived  !  As  though  Jesus  himself  had  not,  agreeably  to  this  view  of  his 
position,  submitted  to  baptism,  and  according  to  the  Evangelist  whose 
narrative  is  in  question,  without  any  previous  expostulation  on  the  part  of  the 

^  Thus  £.  F.  in  the  treatise,  on  the  two  first  chapters  of  Matth.  and  Luke.     In  Henke*s 
Mag.  5  bd.  s.  169  f.     A  similar  half  measure  is  in  Mattbai,  Synopse  der  4  Evan.  s.  3,  5  f. 

*  With  the  words  of  Simeon  addressed  to  Mary  :  ireU  0-ov  Ik  oArifl  t^v  ^\ry}\v  SuXeOaerai 
htt"^^^  (▼•  35)  comp.  the  words  in  the  messianic  psalm  of  sorrow,  xxii,  21  :  ftdjca  drd 

'  Schleiermacher,  Ueber  den  Lukas,  s.  jy.  Compare  on  the  other  hand  the  observations 
in  §  18,  with  those  of  the  authors  there  quoted,  Note  19. 

*  Neander  here  (s.  24  f.)  mistakes  the  apocryphal  for  the  mythical,  as  he  had  before  done 
the  poetical. 
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Baptist !  Of  more  weight  is  Schleiermacher's  other  observation,  that  suppos- 
ing this  narrative  to  be  merely  a  poetical  creation,  its  author  would  scarcely 
have  placed  by  the  side  of  Simeon  Anna,  of  whom  he  makes  no  poetical  use, 
still  less  would  he  have  characterized  her  with  minuteness,  after  designating 
his  principal  personage  with  comparative  negligence.  But  to  represent  the 
dignity  of  the  child  Jesus  as  being  proclaimed  by  the  mouth  of  two  witnesses, 
and  especially  to  associate  a  prophetess  with  a  prophet — this  is  just  the 
symmetrical  grouping  that  the  legend  loves.  The  detailed  description  of 
Anna  may  have  been  taken  from  a  real  person  who,  at  the  time  when  our 
narrative  originated,  was  yet  held  in  remembrance  for  her  distinguished  piety. 
As  to  the  Evangelist's  omission  to  assign  her  any  particular  speech,  it  is  to  be 
observed  that  her  office  is  to  spread  abroad  the  glad  •  news;  while  that  of 
Simeon  is  to  welcome  Jesus  into  the  temple:  hence  as  the  part  of  the 
prophetess  was  to  be  performed  behind  the  scenes,  her  precise  words  could 
not  be  given.  As  in  a  former  instance  Schleiermacher  supposes  the  Evangelist 
to  have  received  his  history  from  the  lips  of  the  shepherds,  so  here  he  con- 
ceives him  to  have  been  indebted  to  Anna,  of  whose  person  he  has  so  vivid 
a  recollection;  Neander  approves  this  opinion — not  the  only  straw  thrown 
out  by  Schleiermacher,  to  which  this  theologian  has  clung  in  the  emergencies 
of  modern  criticism. 

At  this  point  also,  where  Luke's  narrative  leaves  Jesus  for  a  series  of  years, 
there  is  a  concluding  sentence  on  the  prosperous  growth  of  the  child  (v.  40)  ; 
a  similar  sentence  occurs  at  the  corresponding  period  in  the  life  of  the 
Baptist,  and  both  recall  the  analogous  form  of  expression  found  in  the  history 
of  Samson  (Judg.  xiiL  24  f.). 

§  39. 

RETROSPECT.      DIFFERENCE  BETWEEN   MATIHEW  AND   LUKE   AS   TO  THE 
ORIGINAL   RESIDENCE  OF  THE  PARENTS  OF  JESUS. 

In  the  foregoing  examinations  we  have  called  in  question  the  historical 
credibility  of  the  Gospel  narratives  concerning  the  genealogy,  birth,  and 
childhood  of  Jesus,  on  two  grounds :  first,  because  the  narratives  taken 
separately  contain  much  that  will  not  bear  an  historical  interpretation  ;  and 
secondly,  because  the  parallel  narratives  of  Matthew  and  Luke  exclude  each 
other,  so  that  it  is  impossible  for  both  to  be  true,  and  one  must  necessarily  be 
false ;  this  imputation  however  may  attach  to  either,  and  consequently  to 
both.  One  of  the  contradictions  between  the  two  narratives  extends  from  the 
commencement  of  the  history  of  the  childhood  to  the  point  we  have  now 
reached  ;  it  has  therefore  often  come  in  our  way,  but  we  have  been  unable 
hitherto  to  give  it  our  consideration,  because  only  now  that  we  have  com- 
pletely reviewed  the  scenes  in  which  it  figures,  have  we  materials  enough  on 
which  to  found  a  just  estimate  of  its  consequences.  We  refer  to  the  diver- 
gency that  exists  between  Matthew  and  Luke,  in  relation  to  the  original 
dwelling-place  of  the  parents  of  Jesus. 

Luke,  from  the  very  beginning  of  his  history,  gives  Nazareth  as  the  abode  of 
Joseph  and  Mary  ;  here  the  angel  seeks  Mary  (i.  26) ;  here  we  must  suppose 
Mary's  house  01x09,  to  be  situated  (i.  56);  from  hence  the  parents  of  Jesus 
journey  to  Bethlehem  on  account  of  the  census  (ii.  4)  :  and  hither,  when 
circumstances  permit,  they  return  as  to  their  own  city  ttoXi?  avrtoy  (v.  39). 
Thus  in  Luke,  Nazareth  is  evidently  the  proper  residence  of  the  parents  of 
Jesus,  and  they  only  visit  Bethlehem  for  a  short  time,  owing  to  a  casual 
circumstance. 
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In  Matthew,  it  is  not  stated  in  the  first  instance  where  Joseph  and  Mary 
resided.  According  to  ii.  i,  Jesus  was  born  in  Bethlehem,  and  since  no 
extraordinary  circumstances  are  said  to  have  led  his  parents  thither,  it  appears 
as  if  Matthew  supposed  them  to  have  been  originally  resident  in  Bethlehem. 
Here  he  makes  the  parents  with  the  child  receive  the  visit  of  the  magi ;  then 
follows  the  flight  into  Egypt,  on  returning  from  which  Joseph  is  only  deterred 
from  again  seeking  Judea  by  a  special  divine  admonition,  which  durects  him 
to  Nazareth  in  Galilee  (ii.  22).  This  last  particular  renders  certain  what  had 
before  seemed  probable,  namely,  that  Matthew  did  not  with  Luke  suppose 
Nazareth^  but  Bethlehem,  to  have  been  the  original  dwelling-place  of  the 
parents  of  Jesus,  and  that  he  conceived  their  final  settlement  at  Nazareth  to 
have  been  the  result  of  unforeseen  circumstances. 

This  contradiction  is  generally  glided  over  without  suspicion.     The  reason 
of  this  lies  in  the  peculiar  character  of  Matthew's  Gospel,  a  character  on 
which  a  modern  writer  has  built  the  assertion  that  this  Evangelist  does  not 
contradict  Luke  concerning  the  original  residence  of  the  parents  of  Jesus,  for 
he  says  nothing  at  all  on  the  subject,  troubling  himself  as  little  about  topo- 
graphical as  chronological  accuracy.     He  mentions  the  later  abode  of  Joseph 
and  Mary,  and  the  birth-place  of  Jesus,  solely  because  it  was  possible  to  con- 
nect with  them  Old  Testament  prophecies ;  as  the  abode  of  the  parent  of 
Jesus  prior  to  his   birth  furnished  no  opportunity  for  a  similar  quotation, 
Matthew   has  left  it  entirely  unnoticed,  an  omission  which  however,  in  his 
style  of  narration,  is  no  proof  that  he  was  ignorant  of  their  abode,  or  that  he 
supposed  it  to  have  been  Bethlehem.^     But  even  admitting  that  the  silence 
of  Matthew  on  the  earlier  residence  of  the  parents  of  Jesus  in  Nazareth,  and 
on  the  peculiar  circumstances  that  caused  Bethlehem  to  be  hb  birth-place, 
proves  nothing ;  yet  the  above  supposition  requires  that  the  exchange  of  Beth- 
lehem for  Nazareth  should  be  so  represented  as  to  give  some  intimation,  or 
at  least  to  leave  a  possibility,  that  we  should  understand  the  former  to  be  a 
merely  temporary  at>ode,  and  the  journey  to  the  latter  a  return  homeward 
Such  an  intimation  would  have  been  given,  had  Matthew  attributed  to  the 
angelic  vision,  that  determined  Joseph's  settlement  in  Nazareth  after  his 
return  from  Egypt,  such  communications  as  the  following :  Return  now  into 
the  land  of  Israel  and  into  your  native  city  Nazareth,  for  there  is  no  further 
need  of  your  presence  in  Bethlehem,  since  the  prophecy  that  your  messianic 
child  should  be  bom  in  that  place  is  already  ful611ed.     But  as  Matthew  is 
alleged  to  be  generally  indifferent  about  localities,  we  will  be  moderate,  and 
demand  no  positive  intimation  from  him,  but  simply  make  the  negative 
requisition,  that  he  should  not  absolutely  exclude  the  idea,  that  Nazareth  was 
the  original  dwelling-place  of  the  parents  of  Jesus.     This  requisition  would 
be  met  if,  instead  of  a  special  cause  being  assigned  for  the  choice  of  Nazareth 
as  a  residence,  it  had  been  merely  said  that  the  parents  of  Jesus,  returned  by 
divine  direction  into  the  land  of  Israel  and  betook  themselves  to  Nazareth. 
It  would  certainly  seem  abrupt  enough,  if  without  any  preamble  Nazareth 
were  all  at  once  named  instead  of  Bethlehem  :  of  this  our  narrator  was  con- 
scious, and  for  thi^  reason  he  has  detailed  the  causes  that  led  to  the  change 
(ii.  22).     But  instead  of  doing  this,  as  we  have  shown  that  he  must  have  done 
it  had  he,  with  Luke,  known  Nazareth  to  be  the  original  dwelling-place  of 
the  parents  of  Jesus,  his  account  has  precisely  the  opposite  bearing,  which 
undeniably  proves  that  his  supposition  was  the  reverse  of  Luke's.     For  when 
Matthew  represents  Joseph  on  his  return  fi-om  Egypt  as  being  prevented  from 
going  to  Judea  solely  by  his  fear  of  Archelaus,  he  ascribes  to  him  an  inclina- 

^  Olshausen,  bibl.  Cornm.  i.  5.  142  f. 
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tion  to  proceed  to  that  province — an  inclination  which  is  unaccountable  if  the 
affair  of  the  census  alone  had  taken  him  to  Bethlehem,  and  which  is  only  to 
be  explained  by  the  supposition  that  be  had  formerly  dwelt  there.  On  the 
other  hand  as  Matthew  makes  the  danger  from  Archelaus  (together  with  the 
fulfilment  of  a  prophecy)  the  sole  cause  of  the  settlement  of  Joseph  and  Mary 
at  Nazareth,  he  cannot  have  supposed  that  this  was  their  original  home,  for 
in  that  case  there  would  have  been  an  independently  decisive  cause  which 
would  have  rendered  any  other  superfluous. 

Thus  the  difficulty  of  reconcilmg  Matthew  with  Luke,  in  the  present 
instance,  turns  upon  the  impossibility  of  conceiving  how  the  f)arents  of  Jesus 
could,  on  tlieir  return  from  Egypt,  have  it  in  contemplation  to  proceed  a 
second  time  to  Bethlehem  unless  this  place  had  formerly  been  their  home. 
The  efforts  of  commentators  have  accordingly  been  chiefly  applied  to  the  task 
of  finding  other  reasons  for  the  existence  of  such  an  inclination  in  Joseph  and 
Mary.  Such  efforts  are  of  a  very  early  date.  Justin  Martyr,  holding  by  Luke, 
who,  while  he  decidedly  states  Nazareth  to  be  the  dwelling-place  of  the 
parents  of  Jesus,  yet  does  not  represent  Joseph  as  a  complete  stranger  in 
Bethlehem  (for  he  makes  it  the  place  from  which  he  lineally  sprang), 
seems  to  suppose  that  Nazareth  was  the  dwelling-place  and  Bethlehem 
the  birth-place  of  Joseph,'  and  Credner  thinks  that  this  passage  of  Justin 
points  out  the  source,  and  presents  the  reconciliation  of  the  divergent 
statements  of  our  two  Evangelists.^  But  it  is  far  from  presenting  a  reconcili- 
ation. For  as  Nazareth  is  still  supposed  to  be  the  plaice  which  Joseph  had 
chosen  as  his  home,  no  reason  appears  why,  on  his  return  from  Egypt,  he 
should  all  at  once  desire'  to  exchange  his  former  residence  for  his  birth-place, 
especially  as,  according  to  Justin  himself,  the  cause  of  his  former  journey  to 
Bethlehem  had  not  been  a  plan  of  settling  there,  but  simply  the  census — a 
cause  which,  after  the  flight,  no  longer  existed.  Thus  the  statement  of  Justin 
leans  to  the  side  of  Luke  and  does  not  suflice  to  bring  him  into  harmony 
with  Matthew.  That  it  was  the  source  of  our  two  evangelical  accounts  is  still 
less  credible ;  for  how  could  the  narrative  of  Matthew,  which  mentions  neither 
Nazareth  as  a  dwelling-place,  nor  the  census  as  the  cause  of  a  journey  to 
Bethlehem,  originate  in  the  statement  of  Justin,  to  which  these  facts  are 
essential  ?  Arguing  generally,  where  on  the  one  hand,  there  are  two  diverging 
statements,  on  the  other,  an  insuflicient  attempt  to  combine  them,  it  is  certain 
that  the  latter  is  not  the  parent  and  the  two  former  its  offspring,  but  vice  versa. 
Moreover,  in  this  department  of  attempting  reconciliations,  we  have  already, 
in  connection  with  the  genealogies,  learned  to  estimate  Justin  or  his  authorities. 

A  more  thorough  attempt  at  reconciliation  is  made  in  the  Evangelium  de 
nativitate  Maria^  and  has  met  with  much  approval  from  modern  theologians. 
According  to  this  apocryphal  book,  the  house  of  Mary's  parents  was  at  Naz- 
areth, and  although  she  was  brought  up  in  the  temple  at  Jerusalem  and  there 
espoused  to  Joseph,  she  returned  after  this  occurrence  to  her  parents  in 
Galilee.  Joseph,  on  the  contrary,  was  not  only  born  at  Bethlehem,  as  Justin* 
seems  to  intimate,  but  also  hved  there,  and  thither  brought  home  his 
betrothed.^    But  this  mode  of  conciliation,  unlike  the  other,  is  favourable  to 

'  Dial.  c.  Tiypho,  78  :  Joseph  came  from  Nazareth,  where  he  livedo  to  Bethlehem,  whence 
he  UKUf  to  be  enrolled,  di%Xi;Xi)^et  (laxri^)  dird  Na^a/»h-,  ivda  <&icet,  ew  Bi^^Xe^M)  ^^^^  ^^^ 
dT€ypd}paff0au  The  words  6$€p  ^r  might  however  be  understood  as  signiiying  merely  the 
place  of  his  tribe,  especially  if  Justin's  addition  be  considered  :  J-or  his  race  was  of  the  tribe 
ofjudahf  which  inhabits  that  land^  dvd  7^/}  t^s  AraroucoMriyt  rV  7^^  iKelpijp  0vX^t  *Io(^5a  t6 
7^rof  Ijy. 

'  Beitra^  zur  Einleit.  in  das  N.  T.  I.  s.  217.     Comp.  Hoflfmann,  s.  238  f.  277  (L 

*  C.  I.  8.  10. 
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Matthew  and  disadvantageous  to  Luke.  For  the  census  with  its  attendant 
circumstances  is  left  out,  and  necessarily  so,  because  if  Joseph  were  at  home 
in  Bethlehem,  and  only  went  to  Nazareth  to  fetch  his  bride,  the  census  could 
not  be  represented  as  the  reason  why  he  returned  to  Bethlehem,  for  he  would 
have  done  so  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things,  after  a  few  days'  absence. 
Above  all,  had  Bethlehem  been  his  home,  he  would  not  on  his  arrival  have 
sought  an  inn  where  there  was  no  room  for  him,  but  would  have  taken  Mary 
under  his  own  roof.  Hence  modern  expositors  who  wish  to  avail  themselves 
of  the  outlet  presented  by  the  apocryphal  book,  and  yet  to  save  the  census  of 
Luke  from  rejection,  maintain  that  Joseph  did  indeed  dwell,  and  carry  on  his 
trade,  in  Bethlehem,  but  that  he  possessed  no  house  of  his  own  in  that  place,  aud 
the  census  recalling  him  thither  sooner  than  he  had  anticipated,  he  had  not 
yet  provided  one.^  But  Luke  makes  it  appear,  not  only  that  the  parents  of 
Jesus  were  not  yet  settled  in  Bethlehem,  but  that  they  were  not  even  desirous 
of  settling  there ;  that,  on  the  contrary,  it  was  their  intention  to  depart  after 
the  shortest  possible  stay.  This  opinion  sup[>oses  great  poverty  on  the  part 
of  Joseph  and  Mary ;  Olshausen,  on  the  other  hand,  prefers  enriching  them, 
for  the  sake  of  conciliating  the  difference  in  question.  He  supposes  that  they 
had  property  both  in  Bethlehem  and  Nazareth,  and  could  therefore  have 
settled  in  either  place,  but  unknown  circumstances  inclined  them,  on  their 
return  from  Egypt,  to  fix  upon  Bethlehem  until  the  divine  warning  came  as 
a  preventive.  Thus  Olshausen  declines  particularizing  the  reason  why  it  ap- 
peared desirable  to  the  parents  of  Jesus  to  settle  in  Bethlehem ;  but 
Heydenreich  ®  and  others  have  supplied  his  omission,  by  assuming  that  it 
must  have  seemed  to  them  most  fitting  for  him,  who  was  pre-eminently  the 
Son  of  David,  to  be  brought  up  in  David's  own  city. 

Here,  however,  theologians  would  do  well  to  take  for  their  model  the 
honesty  of  Neander,  and  to  confess  with  him  that  of  this  intention  on  the  part 
of  Joseph  and  Mary  to  settle  at  Bethlehem,  and  of  the  motives  which  induced 
them  to  give  up  the  plan,  Luke  knows  nothing,  and  that  they  rest  on  the  author- 
ity of  Matthew  alone.  But  what  reason  does  Matthew  present  for  this  alleged 
change  of  place  ?  The  visit  of  the  magi,  the  massacre  of  the  infants,  visions 
in  dreams — events  whose  evidently  unhistorical  character  quite  disqualifies 
them  from  serving  as  proofs  of  a  change  of  residence  on  the  part  of  the 
parents  of  Jesus.  On  the  other  hand  Neander,  while  confessing  that  the 
author  of  the  first  Gospel  was  probably  ignorant  of  the  particular  circum- 
stances which,  according  to  Luke,  led  to  the  journey  to  Bethlehem,  and  hence 
took  Bethlehem  to  be  the  original  residence  of  the  parents  of  Jesus,  maintains 
that  there  may  be  an  essential  agreement  between  the  two  accounts  though 
that  agreement  did  not  exist  in  the  consciousness  of  the  writers.^  But,  once 
more,  what  cause  does  Luke  assign  for  the  journey  to  Bethlehem?  The 
census,  which  our  previous  investigations  have  shown  to  be  as  frail  a  support 
for  this  statement,  as  the  infanticide  and  its  consequences  for  that  of  Matthew. 
Hence  here  again  it  is  not  possible  by  admitting  the  inacquaintance  of  the 
one  narrator  with  what  the  other  presents  to  vindicate  the  statements  of  both ; 
since  each  has  against  him,  not  only  the  ignorance  of  the  other,  but  the 
improbability  of  his  own  narrative. 

But  we  must  distinguish  more  exactly  the  respective  aspects  and  elements 
of  the  two  accounts.  As,  according  to  the  above  observations,  the  change  of 
residence  on  the  part  of  the  parents  of  Jesus,  is  in  Matthew  so  linked  with 
the  unhistorical  data  of  the  infanticide  and  the  flight  into  Egypt,  that  without 

*  Paulas,  exe^.  Handb.  i,  a,  s.  178. 

*  Ueber  die  Unzulassigkeit  der  mythischen  Auflfassung  u.  s.  f.  I,  &  loi. 
»  L.  J.  Ch.  s.  33. 
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these  every  cause  for  the  migration  disappears,  we  turn  to  Luke's  account, 
which  makes  the  parents  of  Jesus  resident  in  the  same  place,  both  after  and 
before  the  birth  of  Jesus.  But  in  Luke,  the  circumstance  of  Jesus  being  born 
in  another  place  than  where  his  parents  dwelt,  is  made  to  depend  on  an  event 
as  unhistorical  as  the  marvels  of  Matthew,  namely  the  census.  If  this  be 
surrendered,  no  motive  remains  that  could  induce  the  parents  of  Jesus  to  take 
a  formidable  journey  at  so  critical  a  period  for  Mary,  and  in  this  view  of  the 
case  Matthew's  representation  seems  the  more  probable  one,  that  Jesus  was 
bom  in  the  home  of  his  parents  and  not  in  a  strange  place.  Hitherto,  how- 
ever, we  have  only  obtained  the  negative  result,  that  the  evangelical  state- 
ments, according  to  which  the  parents  of  Jesus  lived  at  first  in  another  place 
than  that  in  which  they  subsequently  settled,  and  r  Jesus  was  bom  elsewhere 
than  in  the  home  of  his  parents,  are  destitute  of  any  guarantee  ;  we  have  yet 
to  seek  for  a  positive  conclusion  by  inquiring  what  was  really  the  place  of  his 
birth. 

On  this  point  we  are  drawn  in  two  opposite  directions.  In  both  Gospels 
we  find  Bethlehem  stated  to  be  the  birth-place  of  Jesus,  and  there  is,  as  we 
have  seen,  no  impediment  to  our  supposing  that  it  was  the  habitual  residence 
of  his  parents ;  on  the  other  hand,  the  two  Gospels  again  concur  in  represent- 
ing Nazareth  as  the  ultimate  dwelling-place  of  Joseph  and  his  family,  and  it 
is  only  an  unsupported  statement  that  forbids  us  to  regard  it  as  their  original 
residence,  and  consequently  as  the  birth-place  of  Jesus.  It  would  be  im- 
possible to  decide  between  these  contradictory  probabilities  were  both  equally 
strong,  but  as  soon  as  the  slightest  inequality  between  them  is  discovered,  we 
are  warranted  to  form  a  conclusion.  Let  us  first  test  the  opinion,  that  the 
Galilean  city  Nazareth  was  the  final  residence  of  Jesus.  This  is  not  supported 
barely  by  the  passages  immediately  under  consideration,  in  the  2nd  chapters 
of  Matthew  and  Luke  ; — it  rests  on  an  uninterrupted  series  of  data  drawn  from 
the  Gospels  and  from  the  earliest  church  history.  The  Galilean,  the  Nazar- 
ene — were  the  epithets  constantly  applied  to  Jesus.  As  Jesus  of  Nazareth  he 
was  introduced  by  Philip  to  Nathanael,  whose  responsive  question  was.  Can 
any  good  thing  come  out  of  Nazareth  ?  Nazareth  is  described,  not  only  as 
the  place  where  he  was  brought  up,  oC  rjv  reOpafifUvo^ (Luke  iv.  16  f.),  but  also 
as  his  country  ;  irarpU  (Matt.  xiii.  34,  Mark  vi.  i).  He  was  known  among  the 
populace  as  Jesus  of  Nazareth  (Luke  xviii.  37.),  and  invoked  under  this  name 
by  the  demons  (Mark  i.  24).  The  inscription  on  the  cross  styles  him  a 
Nazarene  (John  xix.  19),  and  after  his  resurrection  his  apostles  everywhere 
proclaimed  him  as  Jesus  of  Nazareth  (Acts  ii.  22),  and  worked  miracles  in  his 
name  (Acts  iii.  6).  His  disciples  too  were  long  called  Nazarenes,  and  it  was 
not  until  a  late  period  that  this  name  was  exclusively  applied  to  a  heretical 
sect.  ^  This  appellation  proves,  if  not  that  Jesus  was  bom  in  Nazareth,  at  least 
that  he  resided  in  that  place  for  a  considerable  time ;  and  as,  according  to 
a  probable  tradition  (Luke  iv.  16  f.  paralL),  Jesus,  during  his  public  life,  paid 
but  transient  visits  to  Nazareth,  this  prolonged  residence  must  be  referred  to 
the  earlier  part  of  his  life,  which  he  passed  m  the  bosom  of  his  family.  Thus 
his  family,  at  least  his  parents,  must  have  lived  in  Nazareth  during  his  child- 
hood ;  and  if  it  be  admitted  that  they  once  dwelt  there,  it  follows  that  they 
dwelt  there  always,  for  we  have  no  historical  grounds  for  supposing  a  change 
of  residence :  so  that  this  one  of  the  two  contradictory  propositions  has  as 
much  certainty  as  we  can  expect,  in  a  fact  belonging  to  so  remote  and  obscure 
a  period. 

Neither  does  the  other  proposition,  however,  that  Jesus  was  bom  in  Beth- 

^  Tertull.  adv.  Marcion  iv.  8.     Epiphan.  hter,  xxix.  i. 
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lehem,  rest  solely  on  the  statement  of  our  Gospels ;  it  is  sanctioned  by  an 
expectation,  originating  in  a  prophetic  passage,  that  the  Messiah  would  be 
bom  at  Bethlehem  (comp.  with  Matt.  ii.  5  f.,  John  vii.  42).  But  this  is  a 
dangerous  support,  which  they  who  wish  to  retain  as  historical  the  Gospel 
statement,  that  Jesus  was  bom  in  Bethlehem^  will  do  well  to  renounce.  For 
wherever  we  find  a  narrative  which  recounts  the  accomplishment  of  a  long- 
expected  event,  a  strong  suspicion  roust  arise,  that  the  narrative  owes  its  origin 
solely  to  the  pre-existent  belief  that  that  event  would  be  accomplished.  But  our 
suspicion  is  converted  into  certainty  when  we  find  this  belief  to  be  groundless ; 
and  this  is  the  case  here,  for  the  alleged  issue  must  have  confirmed  a  false 
interpretation  of  a  prophetic  passage.  Thus  this  prophetic  evidence  of  the 
birth  of  Jesus  in  Bethlehem,  deprives  the  historical  evidence,  which  lies  in  the 
2nd  chapters  of  Matthew  and  Luke,  of  its  value,  since  the  latter  seems  to  be 
built  on  the  former,  and  consequently  shares  its  fall.  Any  other  voucher  for 
this  fact  is  however  sought  in  vain.  Nowhere  else  in  the  New  Testament  is 
the  birth  of  Jesus  at  Bethlehem  mentioned ;  nowhere  does  he  appear  in  any 
relation  with  his  alleged  birth-place,  or  pay  it  the  honour  of  a  visit,  which  he 
yet  does  not  deny  to  the  unworthy  Nazareth ;  nowhere  does  he  appeal  to  the 
fact  as  a  concomitant  proof  of  his  messiahship,  although  he  had  the  most 
direct  inducements  to  do  so,  for  many  were  repelled  from  him  by  his  Galilean 
origin,  and  defended  their  prejudice  by  referring  to  the  necessity,  that  the 
Messiah  should  come  out  of  Bethlehem,  the  city  of  David  (John  viL  42).* 
John  does  not,  it  is  true,  say  that  these  objections  were  uttered  in  the  presence 
of  Jesus ;  ^^  but  as,  immediately  before,  he  had  annexed  to  a  discourse  of  Jesus 
a  comment  of  his  own,  to  the  effect  that  the  Holy  Ghost  was  not  yet  given,  so 
here  he  might  very  suitably  have  added,  in  explanation  of  the  doubts  expressed 
by  the  people,  that  they  did  not  yet  know  that  Jesus  was  born  in  Bethlehem. 
Such  an  observation  will  be  thought  too  superficial  and  trivial  for  an  apostle 
like  John  :  thus  much  however  must  be  admitted ;  he  had  occasion  repeatedly 
to  mention  the  popular  notion  that  Jesus  was  a  native  of  Nazareth,  and  the 
consequent  prejudice  against  him ;  had  he  then  known  otherwise,  he  must 
have  added  a  corrective  remark,  if  he  wished  to  avoid  leaving  the  false  im- 
pression, that  he  also  believed  Jesus  to  be  a  Nazarene.  As  it  is,  we  find 
Nathanael,  John  i.  46,  alleging  this  objection,  without  having  his  opinion 
rectified  either  mediately  or  immediately,  for  he  nowhere  learns  that  the  good 
thing  did  not  really  come  out '  of  Nazareth,  and  the  conclusion  he  is  left  to 
draw  is,  that  even  out  of  Nazareth  something  good  can  come.  In  general, 
if  Jesus  were  really  bom  in  Bethlehem,  though  but  fortuitously  (according  to 
Luke's  representation),  it  is  incomprehensible,  considering  the  importance  of 
this  fact  to  the  article  of  his  messiahship,  that  even  his  own  adherents  should 
always  call  him  the  Nazarene,  instead  of  opposing  to  this  epithet,  pronounced 
by  his  opponents  with  polemical  emphasis,  the  honourable  title  of  the  Beth- 
lehemite. 

Thus  the  evangelical  statement  that  Jesus  was  bora  at  Bethlehem  is  desti- 
tute of  all  valid  historical  evidence ;  nay,  it  is  contravened  by  positive  his- 
torical facts.  We  have  6een  reason  to  conclude  that  the  parents  of  Jesus  lived 
at  Nazareth,  not  only  after  the  birth  of  Jesus,  but  also,  as  we  have  no  counter 
evidence,  prior  to  that  event,  and  that,  no  credible  testimony  to  the  contrary 
existing,  Jesus  was  probably  not  bom  at  any  other  place  than  the  home  of  his 
parents.  With  this  twofold  conclusion,  the  supposition  that  Jesus  was  born  at 
Bethlehem  is  irreconcileable :  it  can  therefore  cost  us  no  further  effort  to 

•  Comp.  K.  Ch.  L.  Schmidt,  in  Schmidt's  Bibliothek,  3,  i,  s.  123  f. ;  Kaiser,  UbL  Theol. 
I,  s.  230. 
^*  On  this  Heydenrdch  rests  his  defence,  Ueber  die  Unzuliissigkeit  |.  s,  99. 
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decide  that  Jesus  was  born,  not  in  Bethlehem,  but,  as  we  have  no  trustworthy 
indications  that  point  elsewhere,  in  all  probability  at  Nazareth. 

The  relative  position  of  the  two  evangelists  on  this  point  may  be  thus  stated. 
Each  of  their  accounts  is  partly  correct,  and  partly  incorrect:  Luke  is  right  in 
maintaining  the  identity  of  the  earlier  with  the  later  residence  of  the  parents 
of  Jesus,  and  herein  Matthew  is  wrong ;  again,  Matthew  is  right  in  maintaining 
the  identity  of  the  birth-place  of  Jesus  with  the  dwelling-place  of  his  parents, 
and  here  the  error  is  on  the  side  of  Luke.  Further,  Luke  is  entirely  correct  in 
making  the  parents  of  Jesus  reside  in  Nazareth  before,  as  well  as  after,  the 
birth  of  Jesus,  while  Matthew  has  only  half  the  truth,  namely,  that  they  were 
established  there  after  his  birth;  but  in  the  statement  that  Jesus  was  bom  at 
Bethlehem  both  are  decidedly  wrong.  The  source  of  all  the  error  of  their 
narratives,  is  the  Jewish  opinion  with  which  they  fell  in,  that  the  Messiah  must 
be  born  at  Bethlehem  ;  the  source  of  all  their  truth,  is  the  fact  which  lay  be- 
fore them,  that  he  always  passed  for  a  Nazarene ;  finally,  the  cause  of  the 
various  admixtiu-e  of  the  true  and  the  false  in  both,  and  the  preponderance  of 
the  latter  in  Matthew,  is  the  different  position  held  by  the  two  writers  in  re- 
lation to  the  above  data.  Two  particulars  were  to  be  reconciled— the  historical 
fact  that  Jesus  was  universally  reputed  to  be  a  Nazarene,  and  the  prophetic 
requisition  that,  as  Messiah,  he  should  be  born  at  Bethlehem.  Matthew,  or 
the  legend  which  he  followed,  influenced  by  the  ruling  tendency  to  apply  the 
prophecies,  observable  in  his  Gospel,  effected  the  desired  reconciliation  in  such 
a  manner,  that  the  greatest  prominence  was  given  to  Bethlehem,  the  locality 
pointed  out  by  the  prophet ;  this  was  represented  as  the  original  home  of  the 
parents  of  Jesus,  and  Nazareth  merely  as  a  place  of  refuge,  recommended  by 
a  subsequent  turn  of  events.  Luke,  on  the  contrary,  more  bent  on  historic 
detail,  either  adopted  or  created  that  form  of  the  legend,  which  attaches  the 
greatest  important  to  Nazareth,  making  it  the  original  dwelling-place  of  the 
parents  of  Jesus,  and  regarding  the  sojourn  in  Bethlehem  as  a  temporary  one, 
the  consequence  of  a  casual  occurrence. 

Such  being  the  state  of  the  case,  no  one,  we  imagine,  will  be  inclined 
either  with  Schleiermacher,  *^  to  leave  the  question  concerning  the  relation  of 
the  two  narratives  to  the  real  facts  undecided,  or  with  SiefTert,^'  to  pronounce 
exclusively  in  favour  of  Luke.^^ 

^*  Ueber  den  Lukas,  s.  49.    There  is  a  similar  hesitation  in  Thelte,  Biographie  Jesu,  §  15. 

*•  Ueber  den  Ursprung  u.  s.  w.,  s.  68f.  u.  s.  158. 

^'  Comp.  Ammon.  Fortbildung,  i,  s.  194  if.  ;  De  Wette,  exeget.  Handb.  i,  2,  s.  24  f.  ; 
George,  s.  84  ff.  That  different  narrators  may  give  different  explanations  of  the  same  fact, 
and  that  these  different  explanations  may  afterwards  be  united  in  one  book,  is  proved  by 
many  examples  in  the  O.  T.  Thus  in  Genesis,  three  derivations  are  given  of  the  name 
of  Isaac  ;  two  of  that  of  Jacob  (xxv.  26.  xxvii.  16),  and  so  of  Edom  and  Beersheba  (xxi.  31. 
xxvi.  33).  Comp.  De  Wette,  Kritik  der  mos.  Gesch.,  s.  no.  118  ff,  and  my  StreitschrUten, 
I,  I,  s.  83  ff. 


CHAPTER  V. 

THE  FIRST  VISIT  TO  THE  TEMPLE,  AND  THE  EDUCATION  OF  JESUS. 


§  40. 
JESUS,   WHEN  TWELVE  YEARS   OLD,    IN  THE  TEMPLE. 

The  Gospel  of  Matthew  passes  in  silence  over  the  entire  period  from  the  re- 
turn of  the  parents  of  Jesus  out  of  Egypt,  to  the  baptism  of  Jesus  by  John  : 
and  even  Luke  has  nothing  to  tell  us  of  the  long  interval  between  the  early 
childhood  of  Jesus  and  his  maturity,  beyond  a  single  incident — his  demeanour 
on  a  visit  to  the  temple  in  his  twelfth  year  (ii.  41-52).  This  anecdote,  out 
of  the  early  youth  of  Jesus  is,  as  Hess  has  truly  remarked,^  distinguished  from 
the  narratives  hitherto  considered,  belonging  to  his  childhood,  by  the  circum- 
stance that  Jesus  no  longer,  as  in  the  latter,  holds  a  merely  passive  position, 
but  presents  an  active  proof  of  his  high  destination ;  a  proof  which  has  always 
been  especially  valued,  as  indicating  the  moment  in  which  the  consciousness 
of  that  destination  was  kindled  in  Jesus.^ 

In  his  twelfth  year,  the  period  at  which,  according  to  Jewish  usage,  the  boy 
became  capable  of  an  independent  participation  in  the  sacred  rites,  the  parents 
of  Jesus,  as  this  narrative  informs  us,  took  him  for  the  first  time  to  the  Pass- 
over. At  the  expiration  of  the  feasl^  the  parents  bent  their  way  homewards  ; 
that  their  son  was  missing  gave  them  no  immediate  anxiety,  because  they 
supposed  him  to  be  among  their  travelling  companions,  and  it  was  not  until 
after  they  had  accomplished  a  day's  journey,  and  in  vain  sought  their  son 
among  their  kinsfolk  and  acquaintance,  that  they  turned  back  to  Jerusalem  to 
look  for  him  there.  This  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  parents  of  Jesus  may 
with  reason  excite  surprise.  It  seems  inconsistent  with  the  carefulness  which 
it  has  been  thought  incumbent  on  us  to  attribute  to  them,  that  they  should 
have  allowed  the  divine  child  entrusted  to  their  keeping,  to  remain  so  long 
out  of  their  sight ;  and  hence  they  have  on  many  sides  been  accused  of  ne- 
glect and  a  dereliction  of  duty,  in  the  instance  before  us.  ^  It  has  been  urged, 
as  a  general  consideration  in  vindication  of  Joseph  and  Mary,  that  the  greater 
freedom  permitted  to  the  boy  is  easily  conceivable  as  part  of  a  liberal  method 
of  education  ;^  but  even  according  to  our  modem  ideas,  it  would  seem  more 
than  liberal  for  parents  to  let  a  boy  of  twelve  years  remain  out  of  their  sight 
during  so  long  an  interval  as  our  narrative  supposes ;  how  far  less  reconcile- 
able  must  it  then  be  with  the  more  rigid  views  of  education  held  by  the 

^  Hess,  Geschichte  Jesa,  i,  s.  no. 

*  Olshausen,  bibl.  Comm.  i,  s.  145  f. 
'  Olshausen,  utsap.  i.  150. 

*  Hase,  Lcben  Jesu,  )  37. 
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ancients,  not  excepting  the  Jews  ?  It  is  remarked  however,  that  viewing  the 
case  as  an  extraordinary  one,  the  parents  of  Jesus  knew  their  child,  and  they 
could  therefore  very  well  confide  in  his  understanding  and  character,  so  far  as 
to  be  in  no  fear  that  any  danger  would  accrue  to  him  from  his  unusual  free- 
dom ;  5  but  we  can  perceive  from  their  subsequent  anxiety,  that  they  were  not 
so  entirely  at  ease  on  that  head.  Thus  their  conduct  must  be  admitted  to  be 
such  as  we  should  not  have  anticipated ;  but  it  is  not  consequently  incredible 
nor  does  it  suffice  to  render  the  entire  narrative  improbable,  for  the  parents  of 
Jesus  are  no  saints  to  us,  that  we  should  not  impute  to  them  any  fault 

Returned  to  Jerusalem,  they  find  their  son  on  the  third  day  in  the  temple, 
doubtless  in  one  of  the  outer  halls,  in  the  midst  of  an  assembly  of  doctors,  en- 
gaged in  a  conversation  with  them,  and  exciting  universal  astonishment  (v.  45 
f.).  From  some  indications  it  would  seem  that  Jesus  held  a  higher  position  in 
the' presence  of  the  doctors,  than  could  belong  to  a  boy  of  twelve  years.  The 
word  Ka$€i6ft,€vov  {sitting)  has  excited  scruples,  for  according  to  Jewish  records, 
it  was  not  until  after  the  death  of  the  Rabbi  Gamaliel,  an  event  long  subse- 
quent to  the  one  described  in  our  narrative,  that  the  pupils  of  the  rabbins  sat, 
they  having  previously  been  required  to  stand  ®  when  in  the  school ;  but  this 
Jewish  tradition  is  of  doubtful  authority.^  It  has  also  been  thought  a  diffi- 
culty, that  Jesus  does  not  merely  hear  the  doctors,  but  also  asks  them  ques- 
tions, thus  appearing  to  assume  the  position  of  their  teacher.  Such  is  indeed 
the  representation  of  the  apocryphal  Gospels,  for  in  them  Jesus,  before  he  is 
twelve  years  old,  perplexes  all  the  doctors  by  his  questions,^  and  reveals  to  his 
instructor  in  the  alphabet  the  mystical  significance  of  the  characters  ;  ^  while 
at  the  above  visit  to  the  temple  he  proposes  controversial  questions, ^^  such  as 
that  touching  the  Messiah's  being  at  once  David's  Son  and  Lord  (Matt.  xxii. 
41),  and  proceeds  to  throw  light  on  all  departments  of  knowledge. ^^  If  the 
expressions  Ipwav  and  ATroKpw€<rOai  implied  that  Jesus  played  the  part  of  a 
teacher  in  this  scene,  so  unnatural  a  feature  in  the  evangelical  narrative  would 
render  the  whole  suspicious.  ^^  But  there  is  nothing  to  render  this  interpreta- 
tion of  the  words  necessary,  for  according  to  Jewish  custom,  rabbinical  teach- 
ing was  of  such  a  kind  that  not  only  did  the  masters  interrogate  the  pupils, 
but  the  pupils  interrogated  the  masters,  when  they  wished  for  explanations  on 
any  point.*'  We  may  with  the  more  probability  suppose  that  the  writer  in- 
tended to  attribute  to  Jesus  such  questions  as  suited  a  boy,  because  he,  appntr- 
ently  not  without  design,  refers  the  astonishment  of  the  doctors,  not  to  his 
questions,  but  to  that  in  which  he  could  best  show  himself  in  the  light  of  an 
intelligent  pupil — namely,  to  his  answers.  A  more  formidable  difficulty  is  the 
statement,  that  the  boy  Jesus  sat  in  the  midst  of  the  doctors^  iv  fiia-t^  rwv  StSao-- 
KoXtov.  For  we  learn  from  Paul  (Acts  xxiL  3)  the  position  that  became  a 
pupil,  when  he  says  that  he  was  brought  up  at  the  feet  {irapa  tow  iroBa/s)  of 
Gamaliel :  it  being  the  custom  for  the  rabbins  to  be  placed  on  chairs,  while 
their  pupils  sat  on  the  ground,'^  and  did  not  take  their  places  among  their 
masters.     It  has  indeed  been  thought  that  cV  /llco-w  might  be  so  explained  as 

*  Heydenreich,  uber  die  Unssulassigkeit  a.  s.  f.  I,  s.  103. 
'  Megillah,  f.  21,  apud  Light  foot,  in  loc. 

7  Vid.  Kuinbl,  in  Luc.  p.  353. 

*  Evang.  Thomse,  c.  vi,  ff.     Ap.  Thilo.  p.  288  IT.  and  Evang.  infant,  arab.  c  xlriii.  p. 
123,  Thilo. 

*  Ibid. 

^®  Evang.  in&nt.  arab.  c.  I. 

'^  Ibid,  c  I.  and  li. ;  comp.  ev.  Thomse,  c.  six. 

^'  Olshausen  confesses  this,  s.  151. 

"  For  proofs  (eg.  Hieros.  Taanith, Uvii.  4)  see  Wetttein and  Lightfoot,  in  loc. 

*^  Lightfoot,  Hone,  p.  742. 
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to  signify,  either  that  Jesus  sat  between  the  doctors,  who  are  supposed  to  have 
been  elevated  on  chairs,  while  Jesus  and  the  other  pupils  are  pictured  as  sit- 
ting on  the  ground  between  them,^^  or  merely  that  he  was  in  the  company  of 
doctors,  that  is,  in  the  synagogue  ;^^  but  according  to  the  strict  sense  of  the 
words,  the  expression  #ca^€^eo-^(u  cv  /ico-o)  riva>v  appears  to  signify,  if  not  as 
Schottgen  believes,^^  in  majorem  Jesu  gloriam^  a  place  of  pre-eminent  honour, 
at  least  a  position  of  equal  dignity  with  that  occupied  by  the  rest.     It  need 
only  be  asked,  would  it  harmonize  with  the  spirit  of  our  narrative  to  substitute 
KoB^l^oyufvoy  wtipa  tov^  iroSa^  Tb>v  SiSaxTKaXtav  for  koO,  cv  /iccro)  r.  &  ?  the  answer 
will  certainly  be  in  the  negative,  and  it  will  then  be  inevitable  to  admit,  that 
our  narrative  places  Jesus  in  another  relation  to  the  doctors  than  that  of  a 
learner,  though  the  latter  is  the  only  natural  one  for  a  boy  of  twelve,  however 
highly  gifted.     For  Olshausen's  position,^® — that  in  Jesus  nothing  was  formed 
from  without,  by  the  instrumentality  of  another's  wisdom,  because  this  would 
be  inconsistent  with  the  character  of  the  Messiah,  as  absolutely  self-determined, 
— contradicts  a  dogma  of  the  church  which  he  himself  advances,  namely, 
that  Jesus  in  his   manifestation  as    man,  followed    the    regular  course  of 
human  development.    For  not  only  is  it  in  the  nature  of  this  development  to 
be  gradual,  but  also,  and  still  more  essentially,  to  be  dependent,  whether  it  be 
mental  or  physical,  on  the  interchange  of  reception  and  influence.     To  deny 
this  in  relation  to  the  physical  life  of  Jesus — to  say,  for  example,  that  the  food 
which  he  took  did  not  serve  for  the  nourishment  and  growth  of  his  body  by 
real  assimilation,  but  merely  furnished  occasion  for  him  to  reproduce  himself 
from  within,  would  strike  every  one  as  Docetism ;  and  is  the  analogous  pro- 
position in  relation  to  his  spiritual  development,  namely,  that  he  appropriated 
nothing  from  without,  and  used  what  he  heard  from  others  merely  as  a  voice 
to  evoke  one  truth  after  another  from  the  recesses  of  his  own  mind — is  this 
anything  else  than  a  more  refined  Docetism  ?    Truly,  if  we  attempt  to  form  a 
conception  of  the  conversation  of  Jesus  with  the  doctors  in  the  temple  accord- 
ing to  this  theory,  we  make  anything  but  a  natural  scene  of  it.     It  is  not  to  be 
supposed  that  he  taught,  nor  properly  speaking  that  he  was  taught,  but  that 
the  discourse  of  the  doctors  merely  gave  an  impetus  to  his  power  of  teaching 
himself,  and  was  the  occasion  for  an  ever-brightening  light  to  rise  upon  him, 
especially  on  the  subject  of  his  own  destination.     But  in  that  case  he  would 
certainly  have  given  utterance  to  his  newly  acquired  knowledge ;  so  that  the 
position  of  a  teacher  on  the  part  of  the  boy  would  return  upon  us,  a  position 
which  Olshausen  himself  pronounces  to  be  preposterous.     At  least  such  an 
indirect  mode  of  teaching  is  involved  as  Ness  subscribes  to,  when  he  supposes 
that  Jesus,  even  thus  early,  made  the  first  attempt  to  combat  the  prejudices 
which  swayed  in  the  synagogue,  exposing  to  the  doctors,  by  means  of  good- 
humoured  questions  and  requests  for  explanation,  such  as  are  willingly  per- 
mitted to  a  boy,  the  weakness  of  many  of  their  dogmas.  ^^    But  even  such  a 
position  on  the  part  of  a  boy  of  twelve,  is  inconsistent  with  the  true  process 
of  human  development,  through  which  it  behoved  the  God-Man  himself  to 
pass.     Discourse  of  this  kind  from  a  boy  must,  we  grant,  have  excited  the 
astonishment  of  all  the  hearers ;  nevertheless  the  expression  iiurTovro  irayT^ 
oi  <Uovovrcs  avrou  (v,  47),  looks  too  much  like  a  panegyrical  formula.^ 

**  Paulus,  s.  279. 
"  Kainol,  s.  353  f. 
17  Hoia,  ii.  p.  886. 
*•  Bibl.  Comm.  p.  151. 
^'  Geschichte  Jesn,  I,  s.  lia. 

^  In  the  similar  account  also  which  Josephus  gives  us  of  himself  when  fourteen,  it  is  easy 
to  discern  the  exaggeiation  of  a  self-complacent  man.     Life,  2  :  Moreover^  when  I  was  a 
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The  narrative  proceeds  to  tell  us  how  the  mother  of  Jesus  reproached  her 
son  when  she  had  found  him  thus,  asking  him  why  he  had  not  spared  his 
parents  the  anguish  of  their  sorrowful  search?  To  this  Jesus  returns  an 
answer  which  forms  the  point  of  the  entire  narrative ;  he  asks  whether  they 
might  not  have  known  that  he  was  to  be  sought  nowhere  else  than  in  the 
house  of  his  Father,  in  the  temple  ?  (v.  48  f.)  One  might  be  inclined  to 
understand  this  designation  of  God  as  tov  irarpo^  generally,  as  implying  that 
God  was  the  Father  of  all  men,  and  only  in  this  sense  the  Father  of  Jesus. 
But  this  interpretation  is  forbidden,  not  only  by  the  addition  of  the  pronoun 
/tov,  the  above  sense  requiring  '^fiiav  (as  in  Matt  vi.  9),  but  still  more  abso- 
lutely by  the  circumstance  that  the  parents  of  Jesus  did  not  understand  these 
words  (v.  50),  a  decided  indication  that  they  must  have  a  special  meaning, 
which  can  here  be  no  other  than  the  mystery  of  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus, 
who  as  Messiah,  was  vl6s  Otov  in  a  peculiar  sense.  But  that  Jesus  in  his 
twelfth  year  had  already  the  consciousness  of  his  Messiahship,  is  a  position 
which,  although  it  may  be  consistently  adopted  from  the  orthodox  point  of 
view,  and  although  it  is  not  opposed  to  the  regular  human  form  of  the  de* 
velopment  of  Jesus,  which  even  orthodoxy  maintains,  we  are  not  here  bound 
to  examine.  So  also  the  natural  explanation,  which  retains  the  above  narra- 
tive as  a  history,  though  void  of  the  miraculous,  and  which  accordingly  sup- 
poses the  parents  of  Jesus,  owing  to  a  particular  combination  of  circumstances, 
to  have  come  even  before  his  birth  to  a  conviction  of  his  Messiahship,  and  to 
have  instilled  this  conviction  into  their  son  from  his  earliest  childhood, — this 
too  may  make  it  plain  how  Jesus  could  be  so  clear  as  to  his  messianic  rela- 
tion to  God ;  but  it  can  only  do  so  by  the  hypothesis  of  an  unprecedented 
coincidence  of  extraordinary  accidents.  We,  on  the  contrary,  who  have  re- 
nounced the  previous  incidents  as  historical,  either  in  the  supernatural  or  the 
natural  sense,  are  unable  to  comprehend  how  the  consciousness  of  his  mes- 
sianic 'destination  could  be  so  early  developed  in  Jesus.  For  though  the 
consciousness  of  a  more  subjective  vocation,  as  that  of  a  poet  or  an  artist, 
which  is  dependent  solely  on  the  internal  gifts  of  the  individual  (gifts  which 
cannot  long  remain  latent),  may  possibly  be  awakened  very  early ;  agobjec- 
tive  vocation,  in  which  the  conditions  of  external  reality  are  a  chief  co-operator, 
as  the  vocation  of  the  statesman,  the  general,  the  reformer  of  a  religion,  can 
hardly  be  so  early  evident  to  the  most  highly  endowed  individual,  because 
for  this  a  knowledge  of  cotemporary  circumstances  would  be  requisite,  which 
only  long  observation  and  mature  experience  can  confer.  Of  the  latter  kind 
is  the  vocation  of  the  Messiah,  and  if  this  is  implied  in  the  words  by  which 
Jesus  in  fas  twelfth  year  justified  his  lingering  in  the  temple,  he  cannot  have 
uttered  the  words  at  that  period. 

In  another  point  of  view  also,  it  is  worthy  of  notice  that  the  parents  of 
Jesus  are  said  (v.  50)  not  to  have  understood  the  words  which  he  addressed 
to  them.  What  did  these  words  signify  ?  That  God  was  his  Father,  in  whose 
house  it  behoved  him  to  be.  But  that  her  son  would  in  a  specific  sense  be 
called  a  vl6^  $€ov  had  been  already  made  known  to  Mary  by  the  annunciating 
angel  (Luke  i.  32,  35),  and  that  he  would  l^ave  a  peculiar  relation  to  the 
temple  she  might  infer,  both  from  the  above  title,  and  frgm  the  striking  recep- 
tion which  he  had  met  with  at  his  first  presentation  in  the  temple,  when  yet 
an  infant  The  parents  of  Jesus,  or  at  least  Mary,  of  whom  it  is  repeatedly 
noticed  that  she  carefully  kept  in  her  heart  the  extraordinary  communications 
concerning  her  son,  ought  not  to  have  been  in  the  dark  a  single  moment  as 

child,  and  about  fourtun  years  of  age,  I  was  commended  by  all  for  the  level  had  to  learnings 
on  which  account  the  high  priests  and  principal  men  of  the  city  came  there  frequently  to  me 
together,  in  order  to  know  my  opinion  cUfout  the  accurate  understanding  of  points  of  the  law. 
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to  the  meaning  of  his  language  on  this  occasion.  But  even  at  the  presenta- 
tion in  the  temple,  we  are  told  that  the  parents  of  Jesus  marvelled  at  the 
discourse  of  Simeon  (v.  33),  which  is  merely  saying  in  other  words  that  they 
did  not  understand  him.  And  their  wonder  is  not  referred  to  the  declaration 
of  Simeon  that  their  boy  would  be  a  cause,  not  only  of  the  rising  again,  but 
of  the  fall  of  many  in  Israel,  and  that  a  sword  would  pierce  through  the  heart 
of  his  mother  (an  aspect  of  his  vocation  and  destiny  on  which  nothing  had 
previously  been  communicated  to  the  parents  of  Jesus,  and  at  which  therefore 
they  might  naturally  wonder) ;  for  these  disclosures  are  not  made  by  Simeon 
until  after  the  wonder  of  the  parents^  which  is  caused  only  by  Simeon's  ex- 
pressions of  joy  at  the  sight  of  the  Saviour,  who  would  be  the  glory  of  Israel, 
and  a  light  even  to  the  Gentiles.  And  here  again  there  is  no  intimation  that 
the  wonder  was  excited  by  the  idea  that  Jesus  would  bear  thi&  relation  to  the 
heathens,  which  indeed  it  could  not  well  be,  since  this  more  extended  desti- 
nation of  the  Messiah  had  been  predicted  in  the  Old  Testament.  There 
remains  therefore  as  a  reason  for  the  wonder  in  question,  merely  the  fact  of 
the  child's  Messiahship^  declared  by  Simeon ;  a  fact  which  had  been  long  ago 
announced  to  them  by  angels^  and  which  was  acknowledged  by  Mary  in  her 
song  of  praise.  We  have  just  a  parallel  difficulty  in  the  present  case,  it  being 
as  inconceivable  that  the  parents  of  Jesus  should  not  understand  his  allusion 
to  his  messianic  character^  as  that  they  should  wonder  at  the  declaration  of 
it  by  Simeon.  We  must  therefore  draw  this  conclusion :  if  the  parents  of 
Jesus  did  not  understand  these  expressions  of  their  son  when  twelve  years  old, 
those  earlier  communications  cannot  have  happened ;  or,  if  the  earlier  com- 
munications really  occurred,  the  subsequent  expressions  of  Jesus  cannot  have 
remained  incomprehensible  to  them.  Having  done  away  with  those  earlier 
incidents  as  historical,  we  might  content  ourselves  with  this  later  want  of 
comprehension,  were  it  not  fair  to  mistrust  the  whole  of  a  narrative  whose 
later  portions  agree  so  ill  with  the  preceding.  For  it  is  the  character,  not  of 
an  historical  record,  but  of  a  marvellous  legend,  to  represent  its  personages  as 
so  permanently  in  a  state  of  wonder,  that  they  not  only  at  the  first  appearance 
of  the  extraordinary,  but  even  at  the  second,  third,  tenth  repetition,  when  one 
would  expect  them  to  be  familiarized  with  it^  continually  are  astonished  and 
do  not  understand — obviously  with  the  view  of  exalting  the  more  highly  the 
divine  impartation  by  this  lasting  incomprehensibleness.  So,  to  draw  an  example 
from  the  later  history  of  Jesus,  the  divine  decree  of  his  suffering  and  death  is 
set  forth  in  all  its  loftiness  in  the  evangelical  narratives  by  the  circumstance, 
^  that  even  the  repeated,  explicit  disclosures  of  Jesus  on  this  subject,  remain  I 
throughout  incomprehensible  to  the  disciples  ;  as  here  the  mystery  of  the  i 
Messiahship  of  Jesus  is  exalted  by  the  circumstance,  that  his  parents,  often  as  '■ 
it  had  been  announced  to  them,  at  every  fresh  word  on  the  subject  are  anew  . 
astonished  and  do  not  understand. 

The  twofold  form  of  conclusion,  that  the  mother  of  Jesus  kept  all  these 
sa3dngs  in  her  heart  (v.  51),  and  that  the  boy  grew  in  wisdom  and  stature, 
and  so  forth,  we  have  already  recognised  as  a  favourite  form  of  conclusion  and 
transition  in  the  heroic  legend  of  the  Hebrews ;  in  particular,  that  which 
relates  to  the  growth  of  the  boy  is  almost  verbally  parallel  with  a  passage 
relating  to  SamueL  as  in  two  former  instances  similar  expressions  appeared 
to  have  been  borrowed  from  the  history  of  Samson.*^ 

«  I  Sam.  ii.  26  (LXX) :  Lnc.  il  52  : 

Kol  rb  TcuMpcor  Sa/iot/^X  iropedero         koL  ^Iri^oOs  rpodKorrt  co^Aa  KfiX   ^Kmi^^    mX 
/uc7aXvi»6;ieyor,  iroU  dyaBhw  koI  fitrit         X<i/MTt  rapd  $ef  koI  AifBptbroit, 
Kvpiw  Kol  furii  difOptinruir, 
Compare  also  what  Josephus  says  Antiq.  ii.  ix.  6  of  the  x^pct  raiiucii  of  Moses. 
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§  41. 
THIS   NARRATIVE  ALSO  MYTHICAL. 

Thus  here  again  we  must  acknowledge  the  influence  of  the  legend ;  but  as 
the  main  part  of  the  incident  is  thoroughly  natural,  we  might  in  this  instance 
prefer  the  middle  course,  and  after  disengaging  the  mythical,  seek  to  preserve 
a  residue  of  history.  We  might  suppose  that  the  parents  of  Jesus  really  took 
their  son  to  Jerusalem  in  his  early  youth,  and  that  after  having  lost  sight  of 
him  (probably  before  their  departure),  they  found  him  in  the  temple,  where, 
eager  for  instruction,  he  sat  at  the  feet  of  the  rabbins.  When  called  to  account, 
he  declared  that  his  favourite  abode  was  in  the  house  of  God  ;  ^  a  sentiment 
which  rejoiced  his  parents,  and  won  the  approbation  of  the  bystanders.  The 
rest  of  the  story  we  might  suppose  to  have  been  added  by  the  aggrandizing 
legend,  after  Jesus  was  acknowledged  as  the  Messiah.  Here  all  the  difficulties 
in  our  narrative, — the  idea  of  the  boy  sitting  in  the  midst  of  the  doctors,  his 
claiming  God  as  his  father  in  a  special  sense,  and  the  departure  of  the  parents 
without  their  son,  would  be  rejected ;  but  the  journey  of  Jesus  when  twelve 
years  old,  the  eagerness  for  knowledge  then  manifested  by  him,  and  his 
attachment  to  the  temple,  are  retained.  To  these  particulars  there  is  nothing 
to  object  negatively,  for  they  contain  nothing  improbable  in  itself;  but  their 
historical  truth  must  become  doubtful  if  we  cau  show,  positively,  a  strong 
interest  of  the  legend,  out  of  which  the  entire  narrative,  and  especially  these 
intrinsically  not  improbable  particulars,  might  have  arisen. 

That  in  the  case  of  great  men  who  in  their  riper  age  have  been  distinguished 
by  mental  superiority,  the  very  first  presaging  movements  of  their  mind  are 
eagerly  gleaned,  and  if  they  are  not  to  be  ascertained  historically,  are  invented 
under  the  guidance  of  probability,  is  well  known.  In  the  Hebrew  history 
and  legend  especially,  we  find  manifold  proofs  of  this  tendency.  Thus  of 
Samuel  it  is  said  in  the  old  Testament  itself,  that  even  as  a  boy  he  received 
a  divine  revelation  and  the  gift  of  prophecy  (i  Sam.  iii.),  and  with  respect  to 
Moses,  on  whose  boyish  years  the  Old  Testament  narrative  is  silent,  a  subse- 
quent tradition,  followed  by  Josephus  and  Philo,  had  striking  proofs  to  relate 
of  his  early  development.  As  in  the  narrative  before  us  Jesus  shows  himself 
wise  beyond  his  years,  so  this  tradition  attributes  a  like  precocity  to  Moses ;  ^ 
as  Jesus,  turning  away  from  the  idle  tumult  of  the  city  in  all  the  excitement 
of  festival  time,  finds  his  favourite  entertainment  in  the  temple  among  the 
doctors  ;  so  the  boy  Moses  was  not  attracted  by  childish  sports,  but  by  serious 
occupation,  and  very  early  it  was  necessary  to  give  him  tutors,  whom,  how- 
ever, like  Jesus  in  his  twelfth  year,  he  quickly  surpassed* 

According  to  Jewish  custom  and  opinion,  the  twelfth  year  formed  an  epoch 
in  development  to  which  especial  proofs  of  awakening  genius  were  the  rather 
attached,  because  in  the  twelfth  year,  as  with  us  in  the  fourteenth,  the  boy 
was  regarded  as  having  outgrown  the  period  of  childhood.*    Accordingly  it 

*  Gabler  neuest.  theol.  Journal  3,  i,  s.  39. 

*  Joseph.  Antiq.  ii.  ix.  6. 

'  Philo,  de  vita  Mosis,  0pp.  ed.  Mangey,  Vol.  2.  p.  83  f.  adx  oZa  Mfjuirj  pijTtos  IjBero 
TioOaa/Mts  Kal  y{K(a<n  Kal  iraidtais — dXX  cU9w  koI  aeftv&njra  raoa^xUywpy  dro^afuuri  xal 
dedfULffUfj  d  rV  ^hOC^  (fuXKey  (b<f>€\iiffeiv  rpoffetxe,  itSiffKciXoi  d  e^df,  dXKax6$€P  AXXos, 
irap^ajr — &v    iv  oO  fiOKpip  XP^V  '''^^  Swdfiets  vwepiptOiePj  edf/oif^    ^'^ffttts  ^dwvw    riit 

*  Chagiga,  ap.  Wetstein,  -in  loc.  A  XII  anno  Jilius  ctnsetur  maturus.  So  Joma  f. 
Ixxxiu  I.  Berachoth  f.  xxiv.  I ;  whereas  Bereschith  Rabba  Ixiii.  mentions  the  13th  year 
as  the  critical  one. 
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was  believed  of  Moses  that  in  his  twelfth  year  he  left  the  house  of  his  father, 
to  become  an  indep>endent  organ  of  the  divine  revelations.^  The  Old  Testa- 
ment leaves  it  uncertain  how  early  the  gift  of  prophecy  was  imparted  to 
Samuel,  but  he  was  said  by  a  later  tradition  to  have  prophesied  from  his 
twelfth  year ;  •  and  in  like  manner  the  wise  judgments  of  Solomon  and  Daniel 
(i  Kings  iii.  23  ff.,  Susann.  45  fF.)  were  supposed  to  have  been  given  when 
they  were  only  twelve.^  If  in  the  case  of  these  Old  Testament  heroes,  the 
spirit  that  impelled  them  manifested  itself  according  to  common  opinion  so 
early  as  in  their  twelfth  year,  it  was  argued  that  it  could  not  have  remained 
longer  concealed  in  Jesus ;  and  if  Samuel  andDaniel  showed  themselves  at 
that  age  in  their  later  capacity  of  divinely  inspired  seers,  Solomon  in  that  of 
a  wise  ruler,  so  Jesus  at  the  corresponding  period  in  his  life  must  have  shown 
/himself  in  the  character  to  which  he  subsequently  established  his  claim,  that  y 
namely^  of  the  Son  of  God  and  Teacher  of  Mankind.  It  is,  in  fact,  the 
obvious  aim  of  Luke  to  pass  over  no  epoch  in  the  early  life  of  Jesus  without 
surrounding  him  with  divine  radiance,  with  significant  prognostics  of  the 
future ;  in  this  style  he  treats  his  birth,  mentions  the  circumcision  at  least 
emphatically,  but  above  all  avails  himself  of  the  presentation  in  the  temple. 
There  yet  remained  according  to  Jewish  manners  one  epoch,  the  twelfth  year, 
with  the  first  journey  to  the  passover ;  how  could  he  do  otherwise  than,  fol- 
lowing the  legend,  adorn  this  point  in  the  development  of  Jesus  as  we  find 
that  he  has  done  in  his  narrative  ?  and  how  could  we  do  otherwise  than  regard 
his  narrative  as  a  legendary  embellishment  of  this  period  in  the  life  of  Jesus,^ 
from  which  we  learn  nothing  of  his  real  development,*  but  merely  something 
of  the  exalted  notions  which  were  entertained  in  the  primitive  church  of  the 
early  ripened  mind  of  Jesus  ? 

But  how  this  anecdote  can  be  numbered  among  mythi  is  found  by  some 
altogether  inconceivable.  It  bears,  thinks  Heydenreich,*®  a  thoroughly  his- 
torical character  (this  is  the  very  point  to  be  proved),  and  the  stamp  of  the 
highest  simplicity  (like  every  popular  legend  in  its  original  form) ;  it  contains 
no  tincture  of  the  miraculous,  wherein  the  primary  characteristic  of  a  my  thus 
(but  not  of  every  mythus)  is  held  to  consist ;  it  is  so  remote  from  all  embel- 
lishment that  there  is  not  the  slightest  detail  of  the  conversation  of  Jesus  with 
the  doctors  (the  legend  was  satisfied  with  the  dramatic  trait,  sitting  in  the 
midst  of  the  doctors  /  as  a  dictum,  v.  49  was  alone  important,  and  towards  this 
the  narrator  hastens  without  delay) ;  nay,  even  the  conversation  between  Jesus 
and  his  mother  is  only  given  in  a  fragmentary  aphoristic  manner  (there  is  no 

^  Schemoth  R.  ap.  Wetstein :  Dixit  /?,  Chama :  Moses  duodfnartus  avuisus  est  a  domo 
patris  sui  etc, 

*  Joseph.  Antiq.  v.  x.  4  :  Za/AO(>)}Xof  Vk  irewXiifHaKtitt  trot  ^817  dufiiKarWj  irpo€ip^€Vs. 

7  Ignat.  ep.  (Interpol.)  ad  Magnes.  c  iii.  :  ZoXo/udr  ii — dwSejrocr^t  jScurtXei/o-ar,  t^p 
^^piuf  iKcbrtiP  KoX  HwrepfkiiwtvTW  hrl  rait  yvvai^  xpUriy  iyexa  rCiv  traiSliOP  ixon^aro, — Aayt^X 
6  <roip^  6wd€KewHts  7^oye  xdrexos  rtp  Beitfi  irwei^iAaTtt  koX  roi^  fuenfv  t^p  iroXtdir  <f>4povrat 
wfi€<rfi&rat  ffVKo^trrat  koX  itridvfVfriis  dXXorptov  KtiWovs  din)Xe7|«.  But  Solomon,  .  .  . 
being  king  (U  the  isge  of  twelve  years ^  gave  that  terrible  and  profound  judgment  between  the 
woftunwith  respect  to  the  children.  .  .  .  Daniel,  the  wise  mau^  when  twelve  years  old, 
VHU  possessed  by  the  divine  spirit,  and  convicted  those  calumniating  old  men  who,  carrying 
gre^  hairs  in  vain,  coveted  the  beauty  that  belonged  to  another.  This,  it  is  true,  is  found  in 
a  Christian  writing,  but  on  comparing  it  with  the  above  data,  we  are  led  to  believe  that  it 
was  drawn  from  a  more  ancient  Jewish  legend. 

'  This  Kaiser  has  seen,  bibl  fheol.  I,  234. 

*  Neither  do  we  learn  what  Hase  (Leben  Jesu  §  37)  supposes  to  be  conveyed  in  this  nar- 
rative, namely,  that  as  it  exhibits  the  same  union  with  GckI  that  constituted  the  idea  of  the 
later  life  of  Jesus,  it  is  an  intimation  that  his  later  excellence  was  not  the  result  of  conversion 
from  youthful  errors,  but  of  the  uninterrupted  development  of  his  freedom. 

1*  Ueber  die  Unzulassigkeit  u.  s.  f.  i,  s.  92. 
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trace  of  an  omission) ;  finally,  the  inventor  of  a  legend  would  have  made 
Jesus  speak  differently  to  his  mother,  instead  of  putting  into  his  mouth  words 
which  might  be  construed  into  irreverence  and  indifference.  In  this  last 
observation  Heydenreich  agrees  with  Schlelermacher,  who  finds  in  the  be- 
haviour of  Jesus  to  his  mother,  liable  as  it  is  to  be  misinterpreted,  a  sure 
guarantee  that  the  whole  history  was  not  invented  to  supply  something  remark- 
able concerning  Jesus,  in  connexion  with  the  period  at  which  the  holy  things 
of  the  temple  and  the  law  were  first  opened  to  him.^^ 

In  combating  the  assertion,  that  an  inventor  would  scarcely  have  attributed 
to  Jesus  so  much  apparent  harshness  towards  his  mother,  we  need  not  appeal 
to  the  apocryphal  Evangelium  Thoma,  which  makes  the  boy  Jesus  say  to  his 
foster-father  Joseph  :  insipUntissitne  fecisti  ;^^  for  even  in  the  legend  or  his- 
tory of  the  canonical  gospels  corresponding  traits  are  to  be  found.  In  the 
narrative  of  the  wedding  at  Cana,  we  find  this  rough  address  to  his  mother : 
Ti  €/*oi  Kot  <rot  yvvcu  (John  ii.  4) ;  and  in  the  account  of  the  visit  paid  to  Jesus 
by  his  mother  and  brethren,  the  striking  circumstance  that  he  apparently 
wishes  to  take  no  notice  of  his  relatives  (Matt.  xii.  46).  If  these  are  real 
incidents,  then  the  legend  had  an  historical  precedent  to  warrant  the  intro- 
duction of  a  similar  feature,  even  into  the  early  youth  of  Jesus ;  if,  on  the 
other  hand,  they  are  only  legends,  they  are  the  most  vivid  proofs  that  an 
inducement  was  not  wanting  for  the  invention  of  such  features.  Where  this 
inducement  lay,  it  is  easy  to  see.  The  figure  of  Jesus  would  stand  in  the 
\  higher  relief  from  the  obscure  background  of  his  contracted  family  relations, 
if  it  were  often  seen  that  his  parents  were  unable  to  comprehend  his  elevated 
mjnd,  and  if  even  he  himself  sometimes  made  them  feel  his  superiority — so 
far  as  this  could  happen  without  detriment  to  his  filial  obedience,  which,  it 
should  be  observed,  our  narrative  expressly  preserves. 


§  42. 

ON   THE   EXTERNAL   LIFE   OF  JESUS   UP   TO   THE   TIME  OF   HIS   PUBLIC 

APPEARANCE. 

What  were  the  external  conditions  under  which  Jesus  lived,  from  the  scene 
just  considered  up  to  the  time  of  his  public  appearance  ?  On  this  subject 
our  canonical  gospels  give  scarcely  an  indication. 

First,  as  to  his  place  of  residence,  all  that  we  learn  explicitly  is  this  :  that 
both  at  the  beginning  and  at  the  end  of  this  obscure  period  he  dwelt  at 
Nazareth.  According  to  Luke  ii.  51,  Jesus  when  twelve  years  old  returned 
thither  with  his  parents,  and  according  to  Matthew  iii.  13,  Mark  i.  9,  he, 
when  thirty  years  old  (comp.  Luke  iii.  23),  came  from  thence  to  be  baptized 
by  John.  Thus  our  evangelists  appear  to  suppose,  that  Jesus  had  in  the 
interim  resided  in  Galilee,  and,  more  particularly,  in  Nazareth.  This  sup- 
position, however,  does  not  exclude  journeys,  such  as  those  to  the  feasts  in 
Jerusalem. 

The  employment  of  Jesus  during  the  years  of  his  boyhood  and  youth  seems, 
from  an  intimation  in  our  gospels,  to  have  been  determined  by  the  trade  of 
his  father,  who  is  there  called  a  tcktcov  (Matt.  xiii.  55).  ThisGreek  word,  used 
to  designate  the  trade  of  Joseph,  is  generally  understood  in  the  sense  oi  faber 

"  Ueber  den  Lukas,  s,  39  f. 

"  Cap.  V.  In  the  Greek  text  also  the  more  probable  reading  is  kqX  luXiffra  ov  o-o^ai, 
vid.  Thilo,  p.  287. 
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lignarius  {carpenter)  ;^  &  few  only,  on  mystical  grounds,  discover  in  it  3i/a^er 
ferrarius  {blacksmith)^  aurarius  {j^oldsmith\  or  ccementarius  {mason).^  The 
works  in  wood  which  he  executed  are  held  of  different  magnitude  by  different 
authors  :  according  to  Justin  and  the  Evangelium  Thomce^^  they  were  ploughs 
and  yokes,  dporpa  koL  {vv^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^  would  be  what  we  call  a  wheel- 
wright; according  to  the  Evangelium  infantice  arabUum,^  they  were  doors, 
milk-vessels,  sieves  and  coffers,  and  once  Joseph  makes  a  throne  for  the  king ; 
so  that  here  he  is  represented  partly  as  a  cabinet-maker  and  partly  as  a  cooper. 
The  Protevangdium  Jcuobi,  on  the  other  hand,  makes  him  work  at  buildings, 
oiico&>/xar9,^  without  doubt  as  a  carpenter.  In  these  labours  of  the  father  Jesus 
appears  to  have  shared,  according  to  an  expression  of  Mark,  who  makes  the 
Nazarenes  ask  concerning  Jesus,  not  merely  as  in  the  parallel  passage  of 
Matthew  :  Is  not  this  the  carpenter^s  son  f  ovk  ovros  l<mv  6  rov  tcictovos  vIos  ; 
but  Is  not  this  the  carpenter  1  ovk  o^o?  hrriv  6  rhenav  (vL  3).  It  is  true  that 
in  replying  to  the  taunt  of  Celsus  that  the  teacher  of  the  Christians  was  a 
carpentej^.Uad6;  Wjcrwi'  riv  rr/y  rc^i^,  Origen  says,  he  must  have  forgotten 
t^at  in  none  of  the  Gospels  received  by  the  churches  is  Jesus  himself  called  a  car- 
penter^ ori  ovSaf/Mv  rlav  iy  rcu?  cjcicXi/crtaiS  <f>€pofi€yiiay  cvayycXuov  rcicrov  avros  6 
*Ii^ov9  ayayiypavrai,^  The  above  passage  in  Mark  has,  in  fact,  the  various 
reading,  6  rov  rcierovof  ulds,  which  Origen  must  have  taken,  unless  he  be 
supposed  altogether  to  have  overlooked  the  passage,  and  which  is  preferred 
by  some  modern  critics.^  But  here  Beza  has  jusdy  remarked  that  fortasse  Y  '^  ' 
mutavit  aliquis,  existimans,  hanc  artem  Christi  majestati  parum  convenire ; 
whereas  there  could  hardly  be  an  interest  which  would  render  the  contrary 
alteration  desirable.®  Moreover  Fathers  of  the  Church  and  apocryphal  writ- 
ings represent  Jesus,  in  accordance  with  the  more  generally  accepted  reading, 
as  following  the  trade  of  his  father.  Justin  attaches  especial  importance  to 
the  fact  that  Jesus  made  ploughs  and  yokes  or  scales,  as  symbols  of  active 
life  and  of  justice.^  In  the  Evangelium  infantice  Arabicum,  Jesus  goes  about 
with  Joseph  to  the  places  where  the  latter  has  work,  to  help  him  in  such  a 
manner  that  if  Joseph  made  anything  too  long  or  too  short,  Jesus,  by  a  touch 
or  by  merely  stretching  out  his  hand,  gave  to  the  object  its  right  size,  an 
assistance  which  was  very  useful  to  bis  foster-father,  because,  as  the  apocryphal 
text  naively  remarks  :  nee  admodum  peritus  erat  artis  fabrilis,^^ 

Apart  from  these  apocryphal  descriptions,  there  are  many  reasons  for 
believing  that  the  above  intimation  as  to  the  youthful  employment  of  Jesus 
is  correct  In  the  first  place,  it  accords  with  the  Jewish  custom  which  pre-  y^>' 
scribed  even  to  one  destined  to  a  learned  career,  or  in  general  to  any  spiritual 
occupation,^  the  acquisition  of  some  haq^jjip'-aft ;  thus  Paul,  the  pupil  of  the 
rabbins,  was  also  a  tent-maker,  o-mTvoiroto?  -njv  rixyr/y  (Acts  xviii.  3).  Next, 
as  our  previous  examinations  have  shown  that  we  know  nothing  historical  of 

*^  Hence  the  title  of  an  Arabian  apocryphal  work  (according  to  the  Latin  translation  in 
Thilo,  I,  p.  3) :  histaria  fosephi^  f€ibri  Hgnarii, 

•  Vid.  ThUo,  Cod.  Apocr.  N.  T.  p.  368  f.  not. 

'  Justin.  Dial.  c.  Trvph.  88.    According  to  him  Jesus  makes  these  implements,  doubtless 
under  the  direction  offoseph.     In  the  Evang,  Thama  c.  xiii.  Joseph  is  the  workman. 
^  Cap.  xxxviii.  ap.  Thilo,  p.  112  ff. 
'  C.  ix.  and  xiii. 

•  C.  Cels.  vi.  36. 

7  Fritzsche,  in  Marc.  p.  20a 

•  Vid.  Wetstein  and  Paulus,  in  loc.  ;  Winer,  Realworterbuch,  I,  s.  665.    Note  j  Neander, 
L.  J.  Chr.  s.  46  f.  Note. 

'  Ut  sup.  :  raura  ydp  r&  reirrorurd  ipya  €lpydi;^ero  iy  dvSpiinroa  C^,  Aporpa  jcal  i\ryd.  8id 

^*  Cap.  xxxviii. 
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extraordinary  expectations  and  plans  on  the  part  of  the  parents  of  Jesus  in 
relation  to  their  son,  so  nothing  is  more  natural  than  the  supposition  that 
Jesus  early  practised  the  trade  of  his  father.  Further,  the  Christians  must 
have  had  an  interest  in  denying,  rather  than  inventing,  this  opinion  as  to 
their  Messiah's  youthful  occupation,  since  it  often  drew  down  upon  them  the 
ridicule  of  their  opponents.  Thus  Celsus,  as  we  have  already  mentioned, 
could  not  abstain  from  a  reflection  on  this  subject,  for  which  reason  Origen 
will  known  nothing  of  any  designation  of  Jesus  as  a  t€#ctciiv  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment; and  every  one  knows  the  scoffing  question  of  Libanius  about  the 
carpenter's  son,  a  question  which  seems  to  have  been  provided  with  so  striking 
an  answer,  only  ex  eventu}^  It  may  certainly  be  said  in  opposition  to  this, 
that  the  notion  of  Jesus  having  been  a  carpenter,  seems  to  be  founded  on  a 
mere  inference  from  the  trade  of  the  father  as  to  the  occupation  of  the  son, 
whereas  the  latter  was  just  as  likely  to  apply  himself  to  some  other  branch 
of  industry ;  nay,  that  perhaps  the  whole  tradition  of  the  carpentry  of  Joseph 
and  Jesus  owes  its  origin  to  the  symbolical  significance  exhibited  by  Justin. 
As  however  the  allusion  in  our  Gospels  to  the  trade  of  Joseph  is  very  brief 
and  bare,  and  is  nowhere  used  allegorically  in  the  New  Testament,  nor  entered 
into  more  minutely  ;  it  is  not  to  be  contested  that  he  was  really  a  carpenter ; 
but  it  must  remain  uncertain  whether  Jesus  shared  in  this  occupation. 

What  were  the  circumstances  of  Jesus  and  his  parents  as  to  fortune  ?    The 
answer  to  this  question  has  been  the  object  of  many  dissertations.     It  is 
evident  that  the  ascription  of  pressing  poverty  to  Jesus,  on  the  part  of  orthodox 
theologians,  rested  on  dogmatical  and  aesthetic  grounds.     On  the  one  hand, 
they  wished  to  maintain  even  in  this  point  the  status  cxinanitionis^  and  on  the 
other,  they  wished  to  depict  as  strikingly  as  possible  the  contrast  between 
the  /Aop^  Btov  {form  of  God)  and  the  /xop^v  ^^<w  (form  of  a  semant).     That 
this  contrast  as  set  forth  by  Paul  (Phil.  ii.  6,  fif.),  as  well  as  the  expression 
€7rTQ>xcv(rc,  which  this  apostle  applies  to  Christ  (2  Cor.  viii.  9)  merely  char- 
acterizes the  obscure  and  laborious  life  to  which  he  submitted  after  his 
heavenly  pre-existence,  and  instead  of  playing  the  part  of  king  which  the 
Jewish  imagination  attributed  to  the  Messiah,  is  also  to  be  regarded  as  estab- 
lished. *2    The  expression  of  Jesus  himself.  The  Son  of  man  hath  not  where  to 
lay  his  head,  irov  t^k  kc^oXitv  jcXot;  (Matt.  viii.  20),  may  possibly  import  merely 
his  voluntary  renunciation  of  the  peaceful  enjoyment  of  fortune,  for  the  sake 
of  devoting  himself  to  the  wandering  life  of  the  Messiah.     There  is  only  one 
other  particular  bearing  on  the  point  in  question,  namely,  that  Mary  pre- 
sented, as  an  offering  of  purification,  doves  (Luke  ii.  24), — according  to 
Lev.  xii.  8,  the  offering  of  the  poor :  which  certainly  proves  that  the  author 
of  this  information  conceived  the  parents  of  Jesus  to  have  been  in  by  no 
means  brilliant  circumstances ;  ^^  but  what  shall  assure  us  that  he  also  was 
not  induced  to  make  this  representation  by  unhistorical  motives  ?     Mean- 
while we  are  just  as  far  from  having  tenable  ground  for  maintaining  the  con- 
trary proposition,  namely,  that  Jesus  possessed  property :  at  least  it  is  inadmis- 
sible to  adduce  the  coat  without  seam  **  (John  xix.  23),  until  we  shall  have 
inquired  more  closely  what  kind  of  relation  it  has  to  the  subject 

"  Thcodoret.  H.  E.  iii.  23. 

*•  Hase,  Leben  Jesu,  §  70 ;  Winer,  bibl.  Realw.  i,  s.  665. 

*'  Winer,  ut  sup. 

>^  This  is  done  by  both  the  above-named  theologians. 
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§  43. 
THE   INTELLECTUAL   DEVELOPMENT  OF  JESUS. 

Our  information  concerning  the  external  life  of  Jesus  during  his  youth  is 
very  scanty  :  but  we  are  almost  destitute  of  any  concerning  his  intellectual 
development  For  the  indeterminate  phrase,  twice  occurring  in  Luke's 
history  of  the  childhood,  concerning  the  increase  of  his  spiritual  strength 
and  his  growth  in  wisdom,  tells  us  no  more  than  we  must  necessarily 
have  presupposed  without  it ;  while  on  the  expectations  which  his  parents 
cherished  with  respect  to  him  before  his  birth,  and  on  the  sentiment  which 
his  mother  especially  then  expressed,  no  conclusion  is  to  be  founded,  since 
those  expectations  and  declarations  are  themselves  un historical  The  narra- 
tive just  considered,  of  the  appearance  of  Jesus  in  the  temple  at  twelve  years 
of  age,  rather  gives  us  a  result — the  early  and  peculiar  development  of  his 
religious  consciousness, — than  an  explanation  of  the  causes  and  conditions  by 
which  this  development  was  favoured.  But  we  at  least  learn  from  Luke  ii.  41 
(what  however  is  to  be  of  course  supposed  of  pious  Israelites),  that  the 
parents  of  Jesus  used  to  go  to  Jerusalem  every  year  at  the  Passover.  We 
may  conjecture^  then,  that  Jesus  from  his  twelfth  year  generally  accompanied 
them,  and  availed  himself  of  this  excellent  opportunity,  amid  the  concourse 
of  Jews  and  Jewish  proselytes  of  all  countries  and  all  opinions,  to  form  his 
mind,  to  become  acquainted  with  the  condition  of  his  people  and  the  false 
principles  of  the  Pharisaic  leaders^  and  to  extend  his  survey  beyond  the  narrow 
limits  of  Palestine.^ 

Whether  or  in  what  degree  Jesus  received  the  learned  education  of  a 
rabbin^s  also  left  untold  in  our  canonical  Gospels.  From  such  passages  as 
Matt.  vu.  29,  where  it  is  said  that  Jesus  taught  not  as  the  scribes,  ovx  &^  oi 
ypofifiartUj  we  can  only  infer  that  he  did  not  adopt  the  method  of  the  doctors 
of  the  law,  and  it  does  not  follow  that  he  had  never  enjoyed  the  education 
of  a  scn'^  (ypa/i/iarcvs).  On  the  other  hand,  not  only  was  Jesus  called  pafipi 
and  pafipovvl  by  his  disciples  (Matt  xxvi.  25,  49;  Mark  ix.  5,  XL'21,  xiv.  45. 
John  iv.  31,  ix.  2,  xi.  8,  xx.  16  :  comp.  i.  38,  40,  50),  and  by  supplicating 
sufferers  (Mark  x.  5),  but  even  the  pharisaic  apx^tov  Nicodemus  (John  iii.  2) 
did  not  refuse  him  this  title.  We  cannot,  however,  conclude  from  hence  that 
Jesus  had  received  the  scholastic  instruction  of  a  rabbin  ; '  for  the  salutation 
Rabbi,  as  also  the  privilege  of  reading  in  the  synagogue  (Luke  iv.  16  ff.),  a 
particular  which  has  likewise  been  appealed  to,  belonged  not  only  to  graduated 
rabbins,  but  to  every  teacher  who  had  given  actual  proof  of  his  qualifications.^ 
The  enemies  of  Jesus  explicitly  assert,  and  he  does  not  contradict  them,  that 
he  had  never  learned  letters  :  iriik  oOrof  ypdfifjuara  olSc  fivf  /utc/ia^Koif  (John  vii. 
15) ;  and  the  Nazarenesare  astonished  to  find  so  much  wisdom  in  him,  whence 
we  infer  that  he  had  not  to  their  knowledge  been  a  student.  These  facts  cannot 
be  neutralized  by  the  discourse  of  Jesus  in  which  he  represents  himself  as  the 
model  o£ ascribe  well  instructed  unto  the  kingdom  of  heaven  ^( Matt.  xiii.  52), 
for  the  word  ypofiftarcvs  here  means  a  doctor  of  the  law  in  general,  and  not 
directly  a  doctor  qualified  in  the  schools.  Lastly,  the  intimate  acquaintance 
with  the  doctrinal  traditions,  and  the  abuses  of  the  rabbins,  which  Jesus  ex- 
hibits,' especially  in  the  sermon  on  the  mount  and  the  anti-pharisaic  discourse 

'  Panlus,  exeget.  Haxidb.  I,  a,  s.  273  if. 

'  Such,  however,  are  the  arguments  of  Paulus,  ut  sup.  275  fT. 

'  Comp.  Hase,  Leben  Jesu,  §  38  ;  Neander,  L.  J.  Chr.  s.  45  f. 

*  Panlus,  ut  sup. 

*  To  this  Schottgen  appeals,  Chrisius  rabbin^rum  summus,  in  his  horse,  ii.  p.  890  f. 
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Matt,  xxiii.  he  might  acquire  from  the  numerous  discourses  of  the  Pharisees 
to  the  people,  without  going  through  a  course  of  study  under  them.  Thus 
the  data  on  our  present  subject  to  be  found  in  the  Gospels,  collectively  yield 
the  result  that  Jesus  did  not  pass  formally  through  a  rabbinical  school ;  on 
the  other  hand,  the  consideration  that  it  must  have  been  the  interest  of  the 
Christian  legend  to  represent  Jesus  as  independent  of  human  teachers,  may 
induce  a  doubt  with  respect  to  these  statements  in  the  New  Testament,  and 
a  conjecture  that  Jesus  may  not  have  been  so  entirely  a  stranger  to  the  learned 
culture  of  his  nation.  But  from  the  absence  of  authentic  information  we  can 
arrive  at  no  decision  on  this  point. 

Various  hypotheses,  more  or  less  independent  of  the  intimations  given  in 
the  New  Testament,  have  been  advanced  both  in  ancient  and  modern  times 
concerning  the  intellectual  development  of  Jesus  :  they  may  be  divided  into 
two  principal  classes,  according  to  their  agreement  with  the  natural  or  the 
supernatural  view.  The  supernatural  view  of  the  person  of  Jesus  requires 
that  he  should  be  the  only  one  of  his  kind,  independent  of  all  external,  human 
influences,  self-taught  or  rather  taught  of  God ;  hence,  not  only  must  its  advo- 
cates determinedly  reject  every  supposition  implying  that  he  borrowed  or 
learned  anything,  and  consequently  place  in  the  most  glaring  light  the  diffi- 
culties which  lay  in  the  way  of  the  natural  development  of  Jesus ;  ®  but,  the 
more  surely  to  exclude  every  kind  of  reception,  they  must  also  be  disposed  to 
assign  as  early  an  appearance  as  possible  to  that  spontaneity  which  we  find  in 
Jesus  in  his  mature  age.  This  spontaneous  activity  is  twofold :  it  is  theoretical 
and  practical.  As  regards  the  theoretical  side,  comprising  judgment  and 
knowledge,  the  effort  to  give  as  early  a  date  as  possible  to  its  manifestation  ia 
Jesus,  displays  itself  in  the  apocryphal  passages  which  have  been  already  partly 
cited,  and  which  describe  Jesus  as  surpassing  his  teachers  long  before  his 
twelfth  year,  for  according  to  t>ne  of  them  he  spoke  in  his  cradle  and 
declared  himself  to  be  the  Son  of  God.^  The  practical  side,  too,  of  that 
superior  order  of  spontaneity  attributed  to  Jesus  in  his  later  years,  namely, 
the  power  of  working  miracles,  is  attached  by  the  apocryphal  gospels  to  his 
earliest  childhood  and  youth.  The  Evangelium  Thoma  opens  with  the  fifth 
year  of  Jesus  the  story  of  his  miracles,^  and  the  Arabian  Evangelium  Infantim 
fills  the  journey  into  Egypt  with  miracles  which  the  mother  of  Jesus  performed 
by  means  of  the  swaddling  bands  of  her  infant,  and  the  water  in  which  he  was 
washed.®  Some  of  the  miracles  which  according  to  these  apocryphal  gospels 
were  wrought  by  Jesus  when  in  his  infancy  and  boyhood,  are  analogous  to 
those  in  the  New  Testaments-cures  and  resuscitations  of  the  dead ;  others  are 
totally  diverse  from  the  ruling  type  in  the  canonical  Gospels — extremely  re- 
volting retributive  miracles,  by  which  every  one  who  opposes  the  boy  Jesus 
in  any  matter  whatever  is  smitten  with  lameness,  or  even  with  death,  or  else 
mere  extravagancies,  such  as  the  giving  of  life  to  sparrows  formed  out  of 
mud.  10 

The  natural  view  of  the  person  of  Jesus  had  an  opposite  interest,  which 
was  also  very  early  manifested  both  among  Jewish  and  heathen  opponents  of 
Christianity,  and  which  consisted  in  explaining  his  appearance  conformably 
to  the  laws  of  causality,  by  comparing  it  with  prior  and  contemporaneous 

'  As  e.  g.  Reinhard  does,  in  his  Plan  Jesu. 

7  Evang.  infant,  arab.  c.  i.  p.  60  f.  ap.  Thilo,  and  the  passages  quoted  §  40  out  of  the 
same  Gospel  and  the  Evang.  Thomx. 

•  Cap.  ii.  p.  278,  ThUo. 

»  Cap.  %,  if. 

*^  E.  g.  Evang.  Thoraae,  c.  iii.-v.  Evang.  infant,  arab.  c.  xlvi.  €  Evang.  Thomae,  c  ii. 
Evang.  inf.  arab.  c.  xxxvi. 
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facts  to  which  it  had  a  relation,  and  thus  exhibiting  the  conditions  on  which 
Jesus  depended,  and  the  sources  from  which  he  drew.  It  is  true  that  in  the 
first  centuries  of  the  Christian  era,  the  whole  region  of  spirituality  being  a 
supernatural  one  for  heathens  as  well  as  Jews,  the  reproach  that  Jesus  owed 
his  wisdom  and  seemingly  miraculous  powers,'*t)ot  to  himself  or  to  God,  but 
to  a  communication  from  without,  could  not  usually  take  the  form  of  an 
assertion  that  he  had  acquired  natural  skill  and  wisdom  in  the  ordinary  way 
of  instruction  from  others.^^  Instead  of  the  natural  and  the  human,  the 
unnatural  and  the  demoniacal  were  opposed  to  the  divine  and  the  supernatural 
(comp.  Matt  xiL  24),  and  Jesus  was  accused  of  working  his  miracles  by  the 
aid  of  magic  acquired  in  his  youth.  This  charge  was  the  most  easily  attached 
to  the  journey  of  his  parents  with  him  into  £^pt,  that  native  land  of  magic 
and  secret  wisdom,  and  thus  we  find  it  both  in  Celsus  and  in  the,  Talmud. 
The  former  makes  a  Jew  allege  against  Jesus,  amongst  other  things,  that  he 
had  entered  into  service  for  wages  in  Egypt,  that  he  had  there  possessed  him- 
self of  some  magic  arts,  and  on  the  strength  of  these  had  on  his  return  vaunted 
himself  for  a  God.*^  The  Talmud  gives  him  a  member  of  the  Jewish  Sanhe- 
drim as  a  teacher,  makes  him  journey  to  Egypt  with  this .  companion,  and 
bring  magic  charms  from  thence  into  Palestine. ^^ 

The,  purely  natural  explanation  of  the  intellectual  development  of  Jesus 
could  only  become  prevalent  amid  the  enlightened  culture  of  modern  times. 
In  working  out  this  explanation,  the  chief  points  of  difference  are  the  follow- 
ing :  either  the  character  of  Jesus  is  regarded  in  too  circumscribed  a  view, 
as  the  result  of  only  one  among  the  means  of  culture  which  his  times  afforded, 
or  more  comprehensively,  as  the  result  of  all  these  combined  ;  again,  in  tracing 
this  external  influence,  either  the  internal  gifts  and  self-determination  of  Jesus 
are  adequately  considered;  or  they  are  not 

In  any  case,  the  basis  of  the  intellectual  development  of  Jesus  was  furnished 
by  the  sacred  writings  of  his  people,  of  which  the  discourses  preserved  to  us 
in  the  Gospels  attest  his  zealous  and  profound  study.  His  Messianic  ideas 
seem  to  have  been  formed  chiefly  on  Isaiah  and  Daniel :  spiritual  religious- 
ness and  elevation  above  the  prejudices  of  Jewish  nationality  were  impres- 
sively shadowed  forth  in  the  prophetic  writings  generally,  together  with  the 
Psalms. 

Next  among  the  influences  affecting  mental  cultivation  in  the  native  country 
of  Jesus,  must  be  reckoned  the  three  sects  under  which  the  spiritual  life  of 
his  fellow-countrymen  may  be  classified.  Among  these,  the  Pharisees,  whom 
Jesus  at  a  later  period  so  strenuously  combated,  can  apparently  have  had  only 
a  negative  influence  over  him ;  yet  along  with  their  fondness  for  tradition  and 
legal  pedantry,  their  sanctimoniousness  and  hypocrisy,  by  which  Jesus  was  re- 
pelled from  them,  we  must  remember  their  behef  in  angels  and  in  immortality, 
and  their  constant  admission  of  a  progressive  development  of  the  Jewish 
religion  after  Moses,  which  were  so  many  points  of  union  between  them  and 

1^  Yet  some  isolated  instances  occur,  vid.  Semler,  Baumgarten's  Glaubenslehre,  I,  s.  42, 
Anm.  8. 

*•  Orig.  c  Cels.  I.  28  :  koI  (Xfy«t)  tfrt  o&ros  (6  *l7f<rovt)  didxeWav  e/j  Afyuirrw  fua0afnrfj<rasj 
Kgxei  Svpifie<aif  riwtav  veipaBels,  i4>^  a7f  Alyxnmoi  (re/uyi/vorrcu,  ^roy^X^ey,  iv  roTf  dvtfdfieai  lUya 
^porwv,  Kol  9i  adrdt  0ebv  abrhv  dirrfy6p€wr€. 

**  Sanhedr.  f.  cvii.  2  :  R.Josuaf,  Perachja  et  W"*  Alexandrian  AegypH  profecH  sunt  — 
—  1B^  tx  illo  tempore  magiam  exercuit,  et  Jsrailitas  ad  pessima  qucBvis  perduxit,  (An  im- 
portant anachronism,  as  this  Josua  Ben  Perachja  lived  about  a  century  earlier.  See  Jost, 
Geschichte  des  Isr.,  2,  s.  80  fT.  and  142  of  the  Appendices.)  Schabbath  f.  civ.  2  :  Traditio 
est,  R,  EUeserem  dixisse  ad  viros  doctos:  annon  f,  Satdae  {i.e,  Jesus)  magiam  ex  Aegypto 
adduxit  per  incisionem  in  carne  suA  factam  ?  vid.  Schottgen,  hone,  ii.  p.  697  flf.  Eisen- 
mrnger,  entdecktes  Judenthum,  i,  s.  149  f. 


204  PART  L      CHAPTER  V.      §  43. 

Jesus.  Still  as  these  tenets  were  only  peculiar  to  the  Pharisees  in  contradis- 
tinction to  the  Sadducees,  and,  for  the  rest,  were  common  to  all  orthodox 
Jews,  we  abide  by  the  opinion  that  the  influence  of  the  Pharisaic  sect  on  the 
development  of  Jesus  was  essentially  negative. 

In  the  discourses  of  Jesus  Sadduceeism  is  less  controverted,  nay,  he  agrees 
with  it  in  rejecting  the  Pharisaic  traditions  and  hypocrisy  ;  hence  a  few  of  the 
learned  have  wished  to  find  him  a  school  in  this  sect.^^  But  the  merely 
negative  agreement  against  the  errors  of  the  Pharisees, — an  agreement  which, 
moreover,  proceeded  from  quite  another  principle  in  Jesus  than  in  the  Saddu- 
cees,— is  more  than  counterbalanced  by  the  contrast  which  their  religious 
indifference,  their  unbelief  in  imniortality  and  in  spiritual  existences,  formed 
with  the  disposition  of  Jesus,  and  his  manner  of  viewing  the  world.  That 
the  controversy  with  the  Sadducees  is  not  prominent  in  the  Gospels,  may  be 
very  simply  explained  by  the  fact  that  their  sect  had  very  slight  influence  on 
the  circle  with  which  Jesus  was  immediately  connected,  the  adherents  of 
Sadduceeism  belonging  to  the  higher  ranks  alone.'^ 

Concerning  one  only  of  the  then  existing  Jewish  sects  can  the  question 
seriously  arise,  whether  we  ought  not  to  ascribe  to  it  a  positive  influence  on 
the  development  and  appearance  of  Jesus — the  sect,  namely,  of  the  EssenesJ^ 
In  the  last  century  the  derivation  of  Christianity  from  Essenism  was  very  much 
in  vogue ;  not  only  English  deists,  and  among  the  Germans,  Bahrdt  and 
venturini,  but  even  theologians,  such  as  Staudlin^  embraced  the  idea.^^  jn 
the  days  of  freemasonry  and  secret  orders,  there  was  a  disposition  to  transfer 
their  character  to  primitive  Christianity.  The  concealment  of  an  Essene 
lodge  appeared  especially  adapted  to  explain  the  sudden  disappearance  of 
Jesus  after  the  brilliant  scenes  of  his  infancy  and  boyhood,  and  again  after 
his  restoration  to  life.  Besides  the  forerunner  John,  the  two  men  on  the 
Mount  of  Transfiguration,  and  the  angels  clothed  in  white  at  the  grave,  and  on 
the  Mount  of  Ascension,  were  regarded  as  members  of  the  Essene  brotherhood, 
and  many  cures  of  Jesus  and  the  Apostles  were  referred  to  the  medical  traditions 
of  the  Essenes.  Apart,  however,  from  these  fancies  of  a  bygone  age,  there 
are  really  some  essential  characteristics  which  seem  to  speak  in  favour  of  an 
intimate  relation  between  Essenism  and  Christianity.  The  most  conspicuous 
as  such  are  the  prohibition  of  oaths,  and  the  community  of  goods  :  with  the 
former  was  connected  fidelity,  peaceableness,  obedience  to  every  constituted 
authority ;  with  the  latter,  contempt  of  riches,  and  the  custom  of  travelling 
without  provisions.  These  and  other  features,  such  as  the  sacred  meal  par- 
taken in  common,  the  rejection  of  sanguinary  sacrifices  and  of  slavery^  consti- 
tute so  strong  a  resemblance  between  Essenism  and  Christianity,  that  even 
so  early  a  writer  as  Eusebius  mistook  the  Therapeutae^  a  sect  allied  to  the 
Essenes,  for  Christians. ^^  But  there  are  very  essential  dissimilarities  which 
must  not  be  overlooked.  Leaving  out  of  consideration  the  contempt  of  mar- 
riage^ {nr€pc^ia  yd/jMv,  since  Josephus  ascribes  it  to  a  part  only  of  the  Essenes  ; 
the  asceticism^  the  punctilious  observance  of  the  Sabbath,  the  purifications, 
and  other  superstitious  usages  of  this  sect,  their  retention  of  the  names  of  the 
angels,  the  mystery  which  they  affected,  and  their  contracted,  exclusive  dt\(y 

^*  E.  g.  Des  Cdtes,  Schutzschrift  fiir  Jesus  von  Nazaret,  s.  laSfT. 

»*  Neandcr,  L.  J.  Chr.  s.  39  ff. 

>*  Vid.  Joseph.  B.  j.  iL  viii.  2-13.  Antiq.  xviii.  i.  5.  Comp.  Philo,  fsiCii  omnis  prohus 
liber  and  ae  viia  conteniplativa, 

^7  This  opinion  is  judiciously  developed  by  Staudlin,  Geschichte  der  Sittenlehre  Jesu,  i,  s. 
|70  fT.  ;  and  in  a  romantic  manner  in  the  Geschichte  des  Grossen  Propheten  von  Nazaret,  i, 
Band. 

»•  H.  E.  ii.  16  f. 
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tion  to  their  order,  are  so  foreign,  nay  so  directly  opposed  to  the  spirit  of 
Jesus,  that,  especially  as  the  Essenes  are  nowhere  mentioned  in  the  New 
Testament,  the  aid  which  this  sect  also  contributed  to  the  development  of 
Jesus,  must  be  limited  to  the  uncertain  influence  which  might  be  exercised 
over  him  by  occasional  intercourse  with  Essenes,** 

Did  other  elements  than  such  as  were  merely  Jewish,  or  at  least  confined 
to  Palestine,  operate  upon  Jesus?  Of  the  heathens  settled  in  Galilee  of  the 
GentileSy  VaXiXala  rSiv  iOvtoVy  there  was  hardly  much  to  be  learned  beyond 
patience  under  frequent  intercourse  with  them.  On  the  other  hand,  at  the 
feasts  in  Jerusalem,  not^  pTily_  foreign  Jews,  some  of  whom,  as  for  example 
th^  Alexandrian  and  Cyrenian  Jews,  had  synagogues  there  (Acts  vi.  9),  but 
also  devout.  l^^athf>ng  were  to  be  met  with  (John  xii.  20) ;  and  that  inter- 
course with  these  had  some  influence  m  extending  the  intellectual  horizon 
of  Jesus,  and  spiritualizing  his  opinions,  has,  as  we  have  already  intimated,  all 
historical  probability.^ 

But  why  do  we,  in  the  absence  of  certain  information,  laboriously  seek 
after  uncertain  traces  of  an  influence  which  cotemporary  means  of  develop- 
ment may  have  exercised  on  Jesus  ?  and  yet  more,  why,  on  the  other  side, 
are  these  labours  so  anxiously  repudiated  ?  Whatever  amount  of  intellectual 
material  may  be  collected,  the  spark  by  which  genius  kindles  it,  and  fuses  its 
various  elements  into  a  consistent  whole,  is  neither  easier  to  explain  nor 
reduced  in  value.  Thus  it  is  with  Jesus.  Allow  him  to  have  exhausted  the 
means  of  development  which  his  age  afforded  :  a  comprehensive  faculty  of 
reception  is  with  great  men  ever  the  reverse  side  of  their  powerful  originality ; 
allow  him  to  have  owed  far  more  to  Essenism  and  Alexandrianism^  and 
whatever  other  schools  and  tendencies  existed,  than  we,  in  our  uncertainty, 
,  are  in  a  condition  to  prove : — still,  for  the  reformation  of  a  world  these 
elements  were  all  too  little ;  the  leaven  necessary  for  this  he  must  obtain  from 
.the  depth  of  his  own  tpind.^* 

But  we  have  not  yet  spoken  of  an  appearance  to  which  our  Gospels  assign  L 
a  most  important  influence  in  developing  the  activity  of  Jesus — that  of  John  /G<*  *  '( ^  * 
the  Baptist.     As  his  ministry  is  first  noticed  in  the  Gospels  in  connexion/  ''  ' 

i'  with  the  baptism  and  public  appearance  of  Jesus,  our  inquiry  concerning 
him,  and  his  relation  to  Jesus,  must  open  the  second  part 

''  Comp.  Bengel,  Bemerkungen  iiber  den  Versuch.  das  Christenthum  aus  dem  Essaismus 
abzuleiten,  in  Flatt's  Magazin,  7,  s.  126  if. ;  Neander,  L.  J.  Chr.  s.  41  ff. 

^  This  is  stated  with  exaggeration  by  Bahrdt,  Briefe  iiber  die  Bibel,  zweites  Bandchen, 
iSter,  20ster  Brief  ff.     4tes  Slndchen,  49ster  Brief. 

'^  Comp.  Paulus  ut  sup.  i,  a,  273  ff.  Planck,  Geschichte  des  Christenthums  in  der 
Periode  seiner  ersten  Einfiihrung  i,  s.  84.  De  Wette,  bibl.  Dogm.  §  212.  Hase  L.  J.  §  38. 
Winer,  bibl.  Realw.  s.  677  f.     Neander,  L.  J.  Chr;  s.  38  ff. 
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HISTORY  OF  THE  PUBLIC  LIFE  OF  JESUS. 


CHAPTER  I. 
RELATIONS  BETWEEN  JESUS  AND  JOHN  THE  BAPTIST. 


§  44. 
CHRONOLOGICAL  RELATIONS   BETWEEN   JOHN  AND  JESUS. 

For  the  ministry  of  John  the  Baptist,  mentioned  in  all  the  Gospels,  the 
second  and  fourth  evangelists  fix  no  epoch ;  the  first  gives  us  an  inexact  one ; 
the  third,  one  apparently  precise.  According  to  Matt  iil  i,  John  appeared 
as  a  preacher  of  repentance,  in  those  days^  iv  ral^  17/^^0019  ^jcciVais,  that  is,  if  we 
interpret  strictly  this  reference  to  the  previous  narrative,  about  the  time  when 
the  parents  of  Jesus  settled  at  Nazareth,  and  when  Jesus  was  yet  a  child. 
We  are  told,  however,  in  the  context,  that  Jesus  came  to  John  for  baptism  ; 
hence  between  the  first  appearance  of  the  Baptist,  which  was  cotemporary 
with  the  childhood  of  Jesus,  and  the  period  at  which  the  latter  was  baptized, 
we  must  intercalate  a  number  of  years,  during  which  Jesus  might  have 
become  sufficiently  matured  to  partake  of  John's  baptism.  But  Matthew's 
description  of  the  person  and  work  of  the  Baptist  is  so  concise,  the  office 
attributed  to  him  is  so  little  independent,  so  entirely  subservient  to  that  of  Jesus, 
that  it  was  certainly  not  the  intention  of  the  evangelist  to  assign  a  long  series 
of  years  to  his  single  ministry.  His  meaning  incontestably  is,  that  John's 
short  career  early  attained  its  goal  in  the  baptism  of  Jesus. 

It  being  thus  inadmissible  to  suppose  between  the  appearance  of  John  and 
the  baptism  of  Jesus,  that  is,  between  verses  12  and  13  of  the  3rd  chapter  of 
Matthew,  the  long  interval  which  is  in  every  case  indispensable,  nothing 
remains  but  to  insert  it  between  the  close  of  the  second  and  the  beginning  of 
the  third  chapter,  namely,  between  the  settlement  of  the  parents  of  Jesus  at 
Nazareth  and  the  appearance  of  the  Baptist.  To  this  end  we  may  presume, 
with  Paulus,  that  Matthew  has  here  introduced  a  fragment  from  a  history  of 
the  Baptist,  narrating  many  particulars  of  his  life  immediately  preceding  his 
public  agency,  and  very  properly  proceeding  with  the  words,  in  those  days^ 
h  raU  rift-ipaj^  iKgivai^,  which  connecting  phrase  Matthew,  although  he  omitted 
that  to  which  it  referred,  has  nevertheless  retained^ ;  or  we  may,  with  Siiskind, 
apply  the  words,  not  to  the  settlement,  but  to  the  subsequent  residence  of 
Jesus  at  Nazareth ; '  or  better  still,  ^  rats  17/1^0019  ^icciVoif ,  like  the  correspond- 
ing Hebrew  expression,  DD9  D^P^  e.  g.,  Exod.  iL  11,  is  probably  to  be 
interpreted  as  relating  indeed  to  the  establishment  at  Nazareth,  but  so  that 

^  Exeget.  Handbuch.  i  a,  s.  46.      Schneckenburger  agrees  with  him,  tiber  den  Urspning 
des  ersten  kanon.  Evang.,  s.  30. 
*  Vennischte  Aufsatze,  s.  76  ff.     Compare  Schneckenburger,  at  sup. 
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an  event  happening  thirty  years  afterwards  may  yet  be  said,  speaking  in- 
definitely, to  occur  in  those  days?  In  neither  case  do  we  learn  from  Matthew 
concerning  the  time  of  John's  appearance  more  than  the  very  vague  informa- 
tion, that  it  took  place  in  the  interval  between  the  infancy  and  manhood  of 
Jesus. 

Luke  determines  the  date  of  John's  appearance  by  various  synchronisms, 
placing  it  in  the  time  of  Pilate's  government  in  Judea ;  in  the  sovereignty  of 
Herod  ( Antipas),  of  Philip  and  of  Lysanias  over  the  other  divisions  of  Pales- 
tine ;  in  the  high  priesthood  of  Annas  and  Caiaphas;  and,  moreover,  precisely 
in  the  15  th  year  of  the  reign  of  Tiberius,  which,  reckoning  from  the  death 
of  Augustus,  corresponds  with  the  year  28-29  ^^  ^^^  ^^*  ("*•  i>  2).  With 
this  last  and  closest  demarcation  of  time  all  the  foregoing  less  precise  ones 
agree.  Even  that  which  makes  Annas  high  priest  together  with  Caiaphas 
appears  correct,  if  we  consider  the  peculiar  influence  which,  according  to 
John  xviii.  13,  Acts  iv.  6,  that  ex-high  priest  retained,  even  when  deposed, 
especially  after  the  assumption  of  office  by  his  son-in-law,  Caiaphas. 

A  single  exception  occurs  in  the  statement  about  Lysanias,  whom  Luke 
makes  cotemporary  with  Antipas  and  Philip  as  tetrarch  of  Abilene.  Josephus, 
it  is  true,  speaks  of  an  'Aftika  17  Avo-aviov,  and  mentions  a  Lysanias  as  governor 
of  Chalcis  in  Lebanon,  near  to  which  lay  the  territory  of  Abila ;  so  that  the 
same  Lysanias  was  probably  master  of  the  latter.  But  this  Lysanias  was, 
at  the  instigation  of  Cleopatra,  put  to  death  34  years  before  the  birth  of 
Christ,  and  a  second  Lysanias  is  not  mentioned  either  by  Josephus  or  by  any 
other  writer  on  the  period  in  question.^  Thus,  not  only  is  the  time  of  bis 
government  earlier  by  60  years  than  the  15th  year  of  Tiberius,  but  it  is  also 
at  issue  with  the  other  dates  associated  with  it  by  Luke.  Hence  it  has  been 
conjectured  that  Luke  here  speaks  of  a  younger  Lysanias,  the  descendant  of 
the  earlier  one,  who  possessed  Abilene  under  Tiberius,  but  who,  being  less 
famous,  is  not  noticed  by  Josephus.'  We  cannot  indeed  prove  what  Siiskind 
demands  for  the  refutation  of  this  hypothesis,  namely,  that  had  such  a  younger 
Lysanias  existed,  Josephus  must  have  mentioned  him  ;  yet  that  he  had  more 
than  one  inducement  to  do  so,  Paulus  has  satisfactorily  shown.  Especially, 
when  in  relation  to  the  times  of  the  first  and  second  Agrippa  he  designates 
Abila,  17  Avo-aviov,  he  must  have  been  reminded  that  he  had  only  treated  of 
the  elder  Lysanias,  and  not  at  all  of  the  younger,  from  whom,  as  the  later 
ruler,  the  country  must  at  that  time  have  derived  its  second  appellation.^  If, 
according  to  this,  the  younger  Lysanias  is  but  an  historic  fiction,  the  proposed 

*  De  Wette  and  Fritzsche,  in  loc. 

*  See  Paulus,  ut  sup.,  s.  336. 

*  I  here  collect  all  the  passages  in  Josephus  relative  to  Lysanias,  with  the  parallel  p^tesages 
in  Dion  Cassius.  Antiq.  xiii.  xvi.  3,  xiv.  iii.  2,  vii.  & — Antiq.  xv.  iv.  I.  B.  j.  i.  xiii.  I  (Dio 
Cassius  xlix.  32).  Antiq.  xv.  x.  1-3.  B.  j.  L  xx.  4  (Dio  Cass.  liv.  9).  Anticj.  xvii.  xi.  4. 
B.  i.  ii.  vi.  3.  Antiq.  xviii.  vi.  10.  B.  i.  ii.  ix.  6  (Dio  Cass.  lix.  8).  Antiq.  xix.  v.  I.  B. 
j.  ii.  xi.  5.     Antiq.  xx.  v.  2,  vii.  i.    B.  j.  it  xii.  8. 

*  Siiskind,  vermischte  Aufsatze,  s.  15  ff.  93  flP. 

7  Tholtick  thinks  he  has  found  a  perfectly  corresponding  example  in  Tadtus.  When  this 
historian,  Annal.  ii.  42  (a.d.  17),  mentions  the  death  of  an  Archelaus,  king  of  Cappadocia, 
and  yet,  AnnaL  vi.  41  (a.d.  ^6),  cites  an  Archelaus,  also  a  Cappadocian,  as  ruler  of  the 
Clitae,  the  same  historical  conjecture,  says  Tholltck,  is  necessary,  viz.,  that  there  were  two 
Cappadocians  named  Archelaus.  But  when  the  same  historian,  after  noticing  the  death  of 
a  man,  introduces  another  of  the  same  name,  under  different  circumstances,  it  is  no  conjec- 
ture, but  a  clear  historic  datum,  that  there  were  two  such  persons.  It  is  quite  otherwise 
when,  as  in  the  case  of  Lysanias,  two  writers  have  each  one  of  the  same  name,  but  assign 
him  distinct  epochs.  Here  it  is  indeed  a  conjecture  to  admit  two  successive  persons  ;  a  con- 
jecture so  much  the  less  historical,  the  more  improbable  it  is  shown  to  be  that  one  of  the  two 
writers  would  have  been  silent  respecting  the  second  of  the  like-named  men,  had  such  an 
one  existed. 
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alternative  is  but  a  philological  one.^    For  when  it  is  said  in  the  first  place : 

^tXanrov  —  rerpapxovvroi  rrji  *lrovpaui$,  k.  t.  X.,  and  when  it  follows  :  kol 
Ava-aviov  rrf^  'ApiXT/vrji  Terpapxovirro^ :  we  cannot  possibly  understand  from 
this,  that  Philip  reigned  also  over  the  Abilene  of  Lysanias.  For  in  that  case 
the  word  rerpapxovyras  ought  not  to  have  been  repeated,*  and  t^  ought  to 
have  been  placed  before  Lysanias,  if  the  author  wished  to  avoid  misconstruc- 
tion. The  conclusion  is  therefore  inevitable  that  the  writer  himself  erred, 
and,  from  the  circumstance  that  Abilene,  even  in  recent  times,  was  called, 
after  the  last  ruler  of  the  former  dynasty,  17  Avo-ovtov,  drew  the  inference  that 
a  monarch  of  that  name  was  still  existing ;  while,  in  fact,  Abilene  either 
belonged  to  Philip,  or  was  immediately  subject  to  the  Romans.^^ 

The  above  chronological  notation  relates  directly  to  John  the  Baptist 
alone;  a  similar  one  is  wanting  when  Luke  begins  farther  on  (v.  21  ff.)  to 
speak  of  Jesus.  Of  him  it  is  merely  said  that  he  was  adaut  thirty  years  of 
agey  oMrci  ^o»v  rpLOKoyroy  on  his  public  appearance  (d/>xo/icvo$),  but  no  date  is 
given ;  while,  in  the  case  of  John,  there  is  a  .contrary  omission.  Thus  even 
if  John  commenced  his  ministry  in  the  15th  year  of  Tiberius,  we  cannot 
thence  gather  anything  as  to  the  time  when  Jesus  commenced  his,  as  it  is 
nowhere  said  how  long  John  had  been  baptising  when  Jesus  came  to  him  on 
the  Jordan ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  although  we  know  that  Jesus,  at  his 
baptism,  was  about  30  years  old,  this  does  not  help  us  to  ascertain  the  age  of 
John  when  he  entered  on  his  ministry  as  Baptist.  Remembering,  however, 
Luke  L  26,  according  to  which  John  was  just  half  a  year  older  than  Jesus, 
and  calling  to  our  aid  the  fact  that  Jewish  usage  would  scarcely  permit  the 
exercise  of  public  functions  before  the  thirtieth  year,  we  might  infer  that  the 
Baptist  could  only  have  appeared  half  a  year  before  the  arrival  of  Jesus  on  , 
the  banks  of  the  Jordan,  since  he  would  only  so  much  earlier  have  attained 
the  requisite  age.  But  no  express  law  forbade  a  public  appearance  previous  j 
to  the  thirtieth  year ;  and  it  has  been  justly  questioned  whether  we  can  apply 
to  the  freer  office  of  a  Prophet  a  restriction  which  concerned  the  Priests  and 
Levites,  for  whom  the  thirtieth  year  was  fixed  for  their  entrance  on  regular 
service*^  (Num.  iv.  3,  47.  Compare  besides  2  Chron.  xxxi.  17,  where  the 
20th  year  is  named).  This  then  would  not  hinder  us  from  placing  the 
appearance  of  John  considerably  prior  to  that  of  Jesus,  even  presupposing 
the  averred  relation  between  their  ages.  Hardly,  however,  could  this  be  the 
intention  of  the  Evangelist.  For  to  ascertain  so  carefully  the  date  of  the 
Forerunner's  appearance,  and  leave  that  of  the  Messiah  himself  undeter- 
mined, would  be  too  great  an  oversight,^'  and  we  cannot  but  suppose  that 
his  design,  in  the  particulars  he  gives  concerning  John,  was  to  fix  the  time 
for  the  appearance  of  Jesus.  To  agree  with  this  purpose,  he  must  have 
understood  that  Jesus  came  to  the  banks  of  the  Jordan  and  began  to  teach, 
shortly  after  the  appearance  of  John.^^  For  that  the  above  chronological 
determination  was  originally  merely  the  introduction  to  a  document  concern- 
ing John,  quoted  by  Luke,  is  improbable,  since  its  exactness  corresponds 
with  the  style  of  him  who  had  perfect  understanding  of  all  things  from  the  very 

*  Michaelis,  Paalus,  in  loc.    Schneckenburger,  in  Ullmann's  und  Umbreit's  Studien,  1833, 
4  Heft,  s.  1056  ff.    Tholuck,  s.  201  ff. 

*  For,  on  the  authority  of  a  single  manuscript  to  erase,  with  Schneckenburger  and  others, 
the  second  rerpa/ixoCyrot,  is  too  evident  violence. 

**  Compare  with  this  view,  Allgem.  Lit.  Ztg.,  1803,  No.  344,  s.  552  :    De  Wette,  exeg. 
Handbuch,  in  loc 
^^  See  Paulus,  s.  294. 

'*  See  Schleiermacher,  iiber  den  Lukas,  s.  62. 
"  Bengel  was  also  of  this  opinion.     Ordo  temporum,  s.  204  f.  ed.  2. 
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first^  irafnfKokovdr/KoTi  avwB^y  vao'ty  dicyMjSck,  and  who  sought  to  determine,  in 
like  manner,  the  epoch  of  the  Messiah's  birth. 

It  is  not  easy,  however,  to  imagine,  in  accordance  with  this  statement,  that 
John  was  by  so  little  the  predecessor  of  Jesus,  nor  is  it  without  reason  that 
the  improbability  of  his  having  had  so  short  an  agency  is  maintained.  For 
he  had  a  considerable  number  of  disciples,  whom  he  not  only  baptized,  but 
taught  (Luke  xi.  i),  and  he  left  behind  a  party  of  his  peculiar  followers  (Acts 
xviii.  25,  xix.  %),  all  which  could  hardly  be  the  work  of  a  few  months.  There 
needed  time,  it  has  been  observed,  for  the  Baptist  to  become  so  well  known, 
that  people  would  undertake  a  journey  to  him  in  the  wilderness;  there 
needed  time  for  his  doctrine  to  be  comprehended,  time  for  it  to  gain  a  foot- 
ing and  establish  itself,  especially  as  it  clashed  with  the  current  Jewish  ideas ; 
in  a  word,  the  deep  and  lasting  veneration  in  which  John  was  held  by  his 
nation,  according  to  Josephus  ^*  as  well  as  the  evangelists,  could  not  have 
been  so  hastily  won.^* 

But  the  foregoing  considerations,  although  they  demand,  in  general,  a 
longer  agency  for  the  Baptist,  do  not  prove  that  the  evangelists  err  in  placing 
the  commencement  of  his  ministry  shortly  before  that  of  Jesus,  since  they 
might  suppose  the  required  prolongation  as  a  sequel,  instead  of  an  introduc- 
tion, to  the  appearance  of  Jesus.  Such  a  prolongation  of  the  Baptist's 
ministry,  however,  is  not  to  be  found,  at  least  in  the  first  two  C^spels ;  for 
not  only  do  these  contain  no  details  concerning  John,  after  the  baptism  of 
Jesus,  except  his  «ending  two  disciples  (Matt  xi.),  which  is  represented  as  a 
consequence  of  his  imprisonment ;  but  we  gather  from  Matt.  iv.  1 2,  Mark  i. 
14,  that  during  or  shortly  after  the  forty  days'  abode  of  Jesus  in  the  wilder- 
ness, the  Baptist  was  arrested,  and  thereupon  Jesus  went  into  Galilee,  and 
entered  on  his  public  career.  Luke,  it  is  true  (iv.  14),  does  not  mention  the 
imprisonment  of  John  as  the  cause  of  the  appearance  of  Jesus  in  Galilee,  and 
he  seems  to  regard  the  commission  of  the  two  disciples  as  occurring  while 
John  was  at  large  (vii.  18  ff.) ;  and  the  fourth  Evangelist  testifies  yet  more 
decisively  against  the  notion  that  John  was  arrested  so  soon  after  the  baptism 
of  Jesus ;  for  in  chap.  iii.  24,  it  is  expressly  stated,  that  John  was  actively 
engaged  in  his  ministry  after  the  first  passover,  attended  by  Jesus  during  His 
public  life.  But  on  the  one  hand,  as  it  appears  from  Luke  ix.  9  ;  Matt  xiv. 
I  ff. ;  Mark  xiv.  16,  that  John  was  put  to  death  long  before  Jesus,  the  con- 
tinuance of  his  agency  after  the  rise  of  the  latter  could  not  be  very  protracted 
(Luke  ix.  9  ;  Matt  xiv.  i  ff. ;  Mark  xiv.  16) ;  and  on  the  other,  that  which 
may  be  added  to  the  agency  of  John  after  the  appearance  of  Jesus,  will  not 
make  amends  for  that  which  is  subtracted  from  it  before  that  epoch.  For, 
apart  from  the  fact  implied  by  the  fourth  Evangelist  (i.  35),  that  the  Baptist 
had  formed  a  definite  circle  of  familiar  disciples  before  the  appearance  of 
Jesus,  it  would  be  difficult  to  account  for  the  firm  footing  acquired  by  his 
school,  if  he  had  laboured  only  a  few  months,  to  be,  at  their  close,  eclipsed 
by  Jesus. 

There  is  yet  one  resource,  namely,  to  separate  the  baptism  of  Jesus  from 
the  commencement  of  his  ministry,  and  to  say :  It  was  indeed  after  the  first 
half-year  of  John's  agency  that  Jesus  was  so  attracted  by  his  fame,  as  to 
become  a  candidate  for  his  baptism;  but  for  some  time  subsequently,  he 
either  remained  among  the  followers  of  the  Baptist,  or  went  again  into  retire- 
;  ment,  and  did  not  present  himself  independently  until  a  considerable  interval 

**  Antia.  xviii.  v.  2. 

^'  So  Clttdius,  iiber  die  Zeit  und  Lebensdauer  Johannis  and  Jesu.  In  Henke's  Museum, 
iL  iii.  502  ff. 
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had  elapsed.  By  this  means  we  should  obtain  the  requisite  extension  of 
John's  ministry  prior  to  the  more  brilliant  career  of  Jesus,  without  impugning 
the  apparent  statement  of  our  evangelists  that  the  baptism  of  Jesus  followed 
close  upon  the  public  appearance  of  John.  But  the  idea  of  a  long  interim, 
between  the  baptism  of  Jesus  and  the  commencement  of  his  ministry,  is 
utterly  foreign  to  the  New  Testament  writers.  For  that  they  regard  the 
baptism  of  Jesus  as  his  consecration  to  the  Messianic  office,  is  proved  by  the 
accompanying  descent  of  the  spirit  and  the  voice  from  heaven;  the  only 
pause  which  they  allow  to  intervene,  is  the  six  weeks'  fast  in  the  wilderness, 
immediately  after  which,  according  to  Luke,  or  after  the  apparendy  cotem- 
porary  arrest  of  the  Baptist,  according  to  Matthew  and  Mark,  Jesus  appears 
in  Galilee.  Luke,  in  particular,  by  designating  (iii.  23)  the  baptism  of  Jesus 
as  his  apx€<rO(Uy  his  assumption  of  office,  and  by  dating  the  intercourse  of 
Jesus  with  his  disciples  from  the  pdirrur/jM  'loxiwov  (Acts  i.  22),  evinces  his 
persuasion  that  the  baptism  and  public  manifestation  of  Jesus  were  identical. 

Thus  the  gospel  narrative  is  an  obstacle  to  the  adoption  of  the  two  most 
plausible  expedients  for  the  prolongation  of  John's  ministry,  viz.,  that  Jesus 
presented  himself  for  baptism  later,  or  that  his  public  appearance  was  retarded 
longer  after  his  baptism,  than  has  been  generally  inferred.  We  are  not, 
however,  compelled  to  renounce  either  of  these  suppositions,  if  we  can  show 
that  the  New  Testament  writers  might  have  been  led  to  their  point  of  view 
even  without  historical  grounds.  A  sufficient  motive  lies  close  at  hand,  and 
is  implied  in  the  foregoing  observations.  Let  the  Baptist  once  be  considered, 
as  was  the  case  in  the  Christian  Church  (Acts  xix.  4),  not  a  person  of 
independent  significance,  but  simply  a  Forerunner  of  the  Christ ;  and  the 
imagination  would  not  linger  with  the  mere  Precursor,  but  would  hasten 
forward  to  the  object  at  which  he  pointed.  Yet  more  obvious  is  the  interest 
which  primitive  Christian  tradition  must  have  had  in  excluding,  whatever 
might  have  been  the  fact,  any  interval  between  the  baptism  of  Jesus  and  the 
•  beginning  of  his  public  course.  For  to  allow  that  Jesus,  by  his  submission 
to  John's  baptism,  declared  himself  his  disciple,  and  remained  in  that  relation 
for  any  length  of  time,  was  offensive  to  the  religious  sentiment  of  the  new 
church,  which  desired  a  Founder  instructed  by  God,  and  not  by  man : 
another  turn,  therefore,  would  soon  be  given  to  the  facts,  and  the  baptism  of 
Jesus  would  be  held  to^ignify,  not  his  initiation  into  the  school  of  John,  but 
a  consecration  to  his  independent  office.  Thus  the  diverging  testimony  of 
tliie  evangelists  does  not  preclude  our  adopting  the  conclusion  to  which  the 
nature  of  the  case  leads  us;  viz.,  that  the  Baptist Jiad  been  long  labouring, 
anterior  to  the  appearance  of  Jesus.  ""^ 

If,  In  addition  to  this,  we  accept  the  statement  of  Luke  (i.  26  and  iii.  23), 
that  Jesus,  being  only  half  a  year  younger  than  John,  was  about  in  his 
thirtieth  year  at  his  appearance,  we  must  suppose  that  John  was  in  his 
twentieth  year  when  he  began  his  ministry.  There  is,  as  we  have  seen,  no 
express  law  against  so  early  an  exercise  of  the  prophetic  office ;  neither  do  I, 
so  decidedly  as  Cludius,^'  hold  it  improbable  that  so  young  a  preacher  of 
repentance  should  make  an  impression,  or  even  that  he  should  be  taken  for 
a  prophet  of  the  olden  time— an  Elias ;  I  will  only  appeal  to  the  ordinary 
course  of  things  as  a  sanction  for  presuming,  that  one  who  entered  so  much 
earlier  upon  the  scene  of  action  was  proportionately  older,  especially  when 
the  principles  and  spirit  of  his  teaching  tell  so  plainly  of  a  mature  age  as  do 
the  discourses  of  John.  There  are  exceptions  to  this  rule ;  but  the  statement 
of  Luke  (i.  26),  that  John  was  only  six  months  older  than  Jesus,  is  insufficient 


I 


V. 


^'  Cludius,  ttt  sup. 


214  PART  II.     CHAPTER  I.     §  45. 

to  establish  one  in  this  instance,  as  it  accords  with  the  interest  of  the  poetical 
legend,  and  must  therefore  be  renounced  for  the  slightest  improbability. 

The  result  then  of  our  critique  on  the  chronological  data  Luke  iii.  i,  2, 
comp.  23  and  i.  26,  is  this  :  if  Jesus,  as  Luke  seems  to  understand,  appeared 
in  the  fifteenth  year  of  Tiberius,  the  appearance  of  John  occurred,  not  in  the 
same  year,  but  earlier ;  and  if  Jesus  was  in  his  thirtieth  year  when  he  began 
his  ministry,  the  Baptist,  so  much  his  predecessor,  could  hardly  be  but  six 
months  his  senior. 


§45. 

APPEARANCE  AND   DESIGN   OF  THE   BAPTIST.      HIS   PERSONAL  RELATIONS 

WITH   JESUS. 

John,  a^azarite^  according  to  our  authorities  (Matt.  iii.  4,  ix.  14,  xi.  18  ; 
Luke  i.  15),  and  in  the  opinion  of  several  theologians,^  an  Essene,  is  said  by 
Luke  (iii.  2)  to  have  been  summoned  to  his  public  woriTBylheTrwT/  of  God 
l^rjfjM  ©cot),  which  came  to  him  in  the  wilderness.  Not  possessing  the  Baptist's 
own  declaration,  we  cannot  accept  as  complete  the  dilemma  stated  by 
Paulus^^  when  he  says,  that  we  know  not  whether  John  himself  interpreted 
some  external  or  internal  fact  as  a  divine  call,  or  whether  he  received  a 
summons  from  another  individual ;  and  we  must  add  as  a  third  possibility, 
that  his  followers  sought  to  dignify  the  vocation  of  their  Teacher  by  an  ex- 
pression which  recalls  to  mind  the  aqcienLElfil^hfits^ 

While  from  the  account  of  Luke  it  appears  that  the  divine  call  came  to 
John  in  the  wilderness^  iv  rg  ipijfju^j  but  that  for  the  purpose  of  teaching  and 
baptizing  he  resorted  to  tAe  country  about  Jordan,  v^fiiyti^Mi  tov  lopSavov 
(ver.  3) ;  Matthew  (iiL  ff.)  makes  the  wilderness  of  Judea  the  scene  of  his 
labours,  as  if  the  Jordan  in  which  he  baptized  flowed  through  that  wilderness. 
It  is  true  that,  according  to  Josephus,  the  Jordan  before  emptying  itself  into 
the  Dead  Sea  traverses  a  great  wilderness,  iroXX^v  IfytifjJjavf  but  this  was  not 
the  wilderness  of  Judea,  which  lay  farther  south."*  Hence  it  has  been 
supposed  that  Matthew,  misled  by  his  application  of  the  prophecy,  the  voice 
of  one  crying  in  the  wilderness,  ^y^i  fioSarro^  cv  tq  ^rif^}  ^^  John,  who  issued 
from  the  wilderness  of  Judea,  Iprtifko^  r^s  Tov8<ua9,  placed  there  his  labours  as 
a  preacher  of  repentance  and  a  baptizer,  although  their  true  scene  was  the 
blooming  valley  of  the  Jordan.^  In  the  course  of  Luke's  narrative,  however, 
this  evangelist  ceases  to  intimate  that  John  forsook  the  wilderness  after 
receiving  his  call,  for  on  the  occasion  of  John's  message  to  Jesus,  he  makes 
the  latter  ask ,  Whom  went  ye  out  into  the  wilderness  to  see  f  Ti  c^cXi/Xv^arc  cis 
rrfv  €prffjLov  0€dtra<rO(u  (vii.  24).  Now  as  the  valley  of  the  Jordan  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  Dead  Sea  was  in  fact  a  barren  plain,  the  narrow  margin  of  the 
river  excepted,  no  greater  mistake  may  belong  to  Matthew  than  that  of 
specifying  the  wilderness  as  the  ifnjfAo^  rij^  Tov3aui9 ;  and  even  that  may  be 
explained  away  by  the  supposition,  either  that  John,  as  he  alternately 
preached  and  baptized,  passed  from  the  wilderness  of  Judea  to  the  borders 

^  Staudlin,  Geschichte  der  Sittenlefare  Jesu,  i,  s.  5S0.  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  I  a,  5.  136. 
Comp.  also  Creuzer,  Symbolik,  4,  s.  413  £f. 

•  Ut  sup.  p.  347. 

'  Bell.  jud.  iii.  x.  7. 

^  See  Winer,  bibl.  Realworterbuch,  A.  Wiiste.  Schneckenburger,  iiber  den  Ursprung 
des  ersten  kanontschen  Evangeliams,  s.  39. 

^  Schneckenburger,  ut  sup.,  s.  fi  f. 
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of  the  Jordan,*  or  that  the  waste  tract  through  which  that  river  flowed,  being 
a  continuation  of  the  wilderness  of  Judea,  retained  the  same  name  J 

The  baptism  of  John  could  scarcely  have  been  derived  from  the  baptism 
of  proselytes,®  for  this  rite  was  unquestionably  posterior  to  The  ~rise  of 
TJhnstianity.  It  was  more  analagous  to  the  religious  lustrations  in  practice 
amongst  the  Jews,  especially  the  Essenes,  and  was  apparently  founded  chiefly 
on  certain  expressions  used  by  several  of  the  prophets  in  a  figurative  sense, 
but  afterwards  understood  literally.  According  to  these  expressions,  God 
requires  from  the  Israelitish  people,  as  a  condition  of  their  restoration  to  his 
favour,  a  washing  and  purification  from  their  iniquity,  and  he  promises  that 
he  will  himself  cleanse  them  with  water  (Isaiah  i.  i6,  £z.  xxxvL  25,  comp. 
Jer.  ii.  22).  Add  to  this  the  Jewish  notion  that  the  Messiah  would  not 
appear  with  his  kingdom  until  the  Israelites  repented,^  and  we  have  the 
combination  necessary  for  the  belief  that  an  ablution,  symbolical  of  con- 
version and  forgiveness  of  sins,  must  precede  the  advent  of  the  Messiah. 

Our  accounts  are  not  unanimous  as  to  the  signification  of  John's  baptism. 
They  all,  it  is  true,  agree  in  stating  repeniancCy  ficravoia,  to  be  one  of  its 
essential  requirements ;  for  even  what  Josephus  says  of  the  Baptist,  that  he 
admonished  the  Jews,  practising  virtue^  just  towards  each  other,  and  devout 
towards  God^  to  conu  to  his  baptism^  6^m\v  ^ao-xoOvra?,  xai  r^  irpos  dAA.i/Xov9 
hiKauHrovQ  ical  irpo9  rov  0eoy  €ikr€fi€ia  )(fHafi€y<ns  pavrurfjuf  avyUvai,^^  has  the 
same  sense  under  a  Greek  form.  Mark  and  Luke,  however,  while  designating 
the  baptism  of  John,  fiaTrrurfjui  fJL€ra;yoia^j  add,  cis  &<f>€a'iv  dfioLpTiSiv  (i.  4,  iiL  3). 
Matthew  has  not  the  same  addition;  but  he,  with  Mark,  describes  the 
baptized  as  confessing  their  sins,  iiofAoKoyovfM^oi  ra$  o/iopria?  avru>r  (iii.  6). 
Josephus,  on  the  other  hand,  appears  in  direct  contradiction  to  them,  when 
he  gives  it  as  the  opinion  of  the  Baptist,  that  baptism  is  pleasing  to  God,  not 
when  we  ask  pardon  for  some  transgressions,  but  when  we  purify  the  body,  after 
having  first  purified  the  mind  by  righteousness,  ovtoi  yap  \aX  Ti\v  fidima-iv 
dtro3cicT^  avnp  (^tp  0€<j»)  ^oi^cur^ai,  fit/  hrC  riviav  afiapTdBa)v  iropain/crct  )(p<afi€viav, 
oAA.'  €^*  dyv€juf,  rov  ctafiaro^j  arc  ^^at  t^  ^X^  Bucauoavvy  irpO€KK€KCL$apfJk€VT^. 
We  might  here  be  led  to  the  supposition  that  the  words  for  the  remission  of 
sins,  tU  €ufi€(nv  d^juipriiav,  as  in  Acts  il  38,  and  other  passages,  was  commonly 
used  in  relation  to  Christian  baptism,  and  was  thence  transferred  unhistorically 
to  that  of  John ;  but  as  in  the  passages  quoted  from  Ezekiel  the  washing 
typified  not  only  reformation  but  forgiveness,  the  probabilities  are  in  favour 
of  the  evangdical  statement  Moreover,  it  is  possible  to  reconcile  Josephus 
and  the  Evangelists,  by  understanding  the  words  of  the  former  to  mean 
that  the  baptism  of  John,  was  intended  to  efl'ect  a  purification,  not  from 
particular  or  merely  Levitical  transgressions,  but  of  the  entire  man,  not 
immediately  and  mysteriously  through  the  agency  of  water,  but  by  means  of 
the  moral  acts  of  reformation.^^ 

The  several  accounts  concerning  John  are  farther  at  variance,  as  to  the 
relation  in  which  they  place  his  baptism  to  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  Paa-tXtta 
rw  ovpaytt>v.  According  to  Matthew,  the  concise  purport  of  the  appeal  with 
which  he  accompanied  his  baptism  was,  Repent,  for  the  kingdom  of  heaven  is 
at  hcMdy  /ji^rayo€LT€*  ^yyt#cc  yap  17  jSoo'iA.cta  r<i»y  ovpavSiiy  (iii.   2) ;  according  to 

*  Winer,  ut  sop.,  s.  691. 
7  Paulas,  ut  sup.,  s.  301. 

"  Schneckenburger,  iiber  das  Alter  der  Judischen  Proselytentaufe. 

*  Sanhedr.  f.  xcvii.  2  :  R,  Elieser  dixit:  si  Isrtalita  pctnitentiam  agunt,  tunc  per  Goilem 
liberantur;  sin  jjero,  non  libtrantur,     Schottgen,  hone,  2,  p.  780  ff. 

^  Antiq.  xviiL  v.  2. 

^^  Thus  Paultts,  ut  sup.,  s.  314  and  361,  Anm. 


^■'  f'>'.. 
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^  Luke,  the  Baptist  in  the  first  instance  mentions  only  repentance  and  remissron 
'  of  sins,  but  no  kingdom  of  heaven ;  and  it  is  the  conjecture  of  the  people, 
that  he  might  be  the  Messiah,  by  which  he  is  first  led  to  direct  them  to  one 
who  wa5  commg  after  him  (iiiTTj^.).  In  Josephus,  there  is  no  trace  of  a 
relation  between  the  ministry  of  John  and  the  Messianic  idea.  Yet  we  must 
not  therefore  conclude  that  the  Baptist  himself  recognized  no  such  relation, 
and  that  its  only  source  was  the  Christian  legend.  For  the  baptism  of  John, 
waiving  the  opinion  that  it  was  derived  from  the  baptism  of  proselytes,  is  not 
1  quite  explicable  without  a  reference  to  the  above-mentioned  expiatory 
I  lustrations  of  the  people — ^lustrations  which  were  to  usher  in  the  times  of  the 
I  Messiah.;  moreover,  the  appearance  of  Jesus  is  made  inore  comprehensible 
i  by  tHe  supposition,  that  John  had  introduced  the  idea  of  the  proximity  of  the 
I  Messiah's  kingdom.  That  Josephus  should  keep  back  the  Messianic  aspect 
of  the  fact,  is  in  accordance  with  his  general  practice^  which  is  explained  by 
the  position  of  his  people  with  respect  to  the  Romans.  Besides,  in  the  ex- 
pression, to  assemble  for  baptism^  fiavrurfi^  crwtcFcu,  in  his  mention  of  popular 
assemblages,  <rwTTp€<l>€(rOai,  and  in  the  fear  of  Antipas  lest  John  should  excite 
a  revolt ,  anrwTTQxri.%^  there  lies  an  intimation  of  precisely  such  a  religious  and 
political  movement  as  the  hope  of  the  Messiah  was  calculated  to  produce. 
That  the  Baptist  should  so  distinctly  foretell  the  immediate  appearance  of  the 
Messiah's  kingdom  must  create  surprise,  and  (Luke's  reference  to  a  divine 
call  and  revelation  being  held  unsatisfactory)  might  lead  to  the  supposition 
that  the  Christian  narrator,  believing  that  the  true  Messiah  was  actually 
manifested  in  the  person  of  Jesus,  the  cotemporary  of  John,  gave  to  the 
language  of  the  latter  a  definiteness  which  did  not  belong  to  it  originally ; 
and  while  the  Baptist  merely  said,  consonantly  with  the  Jewish  notion  already 
mentioned  :  Repent,  that  the  kingdom  of  heaven  may  come,  fieravoem,  Iva  cX% 
j  .1)  paa-.  r.  ovp.,  a  later  edition  of  his  words  gave  yap  (for)  instead  of  Iva  (that). 
M  But  such  a  supposition  is  needless.  In  those  times  of  commotion.  John 
I  might  easily  believe  that  he  discerned  signs,  which  certified  to  him  the 
I  proxhnityjrf  the  Messiah^Jringdom  j^  the  exact  degree  of  its  proximity  he  left 
I  undecidedT 

According  to  the  Evangelists^  the  coming  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  jSoo-cXcia 
rctfv  ovpavwv,  was  associated  by  John  with  a  Messianic  individual  to  whom  he 
ascribed,  in  distinction  from  his  own  baptism  with  water,  a  baptism  with  the 
Holy  Ghost  and  with  fire,  ^Sawrtlfciv  -jrvcufiaTi  dycw  *c<u  tmpi  (Matt  iii.  11 
parall),  the  outpouring  of  the  Holy  Spirit  being  regarded  as  a  leading  feature 
of  the  Messianic  times  (Joel  iL  28;  Acts  ii.  16  ff.).  Of  this  personage  he 
farther  predicted,  in  imagery  akin  to  that  used  by  the  prophets  on  the  same 
subject,  that  he  would  winnow  the  people  as  wheat  (Mai.  iii  2,  3 ;  Zech. 
xiii.  9).  The  Synoptical  Gospels  state  the  case  as  if  John  expressly  understood 
this  Messianic  individual  to  be  Jesus  of  Nazareth.  According  to  Luke, 
indeed,  the  mothers  of  these  two  men  were  cousins,  and  aware  of  the  destina- 
tion of  their  sons.  The  Baptist  while  yet  unborn  acknowledged  the  divinity 
of  Jesus,  and  all  the  circumstances  imply  that  both  were  early  acquainted 
with  their  relative  position,  predetermined  by  a  heavenly  communication. 
Matthew,  it  is  true,  says  nothing  of  such  a  family  connexion  between  John 
and  Jesus ;  but  when  the  latter  presents  himself  for  baptism,  he  puts  into  the 
mouth  of  John  words  which  seem  to  presuppose  an  earlier  acquaintance. 
His  expression  of  astonishment  that  Jesus  should  come  to  him  for  baptism, 
when  he  had  need  to  be  baptized  of  Jesus,  could  only  arise  from  a  previous 
knowledge  or  instantaneous  revelation  of  his  character.  Of  the  latter  there 
is  no  intimation  ;  for  the  first  visible  sign  of  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus  did  not 
occur  till  afterwards.     While  in  the  first  and  third  Gospels  (in  the  second, 
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the  facts  are  so  epitomized  that  the  writer's  view  on  the  subject  is  not 
evident),  John  and  Jesus  seem  to  have  been  no  strangers  to  each  other  prior 
to  the  baptism ;  in  the  fourth,  the  Baptist  pointedly  asserts  that  he  knew  not 
Jesus  before  the  heavenly  appearance,  which,  according  to  the  Synoptical 
Gospels^  was  coincident  with  his  baptism  (i.  31,  33).  Simply  considered, 
this  looks  like  a  contradiction.  By  Luke,  the  previous  acquaintance  of  the 
two  is  stated  objectively,  as  an  external  matter  of  fact ;  by  Matthew,  it  is 
betrayed  in  the  involuntary  confession  of  the  astonished  Baptist ;  in  the  fourth 
Gospel,  on  the  contrary,  their  previous  unacquaintance  is  attested  subjectively, 
by  his  premeditated  assertion.  It  was  not,  therefore,  a  very  far-fetched  idea 
of  the  Wolfenbiittel  fragmentist,  to  put  down  the  contradiction  to  the  account 
of  John  and  Jesus,  and  to  presume  that  they  had  in  fact  long  known  and 
consulted  each  other,  but  that  in  public  (in  order  better  to  play  into  one 
another's  hands)  they  demeaned  themselves  as  if  they  had  hitherto  been 
mutual  strangers,  and  each  delivered  an  unbiassed  testimony  to  the  other's 
excellence.*' 

That  such  premeditated  dissimulation  might  not  be  imputed  to  John,  and 
indirectly  to  Jesus,  it  has  been  sought  to  disprove  the  existence  of  the  contra- 
diction in  question  exegetically.  What  John  learned  from  the  heavenly  sign 
was  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus ;  to  this  therefore,  and  not  to  his  person,  refer 
the  words,  /  knew  him  not^  K^yto  ovk  ySetv  avrov.*'  But  it  may  be  questioned 
whether  such  an  acquaintance  as  John  must  have  had  with  Jesus,  presup- 
posing the  narrative  of  Matthew  and  Luke,  was  separable  from  a  knowledge 
of  his  Messiahship.  The  connection  and  intercourse  of  the  two  families,  as 
described  by  Luke,  would  render  it  impossible  for  John  not  to  be  early 
informed  how  solemnly  Jesus  had  been  announced  as  the  Messiah,  before 
and  at  his  birth  ;  he  could  not  therefore  say  at  a  later  period  that,  prior  to 
the  sign  from  heaven,  he  had  not  knaum^  but  only  that  he  had  not  believed^ 
the  story  of  former  wonders,  one  of  which  relates  to  himself. ^^  It  being  thus 
unavoidable  to  acknowledge  that  by  the  above  declaration  in  the  fourth 
Gospel,  the  Baptist  is  excluded,  not  only  from  a  knowledge  of  the  Messiah- 
ship  of  Jesus,  but  also  from  a  personal  acquaintance  with  him  ;  it  has  been 
attempted  to  reconcile  the  first  chapter  of  Luke  with  this  ignorance,  by 
appealing  to  the  distance  of  residence  between  the  two  families,  as  a  preven- 
tive to  the  continuance  of  their  intercourse.**  But  if  the  journey  from 
Nazareth  to  the  hill  country  of  Judea  was  not  too  formidable  for  the  be- 
trothed Mary,  how  could  it  be  so  for  the  two  sons  when  ripening  to  maturity? 
What  culpable  indifference  is  hereby  supposed  in  both  families  to  the  heavenly 
communications  they  had  received  !  nay,  what  could  be  the  object  of  those 
communications,  if  they  had  no  influence  on  the  early  life  and  intercourse  of 
the  two  sons  ?  *•    . 

I^t  it  be  granted  that  the  fourth  Gospel  excludes  an  acquaintance  with  the 

**  Fragment  von  dem  Zwecke  Jesu  und  seiner  Junger,  herausgegeben  von  Lessing,  s. 

133  ff- 
^  So  thinks  Semler  in  his  answer  to  the  above  Fragments,  in  loc.  ;  so  think  most  of  the 

moderns ;  Plank,  Geschichte  des  Christenthums  in  der  Periode  seiner  Einfuhrung,  i,  K.  7. 

Winer,  bibl.  Realworterbuch,  i,  s.  691. 

^*  Let  the  reader  judge  for  himself  whether  Neander's  arguments  be  not  forced  :  "  Even 
if  the  Baptist  could  have  expected  "  (say  rather  must  necessarily  have  known)  '*  from  the 
circumstances  of  the  birth  of  Jesus,  that  he  was  the  Messiah,  the  divine  witness  in  his  own 
mind  would  eclipse  all  external  testimony,  and  compared  with  this  divine  illumination,  all 
previous  knowledge  would  seem  ignorance."  p.  68* 

**  Lucke,  Commentar  zum  Evang.  Johannis  i,  s.  362. 

^*  Osiander,  in  despair,  answers,  that  the  heavenly  communications  themselves  might 
contain  directions  for — keeping  the  two  youths  apart  1  s.  127. 
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Messiahship  only  of  Jesus^  and  that  the  third  presupposes  an  acquaintance 
with  his  person  only,  on  the  part  of  John ;  still  the  contradiction  is  not  re- 
moved. For  in  Matthew,  John,  when  required  to  baptize  Jesus,  addresses 
him  as  if  he  knew  him,  not  generally  and  personally  alone,  but  specially,  in 
his  character  of  Messiah.  It  is  true  that  the  words :  /  have  need  to  be  baptized 
of  thee,  and  contest  thou  to  me?  (iii.  14),  have  been  interpreted,  in  the  true 
spirit  of  harmonizing,  as  referring  to  the  general  superior  excellence  of  Jesus, 
and  not  to  his  Messiahship.^^  But  the  right  to  undertake  the  baptism  which 
was  to  prepare  the  way  for  the  Messiah's  kingdom,  was  not  to  be  obtained  by 
moral  superiority  in  general,  but  was  conferred  by  a  special  call,  such  as  John 
himself  had  received,  and  such  as  could  belong  only  to  a  prophet,  or  to  the 
Messiah  and  his  Forerunner  (John  i.  19  ff.).  If  then  John  attributed  to  Jesus 
authority  to  baptize,  he  must  have  regarded  him  not  merely  as  an  excellent 
man,  but  as  indubitably  a  prophet,  nay,  since  he  held  him  worthy  to  baptize 
himself,  as  his  own  superior  :  that  is^  since  John  conceived  himself  to  be  the 
Messiah's  Forerunner,  no  other  than  the  Messiah  himself.  Add  to  this,  that 
Matthew  had  just  cited  a  discourse  of  the  Baptist,  in  which  he  ascribes  to  the 
coming  Messiah  a  baptism  more  powerful  than  his  own ;  how  then  can  we 
understand  his  subsequent  language  towards  Jesus  otherwise  than  thus  :  *^  Of 
what  use  is  my  water  baptism  to  thee,  O  Messiah  ?  Far  more  do  I  need  thy 
baptism  of  the  Spirit ! "  ^8 

The  contradiction  cannot  be  cleared  away ;  we  must  therefore,  if  we  would 
not  lay  the  burthen  of  intentional  deception  on  the  agents,  let  the  narrators 
bear  the  blame ;  and  there  will  be  the  less  hindrance  to  our  doing  so,  the 
more  obvious  it  is  how  one  or  both  of  them  might  be  led  into  an  erroneous 
statement.  There  is  in  the  present  case  no  obstacle  to  the  reconciliation  of 
Matthew  with  the  fourth  evangelist,  farther  than  the  words  by  which  the 
Baptist  seeks  to  deter  Jesus  from  receiving  baptism  ;  words  which,  if  uttered 
before  the  occurrence  of  anything  supernatural,  presuppose  a  knowledge  of 
Jesus  in  his  character  of  Messiah.  Now  the  Gospel  of  the  Hebrews,  accord- 
ing to  Epiphanius,  places  the  entreaty  of  John  that  Jesus  would  baptize  him, 
as  a  sequel  to  the  sign  from  heaven  ;  ^^  and  this  account  has  been  recently 
regarded  as  the  original  one,  abridged  by  the  writer  of  our  first  Gospel,  who, 
for  the  sake  of  effect,  made  the  refusal  and  confession  of  the  Baptist  coin- 
cident with  the  first  approach  of  Jesus.^^  But  that  we  have  not  in  ihe  Gospel 
of  the  Hebrews  the  original  form  of  the  narrative,  is  sufficiently  proved  by  its 
very  tedious  repetition  of  the  heavenly  .voice  and  the  diffuse  style  of  the 
whole.  It  is  rather  a  very  traditional  record,  and  the  insertion  of  John's 
refusal  after  the  sign  and  voice  from  heaven,  was  not  made  with  the  view  of 
avoiding  a  contradiction  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  which  cannot  be  supposed  to 
have  been  recognized  in  the  circle  of  the  Ebionite  Christians,  but  from  the 
very  motive  erroneously  attributed  to  Matthew  in  his  alleged  transposition, 

"  Hess,  G«8chichte  Jesu,  i,  s.  117  f.     Paulus,  ut  sup.,  s.  366. 

**  Comp.  the  Fragmentist,  ut  sup. 

^^  Hseres.  xxx.  13  :  KaX  Cn  dtnjXBei'  4.t6  roO  f^aros,  ifwolyifffcaf  ot  o^paro^,  jcal  €7de  nft  wweOfia 
rod  Seov  rb  dyiov  iv  dfdet  repirr^pas  k,  r.  X.  xal  </>w^  iyiwero  k.  t.  X.  koX  ed^df  tc/mAo^c  rbn^ 
rbvov  </>Cjs  fiiyo-'  ^^  '{«^»  <f»^l»f  6  'Iwd^n^r  X^i  a^{r  <ri}  rls  e^  Kt^pce ;  koL  vd\tw  i^t»ii  k.  r.  X. 
Kcd  t6t€j  <fnj<rlv,  6  *liadppris  rapaweffCiv  a&r^  iXtye'  84ofuu  cov  Ki^/h€,  <rv  fu  /Sdirruror.  j4nd 
when  he  came  from  the  water ^  the  heavens  were  opened,  and  he  saw  the  holy  spirit  of  God  in 
the  form  of  a  dove^  etc.,  and  a  voice  was  heard,  etc,  and  immediaidy  a  great  light  illuminated 
the  place  ;  seeing  which,John  said  to  him,  IVho  art  thou.  Lord  f  and  ctgain  a  voice,  etc.  And 
then,  John  falling  at  his  feet,  said  to  him,  I  beseech  thee.  Lord,  baptiu  me, 

^  SchneckenbuTger,  iiber  den  Ursprung  des  ersten  kanonischen  Evangeliums,  5.  121  f. ; 
Lucke,  Comm.  z.  £v.  Joh.,  I,  s.  361.  Usteri,  uber  den  Taufer  Johannes  u.  s.  w.,  Studien, 
2,  3.  s.  446. 
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namely,  to  give  greater  effect  to  the  scene.  A  simple  refusal  on  the  part  of 
the  Baptist  appeared  too  weak  ;  he  must  at  least  fall  at  the  feet  of  Jesus  ;  and 
a  more  suitable  occasion  could  not  be  given  than  that  of  the  sign  from 
heaven,  which  accordingly  must  be  placed  beforehand  This  Hebrew  Gospel, 
therefore^  will  not  help  us  to  understand  how  Matthew  was  led  into  contra- 
diction with  John ;  still  less  will  it  avail  for  the  explanation  of  Luke's  narra- 
tive. 

All  is  naturally  explained  by  the  consideration,  that  the  important  relation 
between  John  and  Jesus  must  have  been  regarded  as  existing  at  all  times,  by 
reason  of  that  ascription  of  pre-existence  to  the  essential  which  is  a  character- 
istic of  the  popular  mind.  Just  as  the  soul,  when  considered  as  an  essence, 
is  conceived  more  or  less  clearly  as  pre-existent ;  so  in  the  popular  mind,  every 
relation  pregnant  with  consequences  is  endowed  with  pre-existence.  Hence  ]  ^'^  ' '/ 
the  Baptist,  who  .eventually  held  so  significant  a  relation  to  Jesus,  must  have 
known  him  from  the  first,  as  is  indistinctly  intimated  by  Matthew,  and  more 
minutely  detailed  by  Luke ;  according  to  whom,  their  mothers  knew  each 
other,  and  the  sons  themselves  were  brought  together  while  yet  unborn.  All 
this  is  wanting  in  the  fourth  Gospel,  the  writer  of  which  attributes  an  opposite 
assertion  to  John,  simply  because  in  his  mind  an  opposite  interest  prepon- 
derated ;  for  the  less  Jesus  was  known  to  John  by  whom  he  was  afterwards 
so  extolled,  the  more  weight  was  thrown  on  the  miraculous  scene  which 
arrested  the  regards  of  the  Baptist — the  more  clearly  was  his  whole  position 
with  respect  to  Jesus  demonstrated  to  be  the  effect,  not  of  the  natural  order 
of  events,  but  of  the  immediate  agency  of  God. 


§46. 

WAS  JESUS  ACKNOWLEDGED   BY  JOHN   AS  THE  MESSIAH?    AND   IN   WHAT 

SENSE  ? 

To  the  foregoing  question  whether  Jesus  was  known  to  John  before  the 
baptism,  is  attached  another,  namely,  What  did  John  think  of  Jesus  and  his 
Messiahship?  The  evangelical  narratives  are  unanimous  in  stating,  that 
before  Jesus  had  presented  himself  for  baptism,  John  had  announced  the 
immediate  coming  of  One  to  whom  he  stood  in  a  subordinate  relation  ;  and 
the  scene  at  the  baptism  of  Jesus  marked  him,  beyond  mistake,  as  the  per- 
sonage of  whom  John  was  the  ibj:grunner.  According  to  Mark  and  Luke,  we 
must  presume  that  the  Baptist  gave  credence  to  thisj^gj^^^^a^cording  to  the 
fourth  Gospel,  he  expressly  attested  his  belief  (i.  34),  and  moreover  uttered 
words  which  evince  the  deepest  insight  into  the  higher  nature  and  office  of 
Jesus  (i.  39  ff.  36 ;  iii.  27  ff.) ;  according  to  the  first  Gospel,  he  was  already 
convinced  of  these  before  the  baptism  of  Jesus.  On  the  other  hand,  Matthew 
(xL  2  ff.)  and  Luke  (vii.  18  ff.)  tell  us  that  at  a  later  period,  the  Baptist,  on 
hearing  of  the  ministry  of  Jesus,  despatched  some  of  his  disciples  to  him  with 
the  inquiry,  whether  he  (Jesus)  was  the  promised  Messiah,  or  whether  an- 
other must  be  expected. 

The  first  impression  from  this  is,  that  the  question  denoted  an  uncertainty 
on  the  part  of  the  Baptist  whether  Jesus  were  really  the  Messiah  ;  and  so  it 
was  early  understood.^  But  such  a  doubt  is  in  direct  jcontraxliction  with  all 
the  other  circumstances  reported  by  the  Evangelists.     It  is  justly  regarded  as 

1  Tertttll.  adv.  Marcion,  iv.  18.     G>mp.  Bengel,  historico-exegetical  remarks  in  Matt.  xL 
2-19,  in  bis  Archiv.  i,  iii.  p.  754  ff. 
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psychologically  impossible  that  he  whose  belief  was  originated  or  confirmed 
by  the  baptismal  sign,  which  he  held  to  be  a  divine  revelation,  and  who  after- 
wards pronmmced  so  decidedly  on  the  Messianic  call  and  the  superior  nature 
of  Jesus,  should  all  at  once  have  become  unsteady  in  his  conviction ;  he  must 
then  indeed  have  been  like  a  reed  shaken  by  the  wind,  a  comparison  which 
Jesus  abnegates  on  this  very  occasion  (Matt  xi.  7).  A  cause  for  such  vacil- 
lation is  in  vain  sought  in  the  conduct  or  fortunes  of  Jesus  at  the  time ;  for 
the  rumour  of  the  works  of  Christy  Iprfo,  rw  Xpurrav^  which  in  Luke's  idea 
were  miracles,  could  not  awaken  doubt  in  the  Baptist,  and  it  was  on  this 
rumour  that  be  sent  his  message.  Lastly,  how  could  Jesus  subsequently 
(John  V.  33  ff.)  so  confidendy  appeal  to  the  testimony  of  the  Baptist  concern- 
ing him,  when  it  was  known  that  John  himself  was  at  last  perplexed  about  his 
Messiahship  ?  ' 

Hence  it  has  been  attempted  to  give  a  different  turn  to  the  facts,  and  to 
show  that  John's  inquiry  was  not  made  on  his  own  account,  but  for  the  sake 
of  his  disciples,  to  overcome  in  them  the  doubt  with  which  he  was  himself 
untainted:*^  Hereby  it  is  true,  the  above-named  difficulties  are  removed  ;  in 
particular  it  is  explained  why  the  Baptist  should  contrive  to  send  this  message 
precisely  on  hearing  of  the  miracles  of  Jesus ;  he  plainly  hoping  that  his 
disciples,  who  had  not  believed  his  testimony  to  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus, 
would  be  convinced  of  its  truth  by  beholding  the  marvellous  works  of  the 
latter.  But  how  could  John  hope  that  his  envoys  would  chance  to  find  Jesus 
in  the  act  of  working  miracles  ?  According  to  Matthew,  indeed,  they  did  not 
so  find  him,  and  Jesus  appeals  (v.  4)  only  to  his  former  works,  many  of  which 
they  had  seen,  and  of  which  they  might  hear  wherever  he  had  presented  him- 
self. Luke  alone,  in  giving  his  evidently  second-hand  narrative,^  misconstrues 
the  words  of  Jesus  to  require  that  the  disciples  of  John  should  have  found 
him  in  the  exercise  of  his  supernatural  power.  Further,  if  it  had  been  the 
object  of  the  Baptist  to  persuade  his  disciples  by  a  sight  of  the  works  of 
Jesus,  he  would  not  have  charged  them  with  a  question  which  could  be 
answered  by  the  mere  words,  the  authentic  declaration  of  Jesus.  For  he 
could  not  hope  by  the  assertion  of  the  person  whose  Messiahship  was  the 
very  point  in  debate,  to  convince  the  disciples  whom  his  own  declaration,  in 
other  cases  authoritative,  had  failed  to  satisfy.  On  the  whole,  it  would  have 
been  a  singular  course  in  the  Baptist  to  lend  his  own  words  to  the  doubts  of 
others,  and  thereby,  as  Schleiermacher  well  observes^  to  compromise  his 
early  and  repeated  testimony  in  favour  of  Jesus.  It  is  clear  that  Jesus  under- 
stood the  question  proposed  to  him  by  the  messengers  as  proceeding  from 
John  himself ;  (aTrayyctXarc  loioyiT/,  Matt.  xi.  4 ;)  and  he  indirectly  com- 
plained of  the  want  of  faith  in  the  latter  by  pronouncing  those  blessed  who 
were  not  offended  in  him  (ver.  6).* 

If  then  it  must  be  granted  that  John  made  his  inquiry  on  his  own  behalf, 
and  not  on  that  of  his  disciples,  and  if  nevertheless  we  cannot  impute  to  him 
a  sudden  lapse  into  doubt  after  his  previous  confidence ;  nothing  remains  but 
to  take  the  positive  instead  of  the  negative  side  of  the  question,  and  to  con- 
sider its  scepticism  as  the  mere  garb  of  substantial  encouragement^    On  this 

*  See  Paulus,  Kuinol,  in  ]oc.     Bengel,  ut  sup.,  p.  763. 

*  Calvin,  Comm.  in  harm.  ex.  Matth.,  Marc,  et  Luc.  in  loc. 

*  We  agree  with  Schleiermacher,  (uber  den  Lukas,  s.  106  f )  in  thus  designating  the  narra- 
tive of  the  third  evangelist,  6rst,  on  account  of  the  idle  repetition  of  the  Baptist's  words, 
ver.  20 ;  secondly,  on  account  of  the  mistake  in  ver.  18  and  21,  of  which  we  shall  presently 
treat,  and  to  which  ver.  29,  30,  seem  to  betray  a  similar  one. 

^  Compare  Calvin  in  loc.  and  Bengel  ut  sup.,  s.  753  flf. 

*  Thus  most  recent  commentators :  Paulus,  Kuinol,  Bengel,  Hase,  Theile^  and  even 
Fritsche. 
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interpretation,  the  time  which  Jesus  allowed  to  escape  without  publicly  mani- 
festing himself  as  the  Messiah,  seemed  too  tedious  to  John  in  his  imprison- 
ment ;  he  sent  therefore  to  inquire  how  long  Jesus  would  allow  himself  to  be 
waited  for,  how  long  he  would  delay  winning  to  himself  the  better  part  of  the 
people  by  a  declaration  of  his  Messiahship,  and  striking  a  decisive  blow 
against  the  enemies  of  his  cause — a  blow  that  might  even  liberate  the  Baptist 
from  his  prison.  But  if  the  Baptist,  on  the  strength  of  his  belief  that  Jesus 
was  the  Messiah,  hoped  and  sued  ifor  a  deliverance,  perhaps  miraculous,  by 
him  from  prison,  he  would  not  clothe  in  the  language  of  doubt  an  entreaty 
which  sprang  out  of  his  faith.  Now  the  inquiry  in  our  evangelical  text  is  one 
of  unmixed  doubt,  and  encouragement  must  be  foisted  in,  before  it  can  be 
found  there.  How  great  a  violence  must  be  done  to  the  words  is  seen  by  the 
way  in  which  Schleiermacher  handles  them  in  accordance  with  this  interpre- 
tation. The  dubitative  question,  (rv  cT  6  Ipxoyutvo^;  he  changes  into  the 
positive  assumption,  t/tou  art  he  who  was  to  come  \  the  other  still  more  em- 
barrassing interrogatory,  i)  crcpov  itpwrhoKm^^ ;  he  completely  transfigures 
thus  :  wherefore  (seeing  thai  thou  performest  so  great  works)  do  we  yet  await 
thee  ? — sha/I  not  John  with  ail  his  authority  command^  through  us,  all  those  who 
have  partaken  of  his  baptism  to  obey  thee  as  the  Messiah,  and  be  attentive  to  thy 
signs  f  Even  if  we  allow,  with  Neander,  the  possibility  of  truth  to  this  inter- 
pretation, a  mere  summons  to  action  will  not  accord  with  the  earlier  repre- 
sentation of  Jesus  given  by  the  Baptist.  The  two  enunciations  are  at  issue 
as  to  form  ;  for  if  John  doubted  not  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus,  neither  could 
he  doubt  his  better  knowledge  of  the  fitting  time  and  manner  of  his  appear- 
ance :  still  farther  are  they  at  issue  as  to  matter ;  for  the  Baptist  could  not 
take  offence  at  what  is  termed  the  delay  of  Jesus  in  manifesting  himself  as 
the  Messiah,  or  wish  to  animate  him  to  bolder  conduct,  if  he  retained  his 
early  view  of  the  destination  of  Jesus.  If  he  still,  as  formerly,  conceived  Jesus 
to  be  the  Lamb  of  God  that  taketh  away  the  sins  of  the  world,  6  dfivo^  rov  0coi), 
6  alpmv  rifv  dfjMfniav  rev  Koafiov,  no  thought  could  occur  to  him  of  a  blow  to 
be  struck  by  Jesus  against  his  enemies,  or  in  general,  of  a  violent  procedure  to 
be  crowned  by  external  conquest ;  rather,  the  quiet  path  which  Jesus  trod 
must  appear  to  him  the  right  one — the  path  befitting  the  destination  of  the 
Lamb  of  God.  Thus  if  the  question  of  John  conveyed  a  mere  summons  to 
action,  it  contradicted  his  previous  views. 

These  expedients  failing,  the  original  explanation  returns  upon  us ;  namely, 
that  the  inquiry  was  an  expression  of  uncertainty,  respecting  the  messianic 
dignity  of  Jesus^  which  had  arisen  in  the  Baptist's  own  mind ;  an  emanation 
which  even  Neander  allows  to  be  the  most  natural.  This  writer  seeks  to  account 
for  the  transient  apostacy  of  the  Baptist  from  the  strong  faith  in  which  he  gave 
his  earlier  testimony,  by  the  supposition  that  a  dark  hour  of  doubt  had  over, 
taken  the  man  of  God  in  his  dismal  prison ;  and  he  cites  instances  of  men 
who,  persecuted  for  their  Christian  faith  or  other  convictions,  after  having 
long  borne  witness  to  the  truth  in  the  face  of  death,  at  length  yielded  to 
human  weakness  and  recanted.  But  on  a  closer  examination,  he  has  given  a 
false  analogy.  Persecuted  Christians  of  the  first  centuries,  and,  later,  a 
Berengarius  or  a  Galileo,  were  false  to  the  convictions  for  which  they  were 
imprisoned,  and  by  abjuring  which  they  hoped  to  save  themselves  :  the 
Baptist,  to  be  compared  with  them,  should  have  retracted  his  censure  of 
Herod,  and  not  have  shaken  his  testimony  in  favour  of  Christ,  which  had  no 
relation  to  his  imprisonment.  However  that  may  be,  it  is  evident  here  that 
these  doubts  cannot  have  been  preceded  by  a  state  of  certainty. 

We  come  again  to  the  difficulty  arising  from  the  statement  of  Matthew  that 
John  sent  his  two  disciples  on  hearing  of  the  ivorks  of  Christ,  oKova-as  rk 
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€fyya  rov  XpKrrov,  or  as  Luke  has  it,  because  his  disciples  showed  him  of  all 
these  things^  dTr^yyciXav  vepl  iravr<av  rovnav.  The  latter  evangelist  has 
narrated,  immediately  before,  the  raising  of  the  widow's  son,  and  the  healing 
of  the  centurion's  servant  Could  John,  then,  believe  Jesus  to  be  the  Messiah 
before  he  had  performed  any  messianic  works,  and  be  seized  with  doubt  when 
he  began  to  legitimatize  his  claim  by  miracles  such  as  were  expected  from  the 
Messiah  ^  ?  This  is  so  opposed  to  all  pyschological  probability,  that  I  wonder 
Dr.  Paulus,  or  some  other  expositor  versed  in  pyschology  and  not  timid  in 
verbal  criticism,  has  not  started  the  conjecture  that  a  negative  has  slipped  out 
of  Matt.  xi.  3,  and  that  its  proper  reading  is,  6  hi  *Io)avn7s  ovk  (Ixovo-a?  Iv  np 
Sea-fjuforrfpua  ra  tpya  rov  Xpurrovj  k,  r.  X.  It  might  then  be  conceived,  that 
John  had  indeed  been  convinced,  at  a  former  period,  of  the  Messiahship  of 
Jesus ;  now,  however,  in  his  imprisonment,  the  works  of  Jesus  came  no 
longer  to  his  ears,  and  imagining  him  inactive,  he  was  assailed  with  doubt 
But  had  John  been  previously  satisfied  of  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus,  the 
mere  want  of  acquaintance  with  his  miracles  could  not  have  unhinged  his 
faith.  The  actual  cause  of  John's  doubt,  however,  was  the  report  of  these 
miracles ; — a  state  of  the  case  which  is  irreconcilable  with  any  previous  con- 
fidence. 

But  how  could  he  become  uncertain  about  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus,  if  he 
had  never  recognised  it?    Not  indeed  in  the  sense  of  beginning  to  suspect 
that  Jesus  was  not  the  Messiah  ;  but  quite  possibly  in  the  sense  of  beginning 
i  to  conjecture  that  a  paan  of  such  deeds  was  the  Messiah. 

We  have  here,  not*a  decaying,  but  a  growing  ceftainty,  and  this  discrimina- 
tion throws  light  on  the  whole  purport  of  the  passages  in  question.  John 
knew  nothing  of  Jesus  before,  but  that  he  had,  like  many  others,  partaken 
of  his  baptism,  and  perhaps  frequented  the  circle  of  his  disciples  ;  and  not 
until  after  the  imprisonment  of  the  Baptist  did  Jesus  appear  as  a  teacher,  and 
worker  of  miracles.  Of  this  John  heard,  and  then  arose  in  his  mind  a  con- 
jecture, fraught  with  hope,  that  as  he  had  announced  the  proximity  of  the 
Messiah's  kingdom,  this  Jesus  might  be  he  who  would  verify  his  idea.^  So 
interpreted,  this  message  of  the  Baptist  excludes  his  previous  testimony ;  if 
he  had  so  spoken  formerly,  he  could  not  have  so  inquired  latterly,  and  vice  versd. 
It  is  our  task,  therefore,  to  compare  the  two  contradictory  statements,  that 
we  may  ascertain  which  has  more  traces  than  the  other,  of  truth  or  un« 
truth. 

The  most  definite  expressions  of  John's  conviction  that  Jesus  was  the 
Messiah  are  found  in  the  fourth  Gospel,  and  these  suggest  two  distinct  ques- 
tions :  first,  whether  it  be  conceivable  that  John  had  such  a  notion  of  the 
Messiah  as  is  therein  contained ;  and,  secondly,  whether  it  be  probable  that 
he  believed  it  realized  in  the  person  of  Jesus. 

With  respect  to  the  former,  the  fourth  Gospel  makes  the  Baptist's  idea  of 
the  Messiah  include  the  characteristics  of  expiatory  suffering,  and  of  a  pre- 
mundane,  heavenly  existence.  It  has  been  attempted,  indeed,  so  to  interpret 
the  expressions  with  which  he  directs  his  disciples  to  Jesus,  as  to  efface  the 
notion  of  expiatory  suffering.  Jesus,  we  are  told,  is  compared  to  a  lamb  on 
account  of  his  meekness  and  patience ;  atpciK  r^v  a/jxipriav  rov  Kocfiov,  is  to 

7  This  difficulty  occurred  to  Bengel  also,  ut  sup. ,  p.  769. 

B  The  gospel  writers,  after  what  they  had  narratea  of  the  relations  between  Jesas  and  the 
Baptist,  of  course  understood  the  question  to  express  doubt,  whence  probably  v.  6  (Matt.) 
and  V.  23  (Luke)  came  in  this  connection.  Supposing  these  passages  authentic,  they  suggest 
another  conjecture  ;  viz.  that  Jesus  spoke  in  the  foregoing  verses  of  spiritual  miracles,  and 
that  the  Baptist  was  perplexed  by  the  absence  of  corporeal  ones.  The  dKo6cas  rd  (pya  r. 
X.  must  then  be  set  down  to  the  writer's  misapprehension  of  the  expressions  of  Jesus. 
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be  understood  either  of  a  patient  endurance  of  the  world's  malice,  or  of  an 
endeavour  to  remove  the  sins  of  the  world  by  reforming  it ;  and  the  sense 
of  the  Baptist's  words  is  this :  "  How  moving  is  it  that  this  meek  and  gentle 
Jesus  should  have  undertaken  so  difficult  and  painful  an  office  ^  !  "  But  the 
best  critics  have  shown  that  even  if  alptiy  by  itself  might  bear  this  interpreta- 
tion, still  d/Avof,  not  merely  with  the  article  but  with  the  addition  rov  ©cov, 
roust  signify,  not  a  lamb  in  general,  but  a  special,  holy  Lamb ;  and  if,  as  is 
most  probable,  this  designation  has  reference  to  Isa.  liii.  7.,  ailpcivr^v  dfrnpTtav 
can  only  be  expounded  by  what  is  there  predicated  of  the  lamb-like  servant  of 

God,  that  he  ras  afuifyruK  "qfiSiV  <f>€p€L,  koi  irtpi  '^fjuav  6SwaTai  (V.  4,  LXX.), 
words  which  must  signify  vicarious  suffering.  ^°  Now  that  the  Baptist  should 
have  referred  the  above  prophetic  passage  to  the  Messiah,  and  hence 
have  thought  of  him  as  suffering,  has  been  recently  held  more  than  doubt- 
ful." 

For  so  foreign  to  the  current  opinion,  at  least,  was  this  notion  of  the 
Messiah,  that  the  disciples  of  Jesus,  during  the  whole  period  of  their  inter- 
course with  him,  could  not  reconcile  themselves  to  it ;  and  when  his  death 
had  actually  resulted,  their  trust  in  him  as  the  Messiah  was  utterly  confounded 
(Luke  xxiv.  20  ff.).  How,  then,  could  the  Baptist,  who,  according  to  the 
solemn  declaration  of  Jesus,  Matt  xi.  1 1,  confirmed  by  the  allusions  in  the 
Gospels  to  his  strict  ascetic  life,  ranked  below  the  least  in  the  kingdom  of 
heaven,  to  which  the  apostles  already  belonged — how  could  this  alien  discern, 
long  before  the  sufferings  of  Jesus,  that  they  pertained  to  the  character  of  the 
Messiah,  when  the  denizens  were  only  taught  the  same  lesson  by  the  issue  ?  Or, 
if  the  Baptist  really  had  such  insight,  and  communicated  it  to  his  disciples,  why 
did  it  not,  by  means  of  those  who  left  his  circle  for  that  of  Jesus,  win  an  entrance 
into  the  latter — nay,  why  did  it  not,  by  means  of  the  great  credit  which  John 
enjoyed,  mitigate  the  offence  caused  by  the  death  of  Jesus,  in  the  public  at 
large  ^*  ?  Add  to  this,  that  in  none  of  our  accounts  of  the  Baptist,  with 
the  exception  of  the  fourth  Gospel,  do  we  find  that  he  entertained  such 
views  of  the  Messiah's  character ;  for,  not  to  mention  Josephus,  the  Synop- 
tical Grospels  confine  his  representation  of  the  Messianic  office  to  the  spiritual 
baptism  and  winnowing  of  the  people.  Still  it  remains  possible  that  a  pene- 
trating mind,  like  that  of  the  Baptist,  might,  even  before  the  death  of  Jesus, 
gather  from  Old  Testament  phrases  and  types  the  notion  of  a  suffering  I 
Messiah,  and  that  his  obscure  hints  on  the  subject  might  not  be  comprehended ' 
by  his  disciples  and  cotemporaries. 

Thus  the  above  considerations  are  not  decisive,  and  we  therefore  turn  to 
the  expressions  concerning  the  premundane  existence  and  heavenly  origin  of 
the  Messiah,  with  the  question  :  Could  the  Baptist  have  really  held  such 
tenets?  That  from  the  words,  John  i.  15,  27,  30:  He  that cometh  after  me 
is  preferred  before  me;  far  he  was  before  me^  6  airwrw  fu>u  ipx^f^^  €fiwpocr6€v 
fijov  yiyw€v^  on  irpo>ros  fwv  ^v,  nothing  but  dogmatical  obstinacy  can  banish 
the  notion  of  pre-existence,  is  seen  by  a  mere  glance  at  such  expositions  as 
this  of  Paulus :  *'  He  who  in  the  course  of  time  comes  after  me ;  has  so 
appeared  in  my  eyes,  tfjivpocrOiv  fjuov,  that  he  (ori — wore,  premiss — conclu- 
sion !)  deserves  rather  from  his  rank  and  character  to  be  called  the  first."  ^' 
With    preponderating  arguments  more    unprejudiced    commentators    have 

*  Gabler  and  Paulus. 
-^^  De  Wette,  de  morte  Christi  expiaton'a,  in  his  Opusc.  theoL,  s.  77  ff.     Lttcke,  Comm. 
znm  Ev.  Job.  i,  s.  347  ff.     Winer,  bibl.  Realworterb.  I,  s.  693,  Anm. 

^^  Gabler  and  Paulus.    De  Wette. 

*•  De  Wette,  nt  sup,  p.  76. 

^  Paulas,  Leben  Jesu,  2  a,  die  Ubers.,  s.  29.  31. 


224  PART  II.      CHAPTER  L      §  46. 

maintained,  that  the  reason  here  given  why  Jesus,  who  appeared  after  the 
Baptist  in  point  of  time,  had  the  precedence  of  him  in  dignity,  is  the  pre- 
existence  of  the  former.**  We  have  here  obviously  the  favourite  dogma  of 
the  fourth  Evangelist,  the  eternal  pre-existence  of  the  Xayo9,  present  indeed  to 
the  mind  of  that  writer,  who  had  just  been  inditing  his  proem,  but  that 
it  was  also  present  to  the  mind  of  the  Baptist  is  another  question.  The 
most  recent  expositor  allows  that  the  sense  in  which  the  Evangelist  intends 
irptoTo^  fioVf  must  have  been  very  remote  from  the  Baptist's  point  of  view,  at 
least  so  far  as  the  Xoyo?  is  concerned.  The  Baptist,  he  thinks,  held  the 
popular  Jewish  notion  of  the  pre-existence  of  the  Messiah,  as  the  subject  of 
the  Old  Testament  theophanies.*^  There  are  traces  of  this  Jewish  notion  in 
the  writings  of  Paul  (e.g.  i  Cor.  x.  4.  Col.  i.  15  f.)  and  the  rabbins*^ ;  and 
allowing  that  it  was  of  Alexandrian  origin,  as  Bretschneider  argues,^^  we 
may  yet  ask  whether  even  before  the  time  of  Christ,  the  Alexandrian-judaic 
theology  may  not  have  modified  the  opinions  of  the  mother  country  ?^^  Even 
these  expressions  then,  taken  alone,  are  not  conclusive,  although  it  begins  to 
appear  suspicious  that  the  Baptist,  otherwise  conspicuous  for  exhibiting  the 
practical  side  of  the  idea  of  the  Messiah's  kingdom,  should  have  ascribed  to 
him  by  the  fourth  Evangelist  solely,  two  notions  which  at  that  time  undoubt- 
edly belonged  only  to  the  deepest  messianic  speculations ;  and  that  the  form 
in  which  those  notions  are  expressed  is  too  peculiarly  that  of  the  writer,  not 
to  be  put  to  his  account. 

We  arrive  at  a  more  decisive  result  by  taking  into  examination  the  passage 
John  iii.  27-36,  where  John  replies  to  the  complaints  of  his  disciples  at  the 
rival  baptism  of  Jesus,  in  a  way  that  reduces  all  commentators  to  perplexity. 
After  showing  how  it  lay  at  the  foundation  of  their  respective  destinies,  which 
he  desired  not  to  overstep,  that  he  must  decrease,  while  Jesus  must  increase, 
he  proceeds  (ver.  31)  to  use  forms  of  expression  precisely  similar  to  those  ' 
in  which  the  Evangelist  makes  Jesus  speak  of  himself,  and  in  which  he 
delivers  his  own  thoughts  concerning  Jesus.  Our  most  recent  commentator  ^* 
allows  that  this  discourse  of  John  seems  the  echo  of  the  foregoing  con- 
versation between  Jesus  and  Nicodemus.'^  The  expressions  in  the  speech 
lent  to  the  Baptist  are  peculiarly  those  of  the  ap)ostle  John ;  for  instance, 
o-^paytifo)  (/^  seal),  fxafyrvpla  (testimony)^  the  antithesis  of  ob^co^cv  and  Ik  7^9  7^ 
{from  above  anid  of  the  earth)^  the  phrase  Ixeiv  iiunjv  almviov  {to  have  eternal 
life) ;  and  the  question  presents  itself :  Is  it  more  probable  that  the  Evange- 
list, as  well  as  Jesus,  in  whose  mouth  these  expressions  are  so  often  put, 
borrowed  them  from  the  Baptist,  or  that  the  Evangelist  lent  them  (I  will  only 
at  present  say)  to  the  latter  ?    This  must  be  decided  by  the  fact  that  the 

^^  ThoIUck  and  LUcke,  in  loc 

**  Liicke,  ut  sup. 

^*  See  Bertholdt,  Christologia  Judseornm  Jestt  apostolorumque  aetate,  §  23-25. 

*^  Probabilia,  p.  41. 

^^  See  Gfrorer,  Philo  und  die  Alexandr.     Theosophie,  part  ii.  p.  180. 

'*  LUcke,  ut  sup.,  p.  500. 

*®  Compare  especially  : 

J  oh.    iii.   II   (Jesus  to   Nicodemus) :    d/iVi  J<>h.  iii.  32  (the  Baptist):  jra2  h  itipcun  koI 

dfiiiv^    Xiyta    <roc,    0rc   0  ofda/uep,    XaXoO/uep,  fJKovffe,   toOto    fMpTvpeT*  ical  r^    fiaprvpUiP 

Kol  6  iwpidKafiepf  fAaprvpoO/jLep'  Kol  r^y  /Mp-  a^ov  MeltXcLfifidPtu 
Tvplaw  iiiMP  ov  \afApd)f€T€, 

V.  18 :  6  wurreOw  els   atrbv  ob  Kfdyerai,  V.  36 :  6  iri<rr€6ia¥  els  t6p  vibr  (x^*-  t*^" 

i  di    fA^    wurrevWf   ifhi    xixfiiTcu. '    6ti  /i^  cUtSviop*  6  5^  dreiOvf  rtf  vlft  wk  6^feT(u  ^io^p, 

revloTevKep  els  rb  5ro/ia  rov  piwoyepoOt  vloO  d\X*  1^  6pyii  rw  QeoG  fiiwet  ir*  avriif, 
rod  8eoD. 

Comp.  also  the  words  of  the  Baptist  v.  31,  with  Joh.  iii.  6.    12  f.  viiL  23  ;  v.  32  with 

viii.  26 ;  V.  33  with  vi.  27  ;  v.  34  with  ziL  49,  50  ;  v.  35  with  v.  22,  27,  x.  28  f.  xvii.  2. 
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ideas,  to  which  the  Baptist  here  gives  utterance,  lie  entirely  within  the  domain 
of  Christianity,  and  belong  specially  to  the  Christianity  of  the  Apostle  John. 
Take  for  example  that  antithesis  of  S,vu>  {from  abave\  and  Ik  rrj%  yrj^  (of  the 
earthy  the  designation  of  Jesus  as  ^kcd^cv  ipxofievo^  {he  that  comethfrom  above), 
as  ov  dircoTciXcv  6  %w  {he  whom  God  hath  sent),  who  consequently  ra  pT^/mra 
rov  0COV  AoXci  {speaheth  the  words  of  God),  the  relation  of  Jesus  to  God  as 
the  vM  {son),  whom  6  ^rar^/o  ayaira  {the  Father  laveth) : — what  can  be  char- 
acteristic of  Christianity,  and  of  the  Apostle  John's  mode  of  presenting  it,  if 
these  ideas  are  not  so  ?  and  could  they  belong  to  the  Baptist  ?  Christianis- 
mus  ante  Christum  /  And  then,  as  Olshausen  well  observes,'^  is  it  consistent 
for  John,  who,  even  on  the  fourth  Evangelist's  own  showing,  remained  sepa- 
rate from  Jesus,  to  speak  of  the  blessedness  of  a  believing  union  with  him  ? 
(v.  33  and  36). 

Thus  much  then  is  certain,  and  has  been  acknowledged  by  the  majority  of 
modern  commentators :  the  words  v.  31-36  cannot  have  been  spoken  by 
the  Baptist  Hence  theologians  have  concluded,  that  the  Evangelist  cannot 
have  intended  to  ascribe  them  to  him,  but  from  v.  3 1  speaks  in  his  own 
person.^  This  sounds  plausible,  if  they  can  only  point  out  any  mark  of  divi- 
sion between  the  discourse  of  the  Baptist  and  the  addenda  of  the  Evangelist 
But  none  such  is  to  be  found.  It  b  true  that  the  speaker  from  v.  31  uses  the 
third  person,  and  not  the  first  as  in  v.  30,  when  referring  to  the  Baptist :  but 
in  the  former  passage  the  Baptist  is  no  longer  alluded  to  directly  and  indivi- 
dually, but  as  one  of  a  class,  in  which  case  he  must,  though  himself  the 
speaker,  choose  the  third  person.  Thus  there  is  no  definitive  boundary,  and 
the  speech  glides  imperceptibly  from  those  passages  which  might  have  been 
uttered  by  the  Baptist,  into  those  which  are  altogether  incongruous  with  his 
position  ;  moreover  from  v.  30  Jesus  is  spoken  of  in  the  present  tense,  as  the 
Evangelist  might  represent  the  Baptist  to  speak  during  the  lifetime  of  Jesus, 
but  could  not  in  his  own  person  have  written  after  the  death  of  Jesus.  In 
other  passages,  when  presenting  his  own  reflections  concerning  Jesus,  he 
uses  the  preterite.^  Thus,  grammatically,  the  Baptist  continues  to  speak 
from  V.  31,  and  yet,  historically,  it  is  impossible  that  he  should  have  uttered 
the  sequel ;  a  contradiction  not  to  be  solved,  if  it  be  added  that,  dog- 
matically, the  Evangelist  cannot  have  ascribed  to  the  Baptist  words  which  he 
never  really  pronounced.  Now  if  we  do  not  choose  to  defy  the  clear  rules 
of  grammar,  and  the  sure  data  of  history,  for  the  sake  of  the  visionary  dogma 
of  inspiration,  we  shall  rather  conclude  from  the  given  premises,  with  the 
author  of  the  Probabilia,  that  the  Evangelist  falsely  ascribes  the  language  in 
question  to  the  Baptist,  putting  into  his  mouth  a  Christology  of  his  own,  of 
which  the  latter  could  know  nothing.  This  is  no  more  than  Liicke  ^  con- 
fesses, though  not  quite  so  frankly,  when  he  says  that  the  reflections  of  the 
Evangelist  are  here  more  than  equadly  mixed  with  the  discourse  of  the  Baptist, 
in  such  a  way  as  to  be  undistinguishable.  In  point  of  fact,  however,  the 
reflections  of  the  Evangelist  are  easily  to  be  recognized ;  but  of  the  funda- 
mental ideas  of  the  Baptist  there  is  no  trace,  unless  they  are  sought  for  with 
a  good  will  which  amounts  to  prejudice,  and  to  which  therefore  we  make  no 
pretension.  If  then  we  have  a  proof  in  the  passages  just  considered,  that 
the  fourth  Evangelist  did  not  hesitate  to  lend  to  the  Baptist  messianic  and 
other  ideas  which  were  never  his ;  we  may  hence  conclude  retrospectively 

*^  Bibl.  Comm.  3,  p.  105. 
**  Panlus,  Olshausen,  in  loc. 

**  E.g.  here,  v.  32,  it  is  said  :  t^  lULprvplw  a^ov  oblkXt  Xaftpd^et,  but  in  the  Prolog,  r, 
II  I  Kolol  tlkotavriw  ou  Topikapof.     Comp.  Liicke,  s.  501. 
•*  Ut  sup. 
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concerning  the  passages  on  which  we  formerly  suspended  our  decision,  that 
the  ideas  expressed  in  them  of  a  suffering  and  pre-existent  Messiah  belonged, 
not  to  the  Baptist,  but  to  the  EvangelTsl. 
In  giving  the  above  reply  to  our  first  question,  we  have,  in  strictness, 
'  answered  the  remaining  one ;  for  if  the  Baptist  had  no  such  messianic  ideas, 
he  could  not  refer  them  to  the  person  of  Jesus.     But  to  strengthen  the  evi- 
dence for  the  result  already  obtained,  we  will  make  the  second  question  the 
object  of  a  special  examination*     According  to  the  fourth  Evangelist  the 
Baptist  ascribed  to  Jesus  all  the  messianic  attributes  above  discussed.     If  he 
did  this  so  enthusiastically,  publicly,  and  repeatedly,  as  we  read  in  John,  he 
could  not  have  been  excluded  by  Jesus  from  the  kingdom  of  heaven  (Matt 
xl  11),  nor  have  been  placed  below  the  least  of  its  citizens.     For  such  a  con- 
fession as  that  of  the  Baptist,  when  he  calls  Jesus  the  vios  rov  0<ov,  who  was 
before  him, — such  refined  insight  into  the  messianic  economy,  as  is  shown  by 
his  designating  Jesus  o  dfivo^  rov  0€ov,  6  alpw¥  rrp^  AfAoprCav  rov  Koarfwvy  Peter 
himself  had  not  to  produce,  though  Jesus  not  only  receives  him  into  the 
kingdom  of  heaven  for  his  confession.  Matt  xvi.  16,  but  constitutes  him  the 
rock  on  which  that  kingdom  was  to  be  founded.     But  we  have  something  yet 
more  incomprehensible.     John,  in  the  fourth  gospel,  gives  it  as  the  object  of 
his  baptism,  Iva  <f>av€p<o$^  (Jesus  as  Messiah)  r^  'Itrpa^k  (i.  31),  and  acknow- 
ledges it  to  be  the  divine  ordinance,  that  by  the  side  of  the  increasing  Jesus, 
he  must  decrease  (iii.  30) ;  nevertheless  after  Jesus  had  begun  to  baptize  by 
the  instrumentality  of  his  disciples,  John  continues  to  practise  his  baptism 
(iii.  32).    Why  so,  if  he  knew  the  object  of  his  baptism  to  be  fulfilled  by  the 
introduction  of  Jesus,  and  if  he  directed  his  followers  to  him  as  the  Messiah  ? 
(i.  36  f.).^    The  continuance  of  his  baptism  would  be  to  no  purpose ;  for 
Liicke's  supposition  that  John's  baptism  was  still  of  effect  in  those  places  where 
Jesus  had  not  appeared,  he  himself  overthrows  by  the  observation,  that  at  least 
at  the  period  treated  of  in  John  iii.  22  ff.,  Jesus  and  John  must  have  been 
baptizing  near  to  each  other,  since  the  disciples  of  John  were  jealous  of  the 
concourse  to  the  baptism  of  Jesus.     But  the  continuance  of  John's  baptism 
appears  even  to  counteract  his  aim,  if  that  aim  were  merely  to  point  out  Jesus 
as  the  Messiah.     He  thereby  detained  a  circle  of  individuals  on  the  borders 
of  the  Messiah's  kingdom,  and  retarded  or  hindered  their  going  over  to  Jesus 
(and  that  through  his  own  fault,  not  theirs  alone,'^  for  he  nullified  his  verbal 
direction  to  Jesus  by  his  contradictory  example).    Accordingly  we  find  the 
party  of  John's  disciples  still  existing  in  the  time  of  the  Apostle  Paul  (Acts 
xviii.  24  f.,  xix.  iff.);  and,  if  the  Sabaeans  are  to  be  credited  concerning  their 
own  history,  the  sect  remains  to  this  day.^    Certainly,   presupposing  the 
averred  conviction  of  the  Baptist  relative  to  Jesus,  it  would  seem  most  natural 
for  him  to  have  attached  himself  to  the  latter ;  this,  however,  did  not  happen, 
and  hence  we  conclude  that  he  cannot  have  had  that  conviction.*^ 


**  De  Wette,  de  morte  Christi  expiatoria,  in  s.  Opusc  theol.  p.  81 ;  biblische  Dogmatik, 
§  209;  Winer,  bibl.  Realworterbuch  I,  s.  692. 

^  Neander,  p.  75.  This  author  erroneously  supposes  that  there  is  an  indication  of  the 
Baptist  having  directed  his  disciples  to  Jesus  in  Acts  xviii.  25,  where  it  is  said  of  ApoUos  : 
iiioaffKty  dxpipwi  rd  vepl  t<^  Kvplov,  hrurrdfupos  t6  ^TruryA  Twd^yov.  For  on  comparing 
the  following  chapter,  we  find  that  Paul  had  to  teach  the  disciples  of  John,  that  by  the 
ipX^Mf^os  announced  by  their  master,  they  were  to  understand  Jesus  ;  whence  it  is  clear  that 
the  things  of  the  Lord  expounded  by  ApoUos,  consisted  only  in  the  messianic  doctrine, 
purified  by  John  into  an  expectation  of  one  who  was  to  come,  and  that  the  more  accurate 
instruction  which  he  received  from  the  Christians,  Aquila  and  Priscilla,  was  the  doctrine  of 
its  fulfilment  in  the  person  of  Jesus. 

^  Gesenius,  Probeheft  der  Ersch  und  Gniber'schen  £ncyclo[Midie,  d.  A.  Zabier. 

"  Bretschneider,  Probab.,  s.  46  f. ;  comp.  Liicke,  s.  493  f. ;  De  Wette,  Opusc.  a.  a.  O. 
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But  chiefly  the  character  and  entire  demeanour  of  the  Baptist  render  it 
impossible  to  believe  that  he  placed  himself  on  that  footing  with  Jesus,  de- 
scribed by  the  fourth  evangelist  How  could  the  man  of  the  wilderness,  the 
stern  ascetic,  who  fed  on  locusts  and  wild  honey,  and  prescribed  severe  fasts 
to  his  disciples,  the  gloomy,  threatening  preacher  of  repentance,  animated 
with  the  spirit  of  Elias — how  could  he  form  a  friendship  with  Jesus,  in  every 
thing  his  opposite  ?  He  must  assuredly,  with  his  disciples,  have  stumbled  at, 
the  libSil  manners  of  Jesus,  and  have  been  hindered  by  them  from  recogniz-' 
ing  him  as  the  Messiah.  Nothing  is  more  unbending  than  ascetic  prej  udice  ; 
he  who,  like  the  Baptist,  esteems  it  piety  to  fast  and  mortify  the  body,  will 
never  assign  a  high  grade  in  things  divine  to  him  who  disregards  such  ascetic- 
ism. A  mind  with  narrow  views  can  never  comprehend  one  whose  vision 
takes  a  wider  range,  although  the  latter  may  know  how  to  do  justice  to  its 
inferior ;  hence  Jesus  could  value  and  sanction  John  in  his  proper  place,  but 
the  Baptist  could  never  give  the  precedence  to  Jesus,  as  he  is  reported  to  have 
done  in  the  fourth  gospel  The  declaration  of  the  Baptist  (John  iii.  30), 
that  he  must^jdecrease^  but  Jesus  must  increase,  is  frequently  praised  as  an 
example  of  the  noblest  and  sublimest  resignation.^^  The  beauty  of  this  repre- 
sentation we  grant ;  but  not  its  truth.  The  instance  would  Be  a  solitary  one, 
if  a  Ulan  whose  life  had  its  Influence  on  the  world's  history,  had  so  readily 
yielded  the  ascendant,  in  his  own  aera,  to  one  who  came  to  eclipse  him  and 
render  him  superfluous.  Such  a  step  is  not  less  diflicult  for  individuals  than 
for  nations,  and  that  not  from  any  vice,  as  egotism  or  ambition,  so  that  an 
exception  might  be  presumed  (though  not  without  prejudice)  in  the  case  of  a 
man  like  the  Baptist ;  it  is  a  consequence  of  that  blameless  limitation  which, 
as  we  have  already  remarked,  is  proper  to  a  low  point  of  view  in  relation  to 
a  higher,  and  which  is  all  the  more  obstinately  maintained  if  the  inferior  indi- 
vidual is,  like  John,  of  a  coarse,  rugged  nature.  Only  from  the  divine  point 
pf  view^or  from  that  of  an  historian,  bent  on  establishingT^ligious'docTrTnes, 
could  such  things  be  spoken,  and  the  fourth  Evangelist  has  in  fact  put  into 
the  moutb  of  the  Baptist  the  very  same  thoughts  concerning  the  relation  be- 
tween him  and  Jesus,  that  the  compiler  of  the  2nd  book  of  Samuel  his  com- 
municated, as  his  own  observation,  on  the  corresponding  relation  between 
Saul  and  David.^  Competent  judges  have  recently  acknowledged  that  there 
exists  a  discrepancy  between  the  synoptical  gosp>els  and  the  fourth,  the  blame 
of  which  must  be  imputed  to  the  latter  :  ^^  and  this  opinion  is  confirmed  and 
strengthened  by  the  fact  that  the  fourth  Evangelist  transforms  the  Baptist  into 
a  totally  different  character  from  that  in  which  he  appears  in  the  Synoptical 
gospels  and  in  Josephus ;  out  of  a  practical  preacher  he  makes  a  speculative 
chnstologist ;  out  of  a  hard  and  unbending,  a  yielding  and  self-renunciating 
nature. 

The  style  in  which  the  scenes  between  John  and  Jesus  (John  i.  29  ff.  35  if.) 
are  depicted,  shows  them  to  have  originated  partly  in  the  free  composition  of 
the  imagination,  partly  in  a  remodelling  of  the  synoptical  narratives  with  a 
view  to  the  glorification  of  Jesus.  With  respect  to  the  former :  Jesus  is  walk- 
jng,  V.  35,  near  to  John ;  in  v.  29  he  is  said  to  come  directly  tonim;"  yet  oh 
neither  occasion  is  there  any  account  of  an  interview  between  the  two.  Could 
Jesus  really  have  avoided  contact  with  the  Baptist,  that  there  might  be  no 
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^  Greiling,  Leben  Jesu  von  Nazaret,  s.  132  f. 
*  2  Sam.  iii  i. 


John  iii.  30. 
iKcivoF  del  aOf dpeiy. 


m\  i>^  "^M] 

X  a^)  DpVn  hw»  n»31  «>«*  «  eXarrowtfoi. 

*>  SchuU,  die  Lehre  vom  Abendmahl,  s.  145.     Winer,  Realwbrterbuch,  i,  s.  693. 
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appearance  of  preconcerted  action  ?  This  is  Lampe's  conjecture  ;  but  it  is 
the  product  of  modern  reflections,  foreign  to  the  time  and  circumstances  of 
Jesus.  Or  shall  we  suppose  that  the  narrator,  whether  fortuitously  or  pur- 
posely, omitted  known  details  ?  But  the  meetings  of  Jesus  and  John  must 
have  furnished  him  with  peculiarly  interesting  matter,  so  that,  as  Liicke 
allows,"  his  silence  is  enigmatical.  From  our  point  of  view  the  enigma  is 
solved.  The  Baptist  had,  in  the  Evangelist's  idea,  pointed  to  Jesus  aa_the 
j Messiah.  This,  understood  as  a  visible  pointing,  required  that  JfiSUS  i»hould 
pass  by  or  approach  John ;  hence  this  feature  was  inserted  in  the  narrative ; 
|but  the  particulars  of  an  actual  meeting  being  unnecessary,  were,  though  very 
awkwardly,  omitted.  The  incident  of  some  disciples  attaching  themselves  to 
Jesus  in  consequence  of  the  Baptist's  direction,  seems  to  be  a  free  version  of 
the  sending  of  two  disciples  by  John  from  his  prison.  Thus,  as  in  Matthew 
xi.  2,  and  Luke  vii.  18,  John  despatches  two  disciples  to  Jesus  with  the  dubi- 
tative  question.  "Art  thou  ^e  that  should  come?'*  so  in  the  fourth  gospel  he 
likewise  sends  two  disciples  to  Jesus,  but  with  the  positive  assertion  that  he 
(Jesus)  is  the  Lamb  of  God,  dfjLvos  ©cov ;  as  Jesus  in  the  former  case  gives  to 
the  disciples,  after  the  delivery  of  their  message,  the  direction  :  **  Go  and  tell 
John  the  things  ye  have  seen  and  heard^^*  a  ciScrc  iceu  rjKcrvfrari :  so  in  the  latter, 
he  gives  to  the  inquiry  concerning  bis  abode,  the  answer :  Come  and  see^ 
I^PX^(r6€  Koi  i$erc.  But  while  in  the  synoptical  gospels  the  two  disciples  return 
to  John,  in  the  fourth,  they  permanently  attach  themselves  to  Jesus. 

From  the  foregoing  considerations,  it  is  inconceivable  that  John  should  ever 
have  held  and  pronounced  Jesus  to  be  the  Messiah  :  but  it  is  easy  to  show 
how  a  belief  that  he  did  so  might  obtain^  without  historical  foundation. 
According  to  Acts  xix.  4,  the  Apostle  Paul  declares  what  seems  sufficiently 
guaranteed  by  history,  that  John  baptized  cis  rbv  ipxofityov,  and  this  coming 
Messiah,  adds  Paul,  to  whom  John  pointed  was  Jesus  (rovricmv  tU  Xpurrov 
^Irfo-ovv).  This  was  an  interpretation  of  the  Baptist's  words  by  the  issue  ;  for 
Jesus  had  approved  himself  to  a  great  number  of  his  cotemporaries,  as  the 
Messiah  announced  by  John.  There  was  but  a  step  to  the  notion  that  the 
Baptist  himself  had,  under  the  ipxoii€V(Kf  understood  the  indTvidUgl  Jesus;*— 
had  himself  the  tovtcotiv,  ic.t.X.  in  his  mind  ;  a  view  which, "how^ever  unhis- 
torical,  would  be  inviting  to  the  early  Christians,  in  proportion  to  their  wish 
to  sustain  the  dignity  of  Jesus  by  the  authority  of  the  Baptist,  then  very  influ- 
ential in  the  Jewish  world.**  There  was  yet  another  reason,  gathered  from 
the  Old  Testament  The  ancestor  of  the  Messiah,  David,  had  likewise  in  the 
old  Hebrew  legend  a  kind  of  forerunner  in  the  person  of  Samuel,  who  by 
order  from  Jehovah  anointed  him  to  be  king  over  Israel  (i  Sam.  xvi.),.apd 
afterwards  stood  in  the  relation  of  a  witness  to  his  claims.  If  then  it  behoved 
the  Messiah  to  have  a  forerunner,  who,  besides,  was  more  closely  characterized 
in  the  prophecy  of  Malachi  as  a  second  Elias,  and  if,  historically,  Jesus  was 

'*  Commentar,  s.  380. 

''  The  passage  above  quoted  from  the  Acts  gives  us  also  some  explanation,  why  the  fourth 
Evangelist  of  all  others  should  be  solicitous  to  place  the  Baptist  in  a  more  favourable  relation 
to  Jesus,  than  history  allows  us  to  conceive.  According  to  v.  i  ff.  there  were  persons  in 
Ephesus  who  knew  only  of  John's  baptism,  and  were  therefore  rebapcized  by  the  Apostle 
Paul  in  the  name  of  Jesus.  Now  an  old  tradition  represents  the  fourth  gospel  to  have  been 
written  in  Ephesus  (Irseneus  adv.  hser.  iii.  l).  If  we  accept  this  (and  it  is  certainly  correct 
in  assigning  a  Greek  locality  for  the  composition  of  this  Gospel),  and  presuppose,  in  accor- 
dance with  the  intimation  in  the  Acts,  that  Ephesus  was  the  seat  of  a  number  of  the  Baptist's 
followers,  all  of  whom  Paul  could  hardly  have  converted  ;  the  endeavour  to  draw  them  over 
to  Jesus  would  explain  the  remarkable  stress  laid  by  the  fourth  Evangelist  on  the  /taprvpla 
*l<aaypw,  Storr  has  very  judiciously  remarked  and  discussed  this,  iiber  den  Zwetk  der 
Evangelischen  Geschichte  und  der  Briefe  Johannis,  s.  5  ff.  24  f.  Compare  Hug,  Einleitung 
in  das  N.  T.,  s.  190  3^  Ausg. 
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preceded  by  John,  whose  baptism  as  a  consecration  corresponded  to  an 
anointing ;  the  idea  was  not  remote  of  conforming  the  relation  between  John 
and  Jesus  to  that  between  Samuel  and  David. 

We  might  have  decided  with  tolerable  certainty  which  of  the  two  incom- 
patible statements  concerning  the  relation  between  the  Baptist  and  Jesus  is 
to  be  renounced  as  unhistorical,  by  the  universal  canon  of  interpretation,  that 
where,  in  narratives  having  a  tendency  to  aggrandise  a  person  or  a  fact  (a 
tendency  which  the  Gospels  evince  at  every  step),  two  contradictory  state- 
ments are  found,  that  which  best  corresponds  to  this  aim  is  the  least  historical ; 
because  if,  in  accordance  with  it,  the  original  fact  had  been  so  dazzling,  it  is 
inconceivable  that  the  other  less  brilliant  representation  should  afterwards 
arise ;  as  here,  if  John  so  early  acknowledged  Jesus,  it  is  inexplicable  how  a 
story  could  be  fabricated,  which  reports  him  to  have  been  in  doubt  on  the 
same  subject  at  a  very  late  period.  We  have,  however,.by  a  separate  examina- 
tion of  the  narrative  in  the  fourth  gospel,  ascertained  that  it  is  self-contradictory 
and  contains  its  own  solution  ;  hence  our  result,  found  independently  of  the 
above  canon,  serves  for  its  confirmation. 

Meanwhile  that  result  is  only  the  negative,  that  all  which  turns  upon  the 
early  acknowledgment  of  Jesus  by  John  has  no  claim  to  be  received  as  his- 
torical ;  of  the  positive  we  know  nothing,  unless  the  message  out  of  prison 
may  be  regarded  as  a  clue  to  the  truth,  and  we  must  therefore  subject  this 
side  of  the  matter  to  a  separate  examination.  We  will  not  extend  our  argu-  |  (l^-^. 
ments  against  the  probability  of  an  early  and  decided  conviction  on  the  part    '  ^'' 

of  the  Baptist,  to  a  mere  conjecture  awakened  in  him  at  a  later  period  that  ^ 

Jesus  was  the  Messiah  ;  and  therefore  we  leave  uncontested  the  proper  con- 
tents of  the  narrative.  But  as  regards  the  form,  it  is  not  to  be  conceived 
without  difficulty.  That  the  Baptist  in  prison,  ^i^  r<p  Sccr/tam/p^  should  have 
information  of  the  proceedings  of  Jesus  ;  that  he  should  from  that  locality 
send  his  disciples  to  Jesus ;  and  that  these  as  we  are  led  to  infer,  should  bring 
him  an  answer  in  his  imprisonment 

According  to  Josephus,^  Herod  imprisoned  John  from  fear  of  disturbances : 
allowing  this  to  be  merely  a  joint  cause  with  that  given  by  the  Evangelist,  it  is 
yet  difficult  to  believe  that  to  a  man,  one  motive  of  whose  imprisonment  was 
to  seclude  him  from  his  followers,  his  disciples  should  have  retained  free 
access ;  although  we  cannot  prove  it  an  impossibility  that  circumstances  might 
favour  the  admission  of  certain  individuals.  Now  that  the  message  was  sent 
from  prison  we  learn  from  Matthew  alone ;  Luke  says  nothing  of  it,  although 
he  tells  of  the  message.  We  might  hence,  with  Schleiermacher,^^  consider 
Luke's  account  the  true  one,  and  the  Sco-fuon/pta)  of  Matthew  an  unhistorical 
addition.  But  that  critic  has  himself  very  convincingly  shown,  fl'om  the 
tedious  amplifications,  partly  betraying  even  misunderstanding,  which  the 
narrative  of  Luke  contains  (vii.  20,  21,  29,  30),  that  Matthew  gives  the  inci- 
dent in  its  original,  Luke  in  a  revised  form.^  It  would  indeed  be  singular  if 
Matthew  had  supplied  the  ^eo-fiam/pi!^  when  it  was  originally  wanting  ;  it  is  far 
more  natural  to  suppose  that  Luke,  who  in  the  whole  paragraph  appears  as  a 
reviser,  expunged  the  original  mention  of  the  prison. 

In  judging  of  Luke's  motives  for  so  doing,  we  are  led  to  notice  the  differ- 
ence in  the  dates  given  by  the  evangelists  for  the  imprisonment  of  John. 
Matthew,  with  whom  Mark  agrees,  places  it  before  the  public  appearance  of 
Jesus  in  Galilee ;  for  he  gives  it  as  the  motive  for  the  return  of  Jesus  into  that 
province  (Matt  iv.  12;  Mark  L  14).    Luke  assigns  no  precise  date  to  the 

•*  Antiq.  xviii.  v.  2. 

^  Ueber  den  Lukas,  s.  109. 

••  Ibid.  p.  106. 
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arrest  of  the  Baptist  (iii  19  f.),  yet  it  is  to  be  inferred  from  his  silence  about 
the  prison,  in  connexion  with  the  sending  of  the  two  disciples,  that  he  re- 
garded it  as  a  later  occurrence ;  but  John  expressly  says,  that  after  the  first 
passover  attended  by  Jesus  in  his  public  character,  yi^A/r  was  not  yet  cast  into 
prison  (iii.  24).  If  it  be  asked,  who  is  right  ?  we  answer  that  there  is  some- 
thing on  the  face  of  the  account  of  the  first  Evangelist,  which  has  inclined 
many  commentators  to  renounce  it  in  favour  of  the  two  last  That  Jesus,  on 
the  report  of  John's  imprisonment  in  Galilee  by  Herod  Antipas,  should  have 
returned  into  the  dominions  of  that  prince  for  the  sake  of  safety,  is,  as 
Schneckenbiirger  well  maintains,^^  highly  improbable,  since  there,  of  all 
places,  he  was  the  least  secure  from  a  similar  fate.  But  even  if  it  be  held 
impossible  to  dissociate  the  avcx<i>p^ev  (he  withdrew)  from  the  cognate  idea 
of  seeking  security,  we  may  still  ask  whether,  disregarding  the  mistake  in  the 
motive,  the  fact  itself  may  not  be  maintained.  Matthew  and  Mark  connect 
with  this  journey  into  Galilee  after  John's  imprisonment,  the  commencement 
of  the  public  ministry  of  Jesus ;  and  that  this  was  consequent  on  the  removal 
of  the  Baptist,  I  am  quite  inclined  to  believe.  For  it  is  in  itself  the  most 
natural  that  the  exit  of  the  Baptist  should  incite  Jesus  to  carry  on  in  his  stead 
the  preaching  of  /tcravotctr^'  ^yytKc  yap  17  fiaaiXeia  rijixi^  ovpavCav ;  and  the  canon 
cited  above  is  entirely  in  favour  of  Matthew.  For  if  it  be  asked  which  fiction 
best  accords  with  the  aggrandising  spirit  of  the  Christian  legend, — that  of 
John's  removal  before  the  appearance  of  Jesus,  or  that  of  their  having  long 
laboured  in  conjunction  ? — the  answer  must  be,  the  latter.  If  he  to  whom 
the  hero  of  a  narrative  is  superior  disappears  from  the  scene  before  the  en- 
trance of  the  latter,  the  crowning  opportunity  for  the  hero  to  demonstrate  his 
ascendancy  is  lost — the  full  splendour  of  the  rising  sun  can  only  be  appreciated, 
when  the  waning  moon  is  seen  above  the  horizon,  growing  paler  and  paler  in 
the  presence  of  the  greater  luminary.  Such  is  the  case  in  the  Gospels  of  Luke 
and  John,  while  Matthew  and  Mark  rest  satisfied  with  the  less  effective  repre- 
sentation. Hence,  as  the  least  calculated  to  magnify  Jesus,  the  account  of 
Matthew  has  the  advantage  in  historical  probability. 
I  Thus  at  the  time  when  the  two  disciples  must  have  been  sent  to  Jesus, 
the  Baptist  was  already  imprisoned,  and  we  have  remarked  above,  that  he 
could  hardly,  so  situated,  transmit  and  receive  messages.  But^opylat  legend 
m^ght  be  prompted  to  fabricate  such  a  message,  that  the  Baptist  might  not 
depart  without  at  least  an  incipient  recognition  of  Jesus  as  the  Messiah  ;  so 
that  neither  the  one  nor  the  other  of  the  two  incompatible  statements  is  to  be 
regarded  as  historical. 

§47. 

OPINION  OF  THE  EVANGELISTS  AND  JESUS  CONCERNING  THE  BAPTIST,  WITH 
HIS  OWN  JUDGMENT  ON  HIMSELF.  RESULT  OF  THE  INQUIRY  INTO  THE 
RELATIONSHIP   BETWEEN   THESE   IIVO   INDIVIDUALS. 

The  Evangelists  apply  to  John,  as  the  preparer  of  the  Messiah's  kingdom, 
several  passages  of  the  Old  Testament. 

The  abode  of  the  preacher  of  repentance  in  the  wilderness,  his  activity  in 
preparing  the  way  for  the  Messiah,  necessarily  recalled  the  passage  of  Isaiah 
(xl.  3ff.  LXX.)  :  ijimvrf  PoCnnro^  cv  Iprnjja*  hroifiaa'art  Trjv  hihv  Kvpuo  k,  r.  A. 
This  passage,  which  in  its  original  connection  related  not  to  the  Messiah  and 
his  forerunner,  but  to  Jehovah,  for  whom  a  way  was  to  be  prepared  through 

^  Uebcr  den  Ursprung  u.  s.  w.  s.  79. 
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the  wilderness  toward  Judea,  that  he  might  return  with  his  people  from  exile, 
is  quoted  by  the  first  three  Evangelists  as  a  prophecy  fulfilled  by  the  appear- 
ance of  the  Baptist  (Matt  iii.  3  ;  Mark  i.  3  ;  Luke  iii.  4  ff.).  This  might  be 
thought  a  later  and  Christian  application,  but  there  is  nothing  to  controvert 
the  statement  of  the  fourth  Evangelist,  that  the  Baptist  had  himself  character- 
ized his  destination  by  those  prophetic  words. 

As  the  synoptical  gospels  have  unanimously  borrowed  this  passage  from 
the  Baptist  himself,  so  Mark  has  borrowed  the  application  of  another  prophetic 
passage  to  the  Baptist  from  Jesus.  Jesus  had  said  (Matt  xi.  10;  Luke  vii. 
27)  :  OVT09  yap  cort  wtpi  ov  ycypairrat*  iSov  d^rocrrcXAo)  rov  ayycXov  fwv  vfib 
rrpoa-wTTov  crov,  &?  icarocr/ccvcurfi  rrfv  oSv  (rov  IfkirpwrOhf  (roxro.  This  is  he  of 
whom  it  is  written^  Behold  I  send  my  messenger  before  thy  face^  to  prepare  thy 
way  before  thee ;  and  Mark  in  the  introduction  to  his  Gospel,  applies  these 
words  of  Malachi  (iii.  1),  together  with  the  above  passage  from  Isaiah,  with- 
out  distinguishing  their  respective  sources,  to  the  forerunner,  John.  ITie 
text  is  a  messianic  one ;  Jehovah,  however,  does  not  therein  speak  of  send- 
ing a  messenger  before  the  Messiah,  but  before  himself :  and  it  is  only  in  the 
New  Testament  citations  in  all  these  instances  that  the  second  person  {<tqv) 
is  substituted  for  the  first  (^^9?). 

Another  notable  passage  of  the  same  prophet  (iiL  33,  LXX.  iv.  4  :  kou  iSoir 
cyw  aTocrrcXtt)  vfuv  *HAiav  rov  ®Brfiirr/Vj  irpw  i\Ouv  rtpf  ^fiipay  Kvpiov,  #c.  r.  X. : 
Behold^  Iwiil  send  you  Elijah  the  Tishbite  before  the  coming  of  the  day  of  the  Lord^ 
eta)  suggested  to  the  Evangelists  the  assimilation  of  John  the  Baptist  to  Elias. 
That  John,  labouring  for  the  reformation  of  the  people,  in  the  spirit  and 
power  of  Elias,  should  prepare  the  way  for  the  Divine  visitation  in  the  times 
of  the  Messiah,  was  according  to  Luke  i.  17,  predicted  before  his  birth.  In 
John  L  21,  when  the  emissaries  of  the  Sanhedrim  ask,  ''Art  thou  Elias?" 
the  Baptist  declines  this  dignity :  according  to  the  usual  explanation,  he 
only  extended  his  denial  to  the  rude  popular  notion,  that  he  was  the  ancient 
seer  corporeally  resuscitated,  whereas  he  would  have  admitted  the  view  of 
the  synoptical  gospels,  that  he  had  the  spirit  of  Elias.  Nevertheless  it 
appears  improbable  that  if  the  fourth  Evangelist  had  been  familiar  with  the 
idea  of  the  Baptist  as  a  second  Elias,  he  would  have  put  into  his  mouth  so 
direct  a  negative. 

This  scene,  peculiar  to  the  fourth  gospel,  in  which  John  rejects  the  title  of 
Elias,  with  several  others,  demands  a  yet  closer  examination,  and  must  be 
compared  with  a  narrative  in  Luke  (iii.  15),  to  which  it  has  a  striking  simi- 
larity. In  Luke,  the  ^rowd  assembled  round  the  Baptist  begin  to  think :  Is 
.wt  this  the  Christ  J  iLrpmrt  avrhi  ciiy  6  Xpurro? ;  in  John,  the  deputies  oflhe 
SEuahedrim*  ask  him,  ivho  art  thou}  av  rts  cT;  which  we  infer  from  the 
Baptist's  answer  to  mean  :  "  Art  thou,  as  is  believed,  the  Messiah  ?  "*  Accor- 
ding to  Luke,  the  Baptist  answers,  I  indeed  baptize  you  with  water ;  but  one 
mightier  than  I  cometh^  the  kUchet  of  wJwse  shoes  I  am  not  worthy  to  unloose. 
According  to  John  he  gives  a  similar  reply  :  I  baptize  with  water  ;  but  there 
standeth  one  among  you  whom  ye  know  not ;  He  it  is  who  coming  after  me  is  pre- 
ferred before  me^  whose  shoe^  latchet  I  am  not  worthy  to  unloose*,  the  latter 
Evangelist  adding  his  peculiar  propositions  concerning  the  pre-existence  of 
Jesus^  and  deferring  to  another  occasion  (v.  33)  the  mention  of  the  Messiah's 
spiritual  baptism,  which  Luke  gives  in  immediate  connexion  with  the  above 
passage.    In  Luke,  and  still  more  decidedly  in  John,  this  whole  scene  is  intro- 

*  The  expression  oc  'lovdcubt  is  thus  interpreted  by  the  most  learned  exegetists.  Comp. 
Paulus,  Liicke,  Tholuck  in  loc. 
'  LUcke,  Commentar,  s.  327. 
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duced  with  a  design  to  establish  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus,  by  showing  that 
the  Baptist  had  renounced  that  dignity,  and  attributed  it  to  one  who  should 
come  after  him.  If  at  the  foundation  of  two  narratives  so  similar^  there  can 
scarcely  be  more  than  one  fact,'  the  question  is,  which  gives  that  fact  the 
most  faithfully  ?  In  Luke's  account  there  is  no  intrinsic  improbability  ;  on 
the  contrary  it  is  easy  to  imagine,  that  the  people,  congregated  round  the 
man  who  announced  the  Messiah's  kingdom,  and  baptized  with  a  view  to  it, 
should,  in  moments  of  enthusiasm,  believe  him  to  be  the  Messiah.  But  that 
the  Sanhedrim  should  send  from  Jerusalem  to  John  on  the  banks  of  the 
Jordan,  for  the  sake  of  asking  him  whether  he  were  the  Messiah,  seems  less 
natural.  Their  object  could  only  be  what,  on  a  later  occasion,  it  was  with 
respect  to  Jesus  (Matt  xxi.  23  ff.),  namely,  to  challenge  the  authority  of  John 
to  baptize,  as  appears  from  v.  25.  Moreover,  from  the  hostile  position  which 
John  had  taken  towards  the  sects  of  the  Pharisees  and  Sadducees  (Matt  iii. 
7),  to  whom  the  members  of  the  Sanhedrim  belonged,  they  must  have  pre- 
judged that  he  was  not  the  Messiah,  nor  a  prophet,  and  consequently,  that  he 
had  no  right  to  undertake  a  pawner fjua..  But  in  that  case,  they  could  not  pos- 
sibly have  so  put  their  questions  as  they  are  reported  to  have  done  in  the 
fourth  gospel.  In  the  passage  from  Mathew  above  cited,  they  asked  Jesus, 
quite  consistently  with  their  impression  that  he  had  no  prophetic  authority : 
cV  iroLq.  iiowrUf,  ravra  iroici? ;  By  whcU  authority  doest  thou  thise  things  ?  but  in 
John,  they  question  the  Baptist  precisely  as  if  they  pre-supposed  him  to  be  the 
Messiah,  and  when  he,  apparently  to  their  consternation,  has  denied  this, 
they  tender  him  successively  the  dignities  of  Elias,  and  of  another  prophetic 
forerunner,  as  if  they  earnestly  wished  him  to  accept  one  of  these  titles. 
Searching  opponents  will  not  thus  thrust  the  highest  honours  on  the  man  to 
whom  they  are  inimical ; — this  is  the  representation  of  a  narrator  who  wishes 
to  exhibit  the  modesty  of  the  man,  and  his  subordination  to  Jesus,  by  his 
rejection  of  those  brilliant  titles.  To  enable  him  to  reject  them,  they  must 
have  been  offered ;  but  this  could  in  reality  only  be  done  by  well-wishers,  as 
in  Luke,  where  the  conjecture  that  the  Baptist  was  the  Messiah  is  attributed 
to  the  people. 

Why  then  did  not  the  fourth  Evangelist  attribute  those  questions  likewise  to 
the  people,  from  whom,  with  a  slight  alteration,  they  would  have  seemed 
quite  natural  ?  Jesus,  when  addressing  the  unbelieving  Jews  in  Jerusalem, 
(John  V.  33),  appeals  to  their  message  to  the  Baptist,  and  to  the  faithful  testi- 
mony then  given  by  the  latter.  Had  John  given  his  declaration  concerning 
his  relation  to  Jesus  before  the  common  people  merely,  such  an  appeal  would 
have  been  impossible ;  for  if  Jesus  were  to  refer  his  enemies  to  the  testimony 
of  John,  that  testimony  must  have  been  delivered  before  his  enemies  ;  if  the 
assertions  of  the  Baptist  were  to  have  any  diplomatic  value,  they  must  have 
resulted  from  the  official  inquiry  of  a  magisterial  deputation.  Such  a  re- 
modelling of  the  facts  appears  to  have  been  aided  by  the  above-mentioned 
narrative  from  the  synoptical  traditions,  wherein  the  high  priests  and  scribes  ask 
Jesus,  by  what  authority  he  does  such  things  (as  the  casting  out  of  the  buyers 
and  sellers).  Here  also  Jesus  refers  to  John,  asking  for  their  opinion  as  to 
the  authority  of  his  baptism,  only,  it  is  true,  with  the  negative  vifew  of  repress- 
ing their  further  inquiries  (Matt  xxi.  23  flf.  parall.)  ;  but  how  easily  might  this 
reference  be  made  to  take  an  affirmative  sense,  and  instead  of  the  argument, 
"  If  ye  know  not  what  powers  were  entrusted  to  John,  ye  need  not  know 
whence  mine  are  given," — the  following  be  substituted :  '*  Since  ye  know 
what  John  has  declared  concerning  me,  ye  must  also  know  what  power  and 

•  Lucke,  s.  339. 
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dignity  belong  to  me ; "  whereupon  what  was  originally  a  question  addressed 
to  Jesus,  transformed  itself  into  a  message  to  the  fiaptist> 

The  judgment  of  Jesus  on  the  character  nf  ]r.Un  jq  delivered  on  two 
occasions  in  the  synoptical  gospels ;  first  after  the  departure  of  John's  mes- 
sengers (Matt  xi.  7  if.);  secondly,  after  the  appearance  of  Elias  at  the  trans- 
figuration (Matt.  xvii.  12  fif.),  in  reply  to  the  question  of  a  disciple.  In  the 
fourth  gospel,  after  an  appeal  to  the  Baptist's  testimony,  Jesus  pronounces  an 
eulc^um  on  him  in  the  presence  of  the  Jews  (v.  35),  after  referring,  as  above 
remarked,  to  their  sending  to  John.  In  this  passage  he  calls  the  Baptist  a 
burning  and  a  shining  light,  in  whose  beams  the  fickle  people  were  for  a  season 
willing  to  rejoice.  In  one  synoptical  passage,  he  declares  John  to  be  the 
promised  Elias  ;  in  the  other,  there  are  three  points  to  be  distinguished.  First, 
with  respect  to  the  (character  and  agency  of  John,-^the  severity  and  firmness 
of  his  mind,  and  tne  pre-eminence  which  as  the  messianic  forerunner,  who 
with  forcible  hand  had  opened  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  he  maintained  even 
over  the  prophets,  are  extolled  (v.  7-14) ;  secondly,  in  relation  to  Jesus  and 
the  citizens  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven^  the  Baptist,  though  exalted  above  all 
the  members  of  the  Old  Testament  economy,  is  declared  to  be  in  the  rear  of 
every  one  on  whom,  through  Jesus,  the  new  light  had  arisen  (v.  11).  We 
see  how  Jesus  understood  this  from  what  follows  (v.  18),  when  we  compare 
it  with  Matt  ix.  i6f.  In  the  former  passage  Jesus  describes  John  as  fu/rc 
loBUaif  firJT€  iriViov,  neither  eating  nor  drinking ;  and  in  the  latter  it  is  this 
very  asceticism  which  is  said  to  liken  him  to  the  t/LiaTux?  and  oxtkoI^  iroAatois, 
the  old  garments  and  old  bottles^  with  which  the  new,  introduced  by  Jesus,  will 
not  agree.  What  else  then  could  it  be,  in  which  the  Baptist  was  beneath  the 
children  of  the  kingdom  of  Jesus,  but  (in  connexion  with  his  non-recognition 
or  only  qualified  acknowledgment  of  Jesus  as  Messiah)  the  spirit  of  ex- 
ternal observance,  which  still  clung  to  fasting  and  similar  works,  and  his 
gloomy  asceticism  ?  And,  in  truth,  freedom  from  these  is  the  test  of  tran- 
sition from  a  religion  of  bondage,  to  one  of  liberty  and  spirituality. <^  Thirdly, 
with  respect  to  the  relation  in  which  the  agency  of  John  and  Jesus  stood  to 
their  cotemporaries,  the  same  inaptitude  to  receive  the  ministrations  of  both 
is  complained  of  v.  16  ff.,  although  in  v.  12  it  is  observed,  that  the  violent 
zeal  of  some  puurral  had,  under  the  guidance  of  John,  wrested  for  them  an 
entrance  into  the  kingdom  of  the  Messiah.^ 

I  In  conclusion,  we  must  take  a  review  of  the  steps  by  which  tradition  has 
'  gradually  annexed  itself  to  the  simple  historical  traits  of  the  relation  between 
John  and  Jesus.  Thus  much  seems  to  be  historical ;  that  Jesus,  attracted  by  / 
the  fame  of  the  Baptist,  put  himself  under  the  tuition  of  that  preacher,  and  /  a^  ^^^ 
that  having  remained  some  Jtime  among  his  followers,  and  been  initiated  /^f,,  .^ 
intoJy&Jdfia&.of  the  approaching  messianic  kingdom,  he,  after  the  imprison-  ^! 

ment^of  John,  carried  on,  under  certain  modifications,  the  same  work,  never   j  -  ^< 
ceasmg,  even  when  he  had  far  surpassed  his  predecessor,  to  render  him  due 
homage. 

The  first  addition  to  this  in  the  Christian  legend,  was,  that  John  had  taken  , 
approving  notice  of  Jesus.     During  his  public  ministrv,  it  was  known  that 
he  had  only  indefinitely  referred  tofone  coming  after  him\  but  it  behoved  him, 

*  Whether  the  dialogue  between  John  and  his  complaining  disciples  (John  iii.  25  fT. )  be 
likewise  a  transmutation  of  the  corresponding  scene,  Matt.  ix.  14  f.,  as  Bretschneider  seeks 
to  show,  must  remain  uncertain.     Probab.,  p.  66  flf. 

*  That  Jesus,  as  many  suppose,  assigns  alow  rank  to  the  Baptist,  because  the  latter  thought 
of  introducing  the  new  order  of  things  by  external  violence,  is  not  to  be  detected  in  the 
gospels. 

*  For  a  different  explanation  see  Schneckenburger,  Beitnige,  s.  48  fi^ 
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at  least  in  a  conjectural  way,  to  point  out  Jesus  personally,  as  that  successor. 
To  this  it  was  thought  he  might  have  been  moved  by  the  fame  of  the  works 
of  Jesus,  which,  loud  as  it  was,  might  even  penetrate  the  walls  of  his  prison. 
Then  was  formed  Matthew's  narrative  of  the  message  from  prison ;  the  first 
modest  attempt  to  make  the  Baptist  a  witness  for  Jesus,  and  hence  clothed 
in  an  interrogation,  because  a  categorical  testimony  was  too  unprecedented. 

But  this  late  and  qualified  testimony  was  not  enough.  It  was  a  late  one, 
for  prior  to  it  there  was  the  baptism  which  Jesus  received  from  John,  and  by 
which  he,  in  a  certain  degree,  placed  himself  in  subordination  to  the  Baptist ; 
hence  those  scenes  in  Luke,  by  which  the  Baptist  was  placed,  even  before  his 
birth,  in  a  subservient  relation  to  Jesus. 

Not  only  was  it  a  late  testimony  which  that  message  contained ;  it  was 
but  half  a  one ;  for  the  question  implied  uncertainty,  and  6  ipxofj^evos  conveyed 
indecision.  Hence  in  the  fourth  gospel  there  is  no  longer  a  question  about 
the  Messiahship  of  Jesus,  but  the  most  solemn  asseverations  on  that  bead, 
and  we  have  the  most  pointed  declarations  of  the  eternal,  divine  nature  of 
Jesus,  and  his  character  as  the  suffering  Messiah. 

In  a  narrative  aiming  at  unity,  as  does  the  fourth  gospel,  these  very  pointed 
declarations  could  not  stand  by  the  side  of  the  dubious  message,  which  is 
therefore  only  found  in  this  Gospel  under  a  totally  reorganized  form. 
Neither  does  this  message  accord  with  that  which  in  the  synoptical  gospels 
is  made  to  occur  at  the  baptism  of  Jesus,  and  even  earlier  in  his  intercourse 
with  John ;  but  the  first  three  Evangelists,  in  their  loose  compositions, 
admitted,  along  with  the  more  recent  form  of  the  tradition,  the  less  complete 
one,  because  they  attached  less  importance  to  the  question  of  John  than  to 
the  consequent  discourse  of  Jesus. 

§  48. 

THE   EXECUTION   OF  JOHN  THE   BAPTIST. 

We  here  take  under  our  examination,  by  way  of  appendix,  all  that  has  been 
transmitted  to  us  concerning  the  tragic  end  of  the  Baptist.  According  to  the 
unanimous  testimony  of  the  synoptical  Evangelists  and  Josephus,^  he  was 
executed,  after  a  protracted  imprisonment,  by  order  of  Herod  Antipas, 
tetrarch  of  Galilee ;  and  in  the  New  Testament  accounts  he  is  said  to  have 
been  beheaded.     (Matt.  xiv.  3  ff. ;  Mark  vi.  17  ff. ;  Luke  ix.  9.) 

But  Joseph  us  and  the  Evangelists  are  at  variance  as  to  the  cause  of  his  im- 
prisonment and  execution.  According  to  the  latter,  the  censure  which  John 
had  pronounced  on  the  marriage  of  Herod  with  his  (half)  brother's  ^  wife,  was 
the  cause  of  his  imprisonment,  and  the  revengeful  cunning  of  Herodias,  at  a 
court  festival,  of  his  death  :  Josephus  gives  the  fe^r  of  disturbances,  which 
was  awakened  in  Herod  by  the  formidable  train  of  the  Baptist's  followers,  as  the 
cause  at  once  of  the  imprisonment  and  the  execution.^  If  these  two  accounts 
be  considered  as  distinct  and  irreconcilable,  it  may  be  doubted  which  of 
the  two  deserves  the  preference.  It  is  not  here  as  in  the  case  of  Herod 
Agrippa's  death.  Acts  xii.  23,  viz.,  that  the  New  Testament  narrarive,  by 
intermixing  a  supernatural  cause  where  Josephus  has  only  a  natural  one, 
enables  us  to  prejudge  it  as  unhistorical  -,  on  the  contrary,  we  might  here  give 

*  Antiq.  xviii.  v.  2. 

'  This  former  husband  of  Herodias  is  named  by  the  Evangelists,  Philip,  by  Josephus, 
Herod.  He  was  the  son  of  the  high  priest's  daughter,  Mariamne,  and  lived  as  a  private 
person.     V.  Antiq.  xv.  ix.  3  ;  xviii.  v.  I.  4.     B.  j.  i.  xxix.  2,  xxx.  7. 

*  Antiq.  xviii.  v.  4. 
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the  palm  to  the  evangelical  narrative,  for  the  particularity  of  its  details.  But 
on  the  other  hand,  it  must  be  considered  that  that  very  particularity,  and 
especially  the  conversion  of  a  political  into  a  personal  motive,  corresponds 
fully  to  the  development  of  the  legendary  spirit  among  the  people,  whose 
imagination  is  more  at  home  in  domestic  than  in  political  circles.^  Mean* 
while  it  is  quite  possible  to  reconcile  the  two  narratives.  This  has  been 
attempted  by  conjecturing,  that  the  fear  of  insurrection  was  the  proper  cabinet 
motive  for  the  imprisonment  of  the  Baptist,  while  the  irreverent  censure 
passed  on  the  ruler  was  thrust  forward  as  the  ostensible  motive.^  But  I 
greatly  doubt  whether  Herod  would  designedly  expose  the  scandalous  point 
touched  on  by  John ;  it  is  more  likely,  if  a  distinction  is  to  be  here  made 
between  a  private  and  ostensible  cause,  that  the  censure  of  the  marriage  was 
the  secret  reason,  and  the  fear  of  insurrection  disseminated  as  an  excuse  for 
extreme  severity.^  Such  a  distinction,  however,  is  not  needed ;  for  Antipas 
might  well  fear,  that  John,  by  his  strong  censure  of  the  marriage  and  the 
whole  course  of  the  tetrarch's  life,  might  stir  up  the  people  into  rebellion 
against  him. 

But  there  is  a  diversity  even  between  the  evangelical  narratives  themselves, 
not  only  in  this,  that  Mark  gives  the  scene  at  the  feast  with  the  most  graphic 
details,  while  Luke  is  satisfied  with  a  concise  statement  (iii.  18-20,  ix.  9), 
and  Matthew  takes  a  middle  course ;  but  Mark's  representation  of  the  rela- 
tion between  Herod  and  the  Baptist  differs  essentially  from  that  of  Matthew. 
While  according  to  the  latter^  Herod  wished  to  kill  John,  but  was  withheld 
by  his  dread  of  the  people,  who  looked  on  the  Baptist  as  a  prophet  (v.  5) ; 
according  to  Mark,  it  was  Herodias  who  conspired  against  his  life,  but  could 
not  attain  her  object,  because  her  husband  was  in  awe  of  John  as  a  holy  man, 
sometimes  heard  him  gladly,  and  not  seldom  followed  his  counsel  (v.  19).'' 
Here,  again,  the  individualizing  characteristic  of  Mark's  narrative  has  induced 
commentators  to  prefer  it  to  that  of  Matthew.^  But  in  the  finishing  touches 
and  alterations  of  Mark  we  may  detect  the  hand  of  tradition ;  especially  as 
Josephus  merely  says  of  the  people,  that  they  gave  ear  to  the  sound  of  his 
words  J  rif)Orf(rav  tq  iKpodtra,  riav  Xoytav,  while  he  says  of  Herod,  that  having 
conceived  fears  ofjohn^  he  judged  it  expedient  to  put  him  to  deaths  h€ia-ws  KpelrTov 
iTyetToi  {rbv  HtDoyvrp^)  &yaip€iy.  How  near  lay  the  temptation  to  exalt  the 
Baptist,  by  representing  the  prince  against  whom  he  had  spoken,  and  by 
whom  he  was  imprisoned,  as  feeling  bound  to  venerate  him,  and  only,  to  his 
remorse,  seduced  into  giving  his  death-warrant,  by  his  vindictive  wife !  It 
may  be  added,  that  the  account  of  Matthew  is  not  inconsistent  with  the 
character  of  Antipas,  as  gathered  from  other  sources.^ 

The  close  of  the  evangelical  narratives  leaves  the  impression  that  the 
dissevered  head  of  John  was  presented  at  table,  and  that  the  prison  was 
consequently  close  at  hand.  But  we  learn  from  the  passage  in  Josephus 
above  cited,  that  the  Baptist  was  confined  in  Machaerus,  a  fortress  on  the 
southern  border  of  Peraea,  whereas  the  residence  of  Herod  was  in  Tiberias, ^^ 
a  day's  journey  distant  from  Machserus.     Hence  the  head  of  John  the  Baptist 

*  Hase,  Leben  Jesa,  s.  88. 

A  Fritzsche,  Comm.  in  Matth.  in  loc     Winer,  bibl.  Realworterb.  i,  s.  694. 

*  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  a,  s.  361 ;  Schleiermacher,  iiber  den  Lukas,  s.  109. 
7  Vergl.  Fritzsche,  Comm.  in  Marc. ,  p.  225. 

'  E.g.  Schneckenburger,  iiber  den  Ursprung  des  ersten  kanonischen  Evangeliums,  s.  86 1 
That  the  iktrr^  of  Matthew,  v.  9,  is  not  contradictory  to  his  own  narrativei  see  Fritzsche, 

in  loc. 

*  S.  Winer,  b.  Realworterb.  d.  A.  Herodes  Antipas. 
1'  Fritzsche,  Commentar.  in  Matt.,  p<  491. 
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could  only  be  presented  to  Herod  after  two  days'  journey,  and  not  while  he 
yet  sat  at  table.  The  contradiction  here  apparent  is  not  to  be  removed  by 
the  consideration,  that  it  is  not  expressly  said  in  the  Gospels  that  John's  head 
was  brought  in  during  the  meal,  for  this  is  necessarily  inferred  from  the  entire 
narrative.  Not  only  are  the  commission  of  the  executioner  and  his  return 
with  the  head,  detailed  in  immediate  connexion  with  the  incidents  of  the 
meal ;  but  only  thus  has  the  whole  dramatic  scene  its  appropriate  conclusion ; 
— only  thus  is  the  contrast  complete,  which  is  formed  by  the  death-warrant 
and  the  feast :  in  fine,  the  mVa^,  on  which  the  dissevered  head  is  presented, 
marks  it  as  the  costliest  viand  which  the  unnatural  revenge  of  a  woman  could 
desire  at  table.  But  we  have,  as  a  probable  solution,  the  information  of 
Josephus,^^  that  Herod  Antipas  was  then  at  war  with  the  Arabian  king, 
Aretas,  between  whose  kingdom  and  his  own  lay  the  fortress  of  Machaerus ; 
and  there  Herod  might  possibly  have  resided  with  his  court  at  that  period. 

Thus  we  see  that  the  life  of  John  in  the  evangelical  narratives  is,  from 
easily  conceived  reasons,  overspread  with  mythical. lustre  on  the  side  which 
is  turned  towards  Jesus,  while  on  the  other  its  historical  lineaments  are  more 
visible. 

^'  Antiq.  xviii.  v.  i. 
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BAPTISM   AND  TEMPTATION  OF  JESUS. 


§  49. 
WHY   DID  JESUS   RECEIVE   BAPTISM   FROM  JOHN? 

In  conformity  with  the  evangelical  view  of  the  fact,  the  customary  answer 
given  by  the  orthodox  to  this  question  is,  that  Jesus,  by  his  submission  to 
John's  baptism,  signified  his  consecration  to  the  messianic  office ;  an  explana- 
tion which  is  supported  by  a  passage  in  Justin,  according  to  which  it  was  the 
Jewish  notion,  that  the  Messiah  would  be  unknown  as  such  to  himself  and 
others,  until  Elias  as  his  forerunner  should  anoint  him,  and  thereby  make  . 
,  him  distinguishable  by  all.^  The  Baptist  himself,  however,  as  he  is  repre- 
sented by  the  first  Evangelist,  could  not  have  partaken  of  this  design ;  for  had 
he  regarded  his  baptism  as  a  consecration  which  the  Messiah  must  necessarily 
undergo,  he  would  not  have  hesitated  to  perform  it  on  the  person  of  Jesus 
(iii.  14). 

Our  former  inquiries  have  shown  that  John's  baptism  related  partly  ck  t6v 
ipxoficyov,  its  recipients  promising  a  believing  preparation  for  the  expected 
Messiah ;  how  then  could  Jesus,  if  he  was  conscious  of  being  himself  the 
ipxofjuevo^  submit  himself  to  this  baptism  ?  The  usual  answer  from  the 
orthodox  point  of  view  is,  that  Jesus,  although  conscious  of  his  Messiahship, 
yet,  so  long  as  it  was  not  publicly  attested  by  God,  spoke  and  acted,  not  as 
Messiah,  but  merely  as  an  Israelite,  who  held  himself  bound  to  obey  every 
divine  ordinance  relative  to  his  nation.^  But,  here,  there  is  a  distinction 
to  be  made.  Negatively,  it  became  Jesus  to  refrain  from  performing  any 
messianic  deeds,  or  using  any  of  the  Messiah's  prerogatives,  before  his  title 
was  solemnly  attested ;  even  positively,  it  became  him  to  submit  himself  to 
the  ordinances  which  were  incumbent  on  every  Israelite ;  but  to  join  in  a 
new  rite,  which  symbolized  the  expectation  of  another  and  a  future  Messiah, 
could  never,  without  dissimulation,  be  the  act  of  one  who  was  conscious  of 
being  the  actual  Messiah  himself  More  recent  theologians  have  therefore 
wisely  admitted,  that  when  Jesus  came  to  John  for  baptism,  he  had  not  a 
decided  conviction  of  his  Messiahship.'  They  indeed  regard  this  uncertainty 
as  onty  the  straggle  of  modesty.  Paulus,  for  instance,  observes  that  Jesus, 
notwithstanding  he  had  heard  from  his  parents  of  his  messianic  destination, 
and  had  felt  this  first  intimation  confirmed  by  many  external  incidents,  as 
well  as  by  his  own  spiritual  development,  was  yet  not  over  eager  to  appro- 

^  Dial.  c.  Tryph.  S,  s.  no.  der  Mauriner  Ausg. 
'  Hess.  Geschichte  Jesu,  i  Bd.  s.  118. 

*  Paulus,  ttt  sup.,  s.  362  ff.  337.     Hase,  L.  J.,  s.  48,  erste  Ausg. 
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priate  the  honour,  which  had  been  as  it  were  thrust  upon  him.  But,  if  the 
previous  narratives  concerning  Jesus  be  regarded  as  a  history,  and  therefore, 
of  necessity,  as  a  supernatural  one;  then  must  he,  who  was  heralded  by 
angels,  miraculously  conceived,  welcomed  into  the  world  by  the  homage  of 
magi  and  prophets,  and  who  in  his  twelfth  year  knew  the  temple  to  be  his 
Father's  house,  have  long  held  a  conviction  of  his  Messiahship,  above  all 
the  scruples  of  a  false  modesty.  If  on  the  contrary  it  be  thought  possible, 
by  criticism,  to  reduce  the  history  of  the  childhood  of  Jesus  to  a  merely 
natural  one,  there  is  no  longer  anything  to  account  for  his  early  belief  that 
he  was  the  Messiah  ;  and  the  position  which  he  adopted  by  the  reception  of 
John's  baptism  becomes,  instead  of  an  affected  diffidence,  a  real  ignorance 
of  his  messianic  destiny. — 'Ijkl  modest,  continue  these  commentators,  to 
declare  himself  Messiah  on  his  own  authority,  Jesus  fulfilled  all  that  the 
strictest  self-judgment  could  require,  anJ  wished  to  make  the  decisive  experi- 
ment, whether  the  Deity  would  allow  that  he,  as  well  as  every  other,  should 
dedicate  himself  to  the  coming  Messiah,  or  whether  a  sign  would  be  granted, 
that  he  himself  was  the  Ipxofj-tvo^.  But  to  do  something  seen  to  be  inappro- 
priate, merely  to  try  whether  God  will  correct  the  mistake,  is  just  such  a 
challenging  of  the  divine  power  as  Jesus,  shortly  after  his  baptism,  decidedly 
condemns.  Thus  it  must  be  allowed  that,  the  baptism  of  John  being  a 
baptism  ci$  rov  ipxofJi.€vov,  if  Jesus  could  submit  himself  to  it  without  dis- 
simulation or  presumption,  he  could  not  at  the  time  have  held  himself  to 
be  that  ipx6fii€vo^y  and  if  he  really  uttered  the  words  ovrco  vpen-ov  cirri,  #c.  t.  X., 
Suffer  it  to  be  so  now^  etc  (which,  however,  could  only  be  called  forth  by 
the  refusal  of  the  Baptist — a  refusal  that  stands  or  falls  with  his  previous 
conviction  of  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus),  he  could  only  mean  by  them,  that 
it  became  him,  with  every  pious  Israelite,  to  devote  himself  by  anticipation 
to  the  expected  Messiah,  in  baptism,  although  the  Evangelist,  instructed  by 
the  issue,  put  on  them  a  different  construction. 

But  the  relation  hitherto  discussed  is  only  one  aspect  of  John's  baptism ; 
the  other,  which  is  yet  more  strongly  attested  by  history,  shows  it  as  a 
fidvTLa-fia  fjLcravouK,  a  baptism  of  repentance.  The  Israelites,  we  are  told. 
Matt  iii.  6,  were  baptized  of  John,  confessing  their  sins :  shall  we  then 
suppose  that  Jesus  made  such  a  confession  ?  They  received  the  command 
to  repent :  did  Jesus  acknowledge  such  a  command  ?  This  difficulty  was 
felt  even  in  the  early  church.  In  the  Gospel  of  the  Hebrews,  adopted  by  the 
Nazarenes,  Jesus  asks  his  mother  and  brother,  when  invited  by  them  to 
receive  John's  baptism,  wherein  he  had  sinned,  that  this  baptism  was  needful 
for  him  ?  *  and  an  heretical  apocryphal  work  appears  to  have  attributed  to 
Jesus  a  confession  of  his  own  sins  at  his  baptism.^ 

The  sum  of  what  modem  theologians  have  contributed  towards  the  re- 
moval of  this  difficulty,  consists  in  the  application  to  Jesus  of  the  distinction 
between  what  a  man  is  as  an  individual,  and  what  he  is  as  a  member  of 
the  community.  He  needed,  say  they,  no  repentance  on  his  own  behalf, 
but,  aware  of  its  necessity  for  all  other  men,  the  children  of  Abraham  not 

*  Hieron.  adv.  Pelagian,  iii.  2  :  In  Evangelic  juxta  Hebrscos^-narrat  historia :  £cce  mater 
Domini  et  fratres  ejus  dicebant  ei:  foannes  baptista  baptiuU  in  remiisionem  peccatorum  ; 
eamus  tt  baptizemur  ab  eo.  Dixit  autem  ds :  quid  pecctad  ut  vcuiam  ei  baptizer  ab  eof  nisi 
forte  hoc  ipsum  quod  dixi^  ignorantia  est, 

^  The  author  of  the  Tractatus  de  nan  iterando  baptismo  in  Cyprian's  works,  Rigalt., 
p:  139,  says  (the  passage  is  also  found  in  Fabric  Cod.  apocr.  N.T.,  s.  799  f.) :  Est — liber ^ 
qui  inscriintur  Fault  pradicatio.  In  quo  librOy  contra  omnes  seripturas  tt  de  peccato  propria 
confitentem  invenies  Cbristum,  qui  solus  omnino  mhil  deliquit^  et  ad  accipiendum  Joannis 
baptismapane  invitum  d  matre  sud  Marid  esse  compulsum. 
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excepted,  he  wished  to  demonstrate  his  approval  of  an  institute  which  con- 
firmed this  truth,  and  hence  he  submitted  to  it.  But  let  the  reader  only 
take  a  nearer  view  of  the  facts.  According  to  Matt.  iii.  6,  John  appears  to 
have  required  a  confession  of  sins  previous  to  baptism ;  such  a  confession 
Jesus,  presupposing  his  impeccability,  could  not  deliver  without  falsehood ; 
if  he  refused,  John  would  hardly  baptize  him,  for  he  did  not  yet  believe 
him  to  be  the  Messiah,  and  from  every  other  Israelite  he  must  have  con- 
sidered a  confession  of  sins  indispensable.  The  non-compliance  of  Jesus 
might  yery  probably  originate  the  dispute  to  which  Matthew  gives  a  wholly 
different  character ;  but  certainly,  if  the  refusal  of  John  had  such  a  cause, 
the  matter  could  scarcely  have  been  adjusted  by  a  mere  suffer  it  to  be  so  noWj 
for  no  confession  being  given,  the  Baptist  would  not  have  perceived  that 
a//  righteousness  was  fulfilled.  Even  supposing  that  a  confession  was  not 
required  of  every  baptized  person,  John  would  not  conclude  the  ceremony 
of  baptism  without  addressing  the  neophyte  on  the  subject  of  repentance. 
Could  Jesus  tacitly  sanction  such  an  address  to  himself,  when  conscious  that 
he  needed  no  regeneration  ?  and  would  he  not,  in  so  doing,  perplex  the 
minds  which  were  afterwards  to  believe  in  him  as  the  sinless  one  ?  We  will 
even  abandon  the  position  that  John  so  addressed  the  neophytes,  and  only 
urge  that  the  gestures  of  those  who  plunged  into  the  purifying  water  must 
have  been  those  of  contrition;  yet  if  Jesus  conformed  himself  to  these 
even  in  silence,  without  referring  them  to  his  own  condition,  he  cannot  be 
absolved  from  the  charge  of  dissimulation. 

There  is  then  no  alternative  but  to  suppose,  that  as  Jesus  had  not,  up  to 
the  time  of  his  baptism,  thought  of  himself  as  the  Messiah,  so  with  regard 
to  the  /Mravoia  (repentance\  he  may  have  justly  ranked  himself  amongst  the 
most  excellent  in  Israel,  without  excluding  himself  from  what  is  predicated 
in  Job  iv.  18,  xv.  15.  There  is  little  hisfoncal  ground  for  controverting 
this;  for  the  words,  which  of  you  convinceth  me  of  sin  i  (John  viii.  46)  could  . 
only  refer  to  open  delinquencies,  and  to  a  later  period  in  the  life  of  Jesus.  / 
The  scene  in  his  twelfth  year,  even  if  historical,  could  not  by  itself  prove  ' 
a  sinless  development  of  his  powers. 


§  50- 

THE  SCENE  AT  THE  BAPTISM  OF  JESUS  CONSIDERED   AS   SUPERNATURAL 

AND  AS  NATURAL. 

At  the  moment  that  John  had  completed  his  baptism  of  Jesus,  the  synop- 
tical gospels  tell  us  that  the  heavens  were  opened,  the  Holy  Spirit  descended 
on  Jesus  in  the  form  of  a  dove,  and  a  voice  from  heaven  designated  him  the 
Son  of  God,  in  whom  the  Father  was  well  pleased.  The  fourth  Evangelist 
(i.  33  ff.)  makes  the  Baptist  narrate  that  he  saw  the  Holy  Spirit  descend  like 
a  dove,  and  remain  on  Jesus  ;  but  as  in  the  immediate  context  John  says  of 
his  baptism,  that  it  was  destined  for  the  manifestation  of  the  Messiah,  and 
as  the  description  of  the  descending  dove  corresponds  almost  verbally  with 
the  synoptical  accounts,  it  is  not  to  be  doubted  that  the  same  event  is 
intended.  The  old  and  lost  Gospels  of  Justin  and  the  Ebionites  give,  as 
concomitants,  a  heavenly  light,  and  a  flame  bursting  out  of  the  Jordan ;  ^ 
in  the  dove  and  heavenly  voice  also,  they  have  alterations,  hereafter  to  be 

^  Justin.  Mart.  dial.  c.  Tryph.  88  :  KarikBArros  roD  'Ii^oO  irl  rb  09up,  koI  rOp  Mj^ri 
h  rj>  *Iop<dFi|,  c.  r.  X.      Epiphan.  lueres.  30^   13  (after  the  heavenly  voice) :   koX  ^tBift 
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noticed.  For  whose  benefit  the  appearance  was  granted,  remains  doubtful 
on  a  comparison  of  the  various  narratives.  In  John,  where  the  Baptist 
recites  it  to  his  followers,  these  seem  not  to  have  been  eye-witnesses;  and 
from  his  stating  that  he  who  sent  him  to  baptize,  promised  the  descent  and 
repose  of  the  Spirit  as  a  mark  of  the  Messiah,  we  gather  that  the  appearance 
was  designed  specially  for  the  Baptist.  According  to  Mark  it  is  Jesus,  who, 
in  ascending  from  the  water,  sees  the  heavens  open  and  the  Spirit  descend. 
Even  in  Matthew  it  is  the  most  natural  to  liefer  cISc,  he  saw^  and  a.vtiay^rf(ra.y 
a\rr^^  were  Opened  to  him^  to  6  ^Irfo-ov^,  Jesus,  the  subject  immediately  before  ; 
but  as  it  is  said,  in  continuation,  that  he  saw  the  Holy  Spirit  ipx6fJU€yo¥ 
cir*  avrov,  not  c<^*  clvtov  (Mark's  iv  avrov,  which  does  not  agree  with  his  con- 
struction, is  explained  by  his  dependence  on  Matthew),  the  beholder  seems 
not  to  be  the  same  as  he  on  whom  the  Spirit  descended,  and  we  are  obliged 
to  refer  cT8c  and  dvcaJx^T^^a"  ^vrw  to  the  more  remote  antecedent,  namely 
the  Baptist,  who,  as  the  heavenly  voice  speaks  of  Jesus  in  the  third  person, 
is  most  naturally  to  be  regarded  as  also  a  witness.  Luke  appears  to  give  a 
much  larger  number  of  spectators  to  the  scene,  for  according  to  him,  Jesus 
was  baptized  iv  T<p  fiairrurS^ai  airavra  tov  Xoov,  when  all  the  people  were 
baptized,  and  consequently  he  must  have  supposed  that  the  scene  described 
occurred  in  their  oresence.* 

The  narrations  directly  convey  no  other  meaning,  than  that  the  whole 
scene  was  externally  visible  and  audible,  and  thus  they  have  been  always 
understood  by  the  majority  of  commentators.  But  in  endeavouring  to  con- 
ceive the  incident  as  a  real  one,  a  cultivated  and  reflecting  mind  must  stumble 
at  no  insignificant  difficulties.  First,  that  for  the  appearance  of  a  divine 
being  on  earth,  the  visible  heavens  must  divide  themselves,  to  allow  of  his 
descent  from  his  accustomed  seat,  is  an  idea  that  can  have  no  objective 
reality,  but  must  be  the  entirely  subjective  creation  of  a  time  when  the 
dwelling-place  of  Deity  was  imagined  to  be  above  the  vault  of  heaven. 
Further,  how  is  it  reconcilable  with  the  true  idea  of  the  Holy  Spirit  as  the 
divine,  all-pervading  Power,  that  he  should  move  from  one  place  to  another, 
like  a  finite  being,  and  embody  himself  in  the  form  of  a  dove  ?  Finally, 
that  God  should  utter  articulate  tones  in  a  national  idiom,  has  been  justly 
held  extravagant.* 

Even  in  the  early  church,  the  more  enlightened  fathers  adopted  the 
opinion,  that  the  heavenly  voices  spoken  of  in  the  biblical  history  were  not 
external  sounds,  the  effect  of  vibrations  in  the  air,  but  inward  impressions 
produced  by  God  in  the  minds  of  those  to  whom  he  willed  to  impart  him- 
self :  thus  of  the  appearance  at  the  baptism  of  Jesus,  Origen  and  Theodore 
of  Mopsuestia  maintain  that  it  was  a  vision,  and  not  a  reality,  oirra<ria, 
ov  <^vo-ts.*  To  the  simple  indeed,  says  Origen,  in  their  simplicity,  it  is  a 
light  thing  to  set  the  universe  in  motion,  and  to  sever  a  solid  mass  like 
the  heavens ;  but  those  who  search  more  deeply  into  such  matters,  will,  he 
thinks,  refer  to  those  higher  revelations,  by  means  of  which  chosen  persons, 
even  waking,  and  still  more  frequently  in  their  dreams,  are  led  to  suppose 
that  they  perceive  something  with  their  bodily  senses,  while  their  minds  only 
are  affected  :  so  that  consequently,  the  whole  appearance  in  question  should 

•  See  Usteri,  iiber  den  Taufer  Johannes,  die  Taufe  und  Versuchung  Christi,  in  the 
theolog.  Studien  und  Kritiken,  2  Bd.  3  Heft,  s.  442  ff. ,  and  Bleek,  in  the  same  periodical, 
18^3,  2,  s.  428  ff. 

^  Bauer,  hebr.  Mythologie,  2  s.  225  f.  Comp.  Gratz,  Comm.  zum  Evang.  Matt.  i.  s. 
172  ff. 

*  These  are  Theodore's  words,  in  Munter's  Fragmenta  patr.  grsec.  Fasc  I,  s.  142.  Orig. 
c.  Gels.  i.  48.     Basil.  M.  in  Suicer*s  Thesaurus,  2,  p.  1479. 
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be  understood,  not  as  an  external  incident,  but  as  an  inward  vision  sent  by 
God ;  an  interpretation  which  has  also  met  with  much  approbation  among 
modem  theologians. 

In  the  first  two  Gospels  and  in  the  fourth,  this  interpretation  is  favoured 
by  the  expressions,  were  opened  to  him^  Av€(a)(6rfa'av  avr<p,  Ae  saw,  cTSc,  and 
I  beheld^  rc^cafuu,  which  seem  to  imply  that  the  appearance  was  subjective) 
in  the  sense  intended  by  Theodore,  when  he  observes  that  the  descent  of 
the  Holy  Spirit  was  not  seen  by  all  present^  hut  that^  by  a  certain  spiritual 
contemplation^  it  was  visible  to  John  aJone^  ov  iraa-iv  iai^$rf  rots  wapowriv,  6XXa 
Kara,  riva  irvevfULTiKtfv  dttapiav  &<fiBrj  /Aov<p  rw  *liodvvy :  to  John  however  we 
must  add  Jesus,  who,  according  to  Mark,  participated  in  the  vision.  But  in 
opposition  to  this  stands  the  statement  of  Luke :  the  expressions  which 
he  uses,  ly^vcro — <ivc(p;(^v(u — ical  KaTa/Srjvax — kcI  KJnavipf — •ycvccr^cu,  //  came 
to  pass — 7vas  opened — and  descended — and  a  voice  came^  bear  a  character  so 
totally  objective  and  exterior,^  especially  if  we  add  the  words,  in  a  bodily 
form^  iTiofiariK^  ciSct,  that  (abiding  by  the  notion  of  the  perfect  truthfulness 
of  all  the  evangelical  records)  the  less  explicit  narratives  must  be  interpreted 
by  the  unequivocal  one  of  Luke,  and  the  incident  they  recount  must  be 
understood  as  something  more  than  an  inward  revelation.,to  John  and  Jesus. 
Hence  it  is  prudent  in  Olshausen  to  allow,  in  concession*4!r  Luke,  that  there 
was  present  on  the  occasion  a  crowd  of  persons^  who  saw  and  heard  some- 
thing, yet  to  maintain  that  this  was  nothing  distinct  or  comprehensible.  By 
this  means,  on  the  one  hand,  the  occurrence  is  again  transferred  from  the 
domain  of  subjective  visions  to  that  of  objective  phenomena ;  while  on  the 
other,  the  descending  dove  is  supposed  visible,  not  to  the  bodily  eye,  but 
only  to  the  open  spiritual  one,  and  the  words  audible  to  the  soul,  not  to  the 
bodily  ear.  Our  understanding  fails  us  in  this  pneumatology  of  Olshausen, 
wherein  there  are  sensible  realities  transcendin||^he  senses ;  and  we  hasten 
out  of  this  misty  atmosphere  into  the  clearer  rae  of  those,  who  simply  tell 
us,  that  the  appearance  was  an  external  incident,  but  one  purely  natural. 

This  party  appeals  to  the  custom  of  antiquity,  to  regard  natural  occurrences  . 
as  divine  intimations,  and  in  momentous  crises,  where  a  bold  resolution  was 
to  be  taken,  to  adopt  them  as  guides.  To  Jesus,  spiritually  matured  into  the 
Messiah,  and  only  awaiting  an  external  divine  sanction,  and  to  the  Baptist 
who  had  already  ceded  the  superiority  to  the  friend  of  his  youth,  in  their 
solemn  frame  of  mind  at  the  baptism  of  the  former  by  the  latter,  every 
natural  phenomenon  that  happened  at  the  time,  must  have  been  pregnant 
with  meaning,  and  have  appeared  as  a  sign  of  the  divine  will.  But  what  the 
natural  appearance  actually  was,  is  a  point  on  which  the  commentators  are 
divided  in  opinion.  Some,  with  the  synoptical  writers,  include  a  sound  as 
well  as  an  appearance ;  others  give,  with  John,  an  appearance  only.  They 
interpret  the  opening  of  the  heavens,  as  a  sudden  parting  of  the  clouds,  or  a 
flash  of  lightning ;  the  dove  they  consider  as  a  real  bird  of  that  species,  which 
by  chance  hovered  over  the  head  of  Jesus  ;  or  they  assume  that  the  lightning 
or  some  meteor  was  coiflpared  to  a  dove,  from  the  manner  of  its  descent 
They  who  include  a  sound  as  a  part  of  the  machinery  in  the  scene,  suppose 
a  clap  of  thunder,  which  was  imagined  by  those  present  to  be  a  Bath  Kol, 
and  interpreted  into  the  words  given  by  the  first  Evangelist.  Others,  on  the 
contrary,  understand  what  is  said  of  audible  words,  merely  as  an  explanation 
of  the  visible  sign,  which  was  regarded  as  an  attestation  that  Jesus  was  the 
Son  of  God.  This  last  opinion  sacrifices  the  synoptical  writers,  who  un- 
deniably speak  of  an  audible  voice,  to  John,  and  thus  contains  a  critical 

'  As  even  Liicke  confesses,  Comm.  zum  Evuig.  Job.  i.,  s.  370,  and  Bleek,  ut  sup.,  s.  437. 

Q 
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doubt  as  to  the  historical  character  of  the  narratives,  which,  consistently 
followed  out,  leads  to  quite  other  ground  than  that  of  the  naturalistic  inter- 
pretation. If  the  sound  was  mere  thunder,  and  the  words  only  an  interpreta- 
tion put  upon  it  by  the  bystanders ;  then,  as  in  the  synoptical  accounts,  the 
words  are  evidently  supposed  to  have  been  audibly  articulated,  we  must  allow 
that  tliere  is  a  traditional  ingredient  in  these  records.  So  far  as  the  appear- 
ance is  concerned,  it  is  not  to  be  denied  that  the  sudden  parting  of  clouds, 
or  a  flash  of  lightning,  might  be  described  as  an  opening  of  heaven ;  but  in 
nowise  could  the  form  of  a  dove  be  ascribed  to  lightning  or  a  meteor.  The 
form  is  expressly  the  point  of  comparison  in  Luke  only,  but  it  is  doubtless  so 
intended  by  the  other  narrators ;  although  Fritszche  contends  that  the  words 
like  a  davc^  wrv.  vtptarepaVf  in  Matthew  refer  only  to  the  rapid  motioru  The 
night  of  the  dove  has  nothing  so  peculiar  and  distinctive,  that,  supposing 
this  to  be  the  point  of  comparison,  there  would  not  be  in  any  of  the  parallel 
passages  a  variation,  a  substitution  of  some  other  bird,  or  an  entirely  new 
figure.  As,  instead  of  this,  the  mention  of  the  dove  is  invariable  through  all 
the  four  gospels,  the  simile  must  turn  upon  something  exclusively  proper  to 
the  dove,  and  this  can  apparently  be  nothing  but  its  form.  Hence  those 
commit  the  least  violence  on  the  text,  who  adopt  the  supposition  of  a  real 
dove.  Paulus,  however,  in  so  doing,  incurred  the  hard  task  of  showing  by 
a  multitude  of  facts  from  natural  history  and  other  sources,  that  the  dove 
might  be  tame  enough  to  fly  towards  a  man  ;  ^  how  it  could  linger  so  long 
over  one,  that  it  might  be  said,  c/xctvcv  iir  avrbv,  it  abode  upon  him^  he  has  not 
succeeded  in  explaining,  and  he  thus  comes  into  collision  with  the  narrative 
of  John,  by  which  he  had  sustained  his  supposition  of  the  absence  of  a 
voice.'' 


§  SI. 

AN   ATTEMPT   AT  A   CRITICISM   AND   MYTHICAL   INTERPRETATION   OF  THE 

NARRATIVES. 

If  then  a  more  intelligible  representation  of  the  scene  at  the  baptism  of 
Jesus  is  not  to  be  given,  without  doing  violence  to  the  evangelical  text,  or 
without  supposing  it  to  be  partially  erroneous,  we  are  necessarily  driven  to  a 
critical  treatment  of  the  accounts ;  and  indeed,  according  to  De  Wette  and 
Schleiermacher,^  this  is  the  prevalent  course  in  relation  to  the  above  point 
in  the  evangelical  history.  From  the  narrative  of  John,  as  the  pure  source, 
it  is  sought  to  derive  the  synoptical  accounts,  as  turbid  streams.  In  the 
former,  it  is  said,  there  is  no  opening  heaven,  no  heavenly  voice ;  only  the 
descent  of  the  Spirit  is,  as  had  been  promised,  a  divine  witness  to  John  that 
Jesus  is  the  Messiah ;  but  in  what  manner  the  Baptist  perceived  that  the 
Spirit  rested  on  Jesus,  he  does  not  tell  us,  and  possibly  the  only  sign  may 
have  been  the  discourse  of  Jesus. 

One  cannot  but  wonder  at  Schleiermacher's  assertion,  that  the  manner  in 
which  the  Baptist  perceived  the  descending  Spirit  is  not  given  in  the  fourth 
gospel,  when  here  also  the  expression  oxrcl  ^rcpiorcpav,  like  a  dove,  tells  it 
plainly  enough ;  and  this  particular  marks  the  descent  as  a  visible  one,  and 
not  a  mere  inference  from  the  discourse  of  Jesus.    Usteri,  uideed,  thinks 

*  Comp.  Eusebius,  H.  E.  vi.  29. 
'  See  Paulus,  Bauer,  Kuinol,  Hase  and  Theile. 

^  De  Wette,  bibl.  Dogmatik,  §  208.  Anm.  6,  exeg.  Handb.  I,  i,  s.  34  f.  I,  3,  s.  29  f. 
Schleiermacher,  iiber  den  Lukas,  s.  .58  f.    Usteri,  Bleek,  Hase,  Kern,  Neaoder. 
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that  the  Baptist  mentioned  the  dove,  merely  as  a  figure,  to  denote  the  gentle, 
mild  spirit  which  he  had  observed  in  Jesus.  But  had  this  been  all,  he  would 
rather  have  compared  Jesus  himself  to  a  dove,  as  on  another  occasion  he  did 
to  a  lamb,  than  have  suggested  the  idea  of  a  sensible  appearance  by  the 
picturesque  description,  /  saw  the  Spirit  descending  from  heaven  like  a  dove. 
It  is  therefore  not  true  in  relation  to  the  dove,  that  first  in  the  more  remote 
tradition  given  by  the  synoptical  writers,  what  was  originally  figurative,  was 
received  in  a  literal  sense;  for  in  this  sense  it  is  understood  by  John,  and 
if  he  have  the  correct  account,  the  Baptist  himself  must  have  spoken  of  a 
visible  dove-like  appearance,  as  Bleek,  Neander,  and  others,  acknowledge. 

While  the  alleged  distinction  in  relation  to  the  dove,  between  the  first  three 
evangelists  and  the  fourth,  is  not  to  be  found ;  with  respect  to  the  voice,  the 
difference  is  so  wide,  that  it  is  inconceivable  how  the  one  account  could  be 
drawn  from  the  other.  For  it  is  said  that  the  testimony  which  John  g^ve 
concerning  Jesus,  after  the  appearance :  This  is  the  Son  of  God  (John  i.  34), 
taken  in  connexion  with  the  preceding  words  :  He  that  sent  me  to  baptize^  the 
same  said  unto  me^  etc.,  became,  in  the  process  of  tradition,  an  immediate 
heavenly  declaration,  such  as  we  see  in  Matthew  :  This  is  my  beloved  Son,  in 
whom  I  am  well  pleased.  Supposing  such  a  transformation  admissible,  some 
instigation  to  it  must  be  shown.  Now  in  Isaiah  xlii.  t,  Jehovah  says  of  his 
servant :  *9^W  npv'J  H'W  (ia"THpr^^J  HM)  W ;  words  which,  excepting  those 
between  the  parentheses,  are  almost  literally  translated  by  the  declaration  of 
the  heavenly  voice  in  Matthew.  We  learn  from  Matt  xii.  17  if.  that  this 
passage  was  applied  to  Jesus  as  the  Messiah ;  and  in  it  God  himself  is  the 
speaker,  as  in  the  synoptical  account  of  the  baptism.  Here  then  was  what 
would  much  more  readily  prompt  the  fiction  of  a  heavenly  voice,  than  the 
expressions  of  John.  Since,  therefore,  we  do  not  need  a  misapprehension 
of  the  Baptist's  language  to  explain  the  story  of  the  divine  voice,  and  since 
we  cannot  use  it  for  the  derivation  of  the  allusion  to  the  dove ;  we  must  seek 
for  the  source  of  our  narrative,  not  in  one  of  the  evangelical  documents,  but 
beyond  the  New  Testament, — in  the  domain  of  cotemporary  ideas,  founded 
on  the  Old  Testament,  the  total  neglect  of  which  has  greatly  diminished  the 
value  ofSchteiermacher's  critique  on  the  New  Testament. 

To  regard  declarations  concerning  the  Messiah,  put  by  poets  into  the 
mouth  of  Jehovah,  as  real,  audible  voices  from  heaven,  was  wholly  in  the 
spirit  of  the  later  Judaism,  which  not  seldom  supposed  such  vocal  com- 
munications to  fall  to  the  lot  of  distinguished  rabbins,'  and  of  the  messianic 
prejudices,  which  the  early  Christians  both  shared  themselves,  and  were  com- 
pelled, in  confronting  the  Jews,  to  satisfy.  In  the  passage  quoted  from 
Isaiah,  there  was  a  divine  declaration,  in  which  the  present  Messiah  was 
pointed  to  as  it  were  with  the  finger,  and  which  was  therefore  specially 
adapted  for  a  heavenly  annunciation  concerning  him.  How  could  the  spirit 
of  Christian  legend  be  slow  to  imagine  a  scene,  in  which  these  words  were 
audibly  spoken  from  heaven  of  the  Messiah.  But  we  detect  a  farther  motive 
for  such  a  representation  of  the  case  by  observing,  that  in  Mark  and  Luke, 
the  heavenly  voice  addresses  Jesus  in  the  second  person,  and  by  comparing 
the  words  which,  according  to  the  Fathers,  were  given  in  the  old  and  lost 
gospels  as  those  of  the  voice.  Justin,  following  his  Memoirs  of  the  Apostles, 
drrofiMnfffiLovwfJLaTa  tuik  d?ro(rroA.a>v,  thus  reports  them :  vlos  fiav  et  <rv.  cyQ> 
a^fjL€pw  ycyo^fca  crc ;  ^  Thou  art  my  Son,  this  day  have  I  begotten  thee.     In 

*  According  to  Bava  Mezta,  f.  lix.  i  (in  Wetstein,  p.  427),  R.  Elieser  appealed  to  a 
heavenly  sign,  in  proof  that  he  had  tradition  in  his  favour  :  turn  personuU  icko  cosUstis :  quid 
vobu  cum  R,  Mliesert  f  nam  uHvis  secundum  ilium  obtinet  traditio, 

*  DiaL  c.  Tryph.  88. 
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the  Gospel  of  the  Hebrews,  according  to  Epiphanius ;  ^  this  declaration  wj^ 
combined  with  that  which  our  Gospels  contain.  Clement  of  Alexandria  ^ 
and  Augustin  ^  seem  to  have  read  the  words  even  in  some  copies  of  the 
latter ;  and  it  is  at  least  certain  that  some  of  our  present  manuscripts  of  Luke 
have  this  addition.^  Here  were  words  uttered  by  the  heavenly  voice,  drawn, 
not  from  Isaiah,  but  from  Psalm  ii.  7,  a  passage  considered  messianic  by 
Jewish  interpreters  ;  ®  in  Heb.  i.  5,  applied  to  Christ ;  and,  from  their  being 
couched  in  the  form  of  a  direct  address,  containing  a  yet  stronger  induce- 
ment to  conceive  it  as  a  voice  sent  to  the  Messiah  from  heaven.  If  then  the 
words  of  the  psalm  were  originally  attributed  to  the  heavenly  voice,  or  if  they 
were  only  taken  in  connexion  with  the  passage  in  Isaiah  (as  is  probable  from 
the  use  of  the  second  person,  trv  tl,  in  Mark  and  Luke,  since  this  form  is 
presented  in  the  psalm,  and  not  in  Isaiah),  we  have  a  sufficient  indication 
that  this  text,  long  interpreted  of  the  Messiah,  and  easily  regarded  as  an 
address  from  heaven  to  the  Messiah  on  earth,  was  the  source  of  our  narrative 
of  the  divine  voice,  heard  at  the  baptism  of  Jesus.  To  unite  it  with  the 
baptism,  followed  as  a  matter  of  course,  when  this  was  held  to  be  a  consecra- 
tion of  Jesus  to  his  office. 

We  proceed  to  the  descent  of  the  Spirit  in  the  form  of  a  dove.  In  this 
examination  we  must  separate  the  descent  of  the  Spirit  from  the  form  of  the 
dove,  and  consider  the  two  particulars  apart.  That  the  Divine  Spirit  was 
to  rest  in  a  peculiar  measure  on  the  Messiah,  was  an  expectation  necessarily 
resulting  from  the  notion,  that  the  messianic  times  were  to  be  those  of  the 
outpouring  of  the  Spirit  upon  all  flesh  (Joel  iii.  iff.);  and  in  Isaiah  xl  i  f. 
it  was  expressly  said  of  the  stem  of  Jesse,  that  the  spirit  of  the  Lord  would 
rest  on  it  in  all  its  fulness,  as  the  Spirit  of  wisdom  and  understanding,  of 
might,  and  of  the  fear  of  the  Lord.  The  communication  of  the  Spirit,  con- 
sidered as  an  individual  act,  coincident  with  the  baptism,  had  a  type  in  the 
history  of  David^  on  whom,  when  anointed  by  Samuel,  the  spirit  of  Godc  arae 
from  that  day  forward  (i  Sam.  xvi.  13).  Further,  in  the  Old  Testament 
phrases  concerning  the  imparting  of  the  Divine  Spirit  to  men,  especially  in 
that  expression  of  Isaiah,  "^V  no,  which  best  corresponds  to  the  /la^ctv  ^i  of 
John,  there  already  lay  the  germ  of  a  symbolical  representation ;  for  that 
Hebrew  verb  is  applied  also  to  the  halting  of  armies,  or,  like  the  parallel 
Arabic  word,  even  of  animals.  The  imagination,  once  stimulated  by  such  an 
expression,  would  be  the  more  strongly  impelled  to  complete  the  picture  by 
the  necessity  for  distinguishing  the  descent  of  the  Spirit  on  the  Messiah,— 
in  the  Jewish  view,  from  the  mode  in  which  it  was  imparted  to  the  prophets 
(e.g.  Isaiah  Ixi.  i) — in  the  Christian  view,  from  its  ordinary  communication 
to  the  baptized  (e.g.  Acts  xix.  i  ff).^  The  position  being  once  laid  down 
that  the  Spirit  was  to  descend  on  the  Messiah,  the  question  immediately 
occurred  :  Ifow  would  it  descend  ?  This  was  necessarily  decided  according 
to  the  popular  Jewish  idea,  which  always  represented  the  Divine  Spirit  under 
some  form  or  other.  In  the  Old  Testament,  and  even  in  the  New  (Acts  iL 
3),  fire  is  the  principal  symbol  of  the  Holy  Spirit ;  but  it  by  no  means  follows 
that  other  sensible  objects  were  not  similarly  used.  In  an  important  passage 
of  the  Old  Testament  (Gen.  i.  2),  the  Spirit  of  God  is  described  as  hovering 
(npnip),  a  word  which  suggests,  as  its  sensible  representation,  the  movement 

*  Heres.  xxx.  13. 
^  Ptcdagog.  i.  6. 

*  De  consens.  Evangg.  ii.  14. 

'  S  Wetstein  in  loc.  des  Lukas,  and  De  Wette,  EinL  in  das  N.  T.,  s.  100. 
'  S.  Rosenmuller's  Schol.  in  Psalm  ii. 

*  Schleiermacher,  iiber  den  Lukas,  s.  57. 
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of  a  bird,  rather  than  of  fire.  Thus  the  expression  ^^,  Deut  xxxii.  11,  is 
used  of  the  hovering  of  a  bird  over  its  young.  But  the  imagination  could  not 
be  satisfied  with  the  general  figure  of  a  bird ;  it  must  have  a  specific  image, 
and  everything  led  to  the  choice  of  the  dove. 

In  the  East,  and  especially  in  Syria,  the  dove  is  a  sacred  bird,^^  and  it  is  so 
for  a  reason  which  almost  necessitated  its  association  with  the  Spirit  moving 
on  the  face  of  the  primitive  waters  (Gen.  i.  2).  The  brooding  dove  was  a 
symbol  of  the  quickening  warmth  of  nature  ;  ^^  it  thus  perfectly  represented 
the  function  which,  in  the  Mosaic  cosmogony,  is  ascribed  to  the  Spirit  of 
God, — the  calling  forth  of  the  world  of  life  from  the  chaos  of  the  first 
creation.  Moreover,  when  the  earth  was  a  second  time  covered  with  water, 
it  is  a  dove,  sent  by  Noah,  which  hovers  over  its  waves,  and  which,  by  pluck- 
ing an  olive  leaf,  and  at  length  finally  disappearing,  announces  the  renewed 
possibility  of  living  on  the  earth.  Who  then  can  wonder  that  in  Jewish 
writings,  the  Spirit  hovering  over  the  primeval  waters  is  expressly  compared 
to  a  dove,''  and  that,  apart  from  the  narrative  under  examination,  the  dove 
is  taken  as  a  symbol  of  the  Holy  Spirit  ?  ^^  How  near  to  this  lay  the  associa- 
tion of  the  hovering  dove  with  the  Messiah,  on  whom  the  dove-like  spirit 
was  to  descend,  is  evident,  without  our  having  recourse  to  the  Jewish  writ- 
ings, which  designate  the  Spirit  hovering  over  the  waters,  Gen.  i.  2,  as  the 
Spirit  of  the  Messiah,^^  and  also  connect  with  him  its  emblem,  the  Noachian 
dove.** 

When,  in  this  manner,  the  heavenly  voice,  and  the  Divine  Spirit  down- 
hovering  like  a  dove,  gathered  from  the  cotemporary  Jewish  ideas,  had 
become  integral  parts  of  the  Christian  legend  concerning  the  circumstances 
of  the  baptism  of  Jesus ;  it  followed,  of  course,  that  the  heavens  should  open 
themselves,  for  the  Spirit,  once  embodied,  must  have  a  road  before  it  could 
descend  through  the  vault  of  heaven.^® 

The  result  of  the  preceding  inquiries,  viz.,  that  the  alleged  miraculous 
circumstances  of  the  baptism  of  Jesus  have  merely  a  mythical  value,  might 
have  been  much  more  readily  obtained,  in  the  way  of  inference  from  the 
preceding  chapter;  for  if,  according  to  that,  John  had  not  acknowledged 
Jesus  to  be  the  Messiah,  there  could  have  been  no  appearances  at  the 
baptism  of  Jesus,  demonstrative  to  John  of  his  Messiahship.  We  have,  how- 
ever, established  the  mythical  character  of  the  baptismal  phenomena,  without 


**  TibulL  Carm.  L.  I,  eleg.  8,  v.  17  f.  See  the  remark  of  Broeckhuis  on  this  passage ; 
Creuzer,  Symbolik,  ii.  s.  70  f.  ;  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  a,  s.  369. 

*^  Creuzer,  Symbolik,  ii.  s.  80. 

**  Chagiga  c.  ii.  :  Spirits  Dei  fercbaiur  super  aquas,  sicut  columba,  qua  fertur  super 
pullos  suos  nu  tangit  illos,    Ir  Gibborim  ad  Genes,  i,  2,  ap.  Schottgen,  hor»,  i.  p.  9. 

"  Targum  Koheleth,  ii.  12,  vox  iurturis  is  interpreted  as  vox  spiritus  sancti.  To  r^ard 
this,  with  Liicke,  as  an  arbitrary  interpretation,  seems  itself  hke  arbitrariness,  in  the  face  of 
the  above  data. 

^^  Bereschith  rabba,  s.  2,  f.  4,  4,  ad  Genes.  T.  2  (ap.  Schottgen  ut  sup.)  :  intelligUur 
ipirUus  rigis  Afessia,  de  quo  dicitur^  Jes.  xi.  2  :  et  quiescet  super  Ulum  spiritus  Domini, 

"  Sohar.  Numer.  f.  68.  col.  271  f.  (in  Schottgen,  horae,  2,  p.  537  f.).  The  purport  of 
this  passage  rests  on  the  following  cabalistic  conclusion  :  If  David,  according  to  Ps.  lii.  10, 
is  the  olive  tree  ;  the  Messiah,  a  scion  of  David,  is  the  olive  leaf :  and  since  it  is  said  of 
Noah's  dove.  Gen.  viii.  11,  that  it  carried  an  olive  leaf  in  its  mouth  ;  the  Messiah  will  be 
ushered  into  the  world  by  a  dove. — Even  Christian  interpreters  have  compared  the  dove  at 
the  baptism  of  Jesus  to  the  Noachian  one ;  see  Suicer,  Thesaurus,  2,  Art.  repMrrepd,  p.  688. 
It  has  been  customary  to  cite  in  this  connection,  that  the  Samaritans  paid  divine  honours 
to  a  dove  under  the  name  of  Achima,  on  Mount  Gerizim ;  bt^.  Uiu.«  is  a  Jewish  accusation, 
grounded  on  a  wilful  misconstruction.  See  Staudlin's  and  T2«elltmer's  Archiv.  fur  K.  G. 
I,  3,  s.  66.     Liicke,  i,  s.  367. 

^  See  Fritzsche,  Comm.  in  Matt.,  p.  148. 
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presupposing  the  result  of  the  previous  chapter ;  and  thus  the  two  indepen- 
dently obtained  conclusions  may  serve  to  strengthen  each  other. 

Supposing  all  the  immediate  circumstances  of  the  baptism  of  Jesus  un- 
historica],  the  question  occurs,  whether  the  baptism  itself  be  also  a  mere 
mythus.     Fritzsche  seems  not  disinclined  to  the  affirmative,  for  he  leaves  it 
undecided  whether  the  first  Christians  knew  historically,  or  only  supposed, 
in  conformity  with  their  messianic  expectations,  that  Jesus  was  consecrated 
to  his  messianic  office  by  John,  as  his  forerunner.     This  view  may  be  sup- 
ported by  the  observation,  that  in  the  Jewish  expectation,  which  originated 
in  the  history  of  David,  combined  with  the  prophecy  of  Malachi,  there  was 
adequate  inducement  to  assume  such  a  consecration  of  Jesus  by  the  Baptist, 
even  without  historical  warrant ;  and  the  mention  of  John's  baptism  in  rela- 
tion to  Jesus  (Acts  i.   22),  in  a  narrative,  itself  traditional,  proves  nothing 
to  the  contrary.      Yet,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  to  be  considered  that  the 
baptism  of  Jesus  by  John  furnishes  the  most  natural  basis  for  an  explanation 
of  the  messianic  project  of  Jesus.      When  we  have  two  cotemporaries,  of 
^  f  whom  one  announces  the  proximity  01  the  Messiah's  kingdom,  and  the  other 
'     subsequently  assumes  the  character  of  Messiah ;  the  conjecture  arises,  even 
)  without  positive  information,  that  they  stood  in  a  relation  to  each  other — 
that  the  latter  owed  his  idea  to  the  former.     If  Jesus  had  the  messianic  idea 
excited  in  him  by  John,  yet,  as  is  natural,  only  so  far  that  he  also  looked  for- 
<;   ward  to  the  advent  of  the  messianic  individual,  whoni  he  did  not^  in  the  first 
;    instance,  identify  with  himself;  he  would  most  likely  submit  himself  jo^he 
{    baptism  of  John.     This  would  probably  take  place  without  any  strikmgoc- 
currences ;  and  Jesus,  in  no  way  announced  by  it  as  the  Baptist's  superior, 
might,  as  above  remarked,  continue  for  some  time  to  demean  himself  as  his 
.    disciple.     _ 

'  If  we  take  a  comparative  retrospect  of  our  evangelical  documents,  the  pre- 
eminence which  has  of  late  been  sought  for  the  fourth  gospel  appears  totally 
unmerited.  The  single  historical  fact,  the  baptism  of  Jesus  by  John,  is  not 
mentioned  by  the  fourth  Evangelist,  who  is  solicitous  about  the  mythical 
adjuncts  alone,  and  these  he  in  reality  gives  no  more  simply  than  the  synop- 
tical writers,  his  omission  of  the  opening  heaven  excepted ;  for  the  divine 
speech  is  not  wanting  in  his  narrative,  if  we  read  it  impartially.  In  the 
words,  i.  33  :  Ife  that  sent  me  to  baptize  with  watery  the  same  said  unto  me^ 
Upon  whom  thou  shalt  see  the  Spirit  descending^  and  remaining  on  him^  the 
same  is  he  which  baptizeth  with  the  Holy  Ghost^  we  have  not  only  substantially 
the  same  purport  as  that  conveyed  by  the  heavenly  voice  in  the  synopticsd 
gospels,  but  also  a  divine  declaration ;  the  only  difference  being,  that  here 
John  is  addressed  exclusively,  and  prior  to  the  baptism  of  Jesus.  This  differ- 
ence originated  partly  in  the  importance  which  the  fourth  Evangelist  attached 
to  the  relation  between  the  Baptist  and  Jesus,  and  which  required  that  the 
criteria  of  the  messianic  individual,  as  well  as  the  proximity  of  his  kingdom, 
should  have  been  revealed  to  John  at  his  call  to  baptize ;  and  it  might  be 
partly  suggested  by  the  narrative  in  i  Sam.  xvi.,  according  to  which  Samuel, 
being  sent  by  Jehovah  to  anoint  a  king  selected  from  the  sons  of  Jesse,  is 
thus  admonished  by  Jehovah  on  the  entrance  of  David :  Arise  and  anoint 
hinty  for  this  is  he  (v.  12).  The  descent  of  the  Spirit,  which  in  David's  case 
follows  his  consecration,  is,  by  the  fourth  Evangelist,  made  an  antecedent 
sign  of  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus. 
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§  52. 

RELATION  OF  THE   SUPERNATURAL  AT  THE   BAPTISM  OF  JESUS  TO  THE 

SUPERNATURAL  IN   HIS  CONCEPTION. 

At  the  commencement  of  this  chapter^  we  enquired  into  the  subjective 
views  of  Jesus  in  his  reception  of  John's  baptism,  or  the  idea  which  he  enter- 
tained of  its  relation  to  his  own  character.  We  close  this  discussion  with 
an  inquiry  into  the  objective  purpose  of  the  miracles  at  the  baptism  of  Jesus, 
or  the  mode  in  which  they  were  to  subserve  the  manifestation  of  his  messiah- 
ship. 

The  common  answer  to  such  an  inquiry  is,  that  Jesus  was  thereby  inducted 
to  his  public  office,  and  declared  to  be  the  Messiah,^  Lc,  that  nothing  was 
conferred  on  him,  and  that  simply  the  character  which  he  already  possessed 
was  manifested  to  others.  But,  it  may  be  asked,  is  such  an  abstraction  in- 
tended by  our  narrators  ?  A  consecration  to  an  office,  effected  by  divine 
co-operation,  was  ever  considered  by  antiquity  as  a  delegation  of  divine  powers 
for  its  fulfilment ;  hence,  in  the  Old  Testament,  the  kings,  as  soon  as  they 
are  anointed,  are  filled  with  the  spirit  of  God  (i  Sam.  x.  6,  10,  xvL  13) ;  and 
in  the  New  Testament  also,  the  apostles,  before  entering  on  their  vocation, 
are  furnished  with  supernatural  gifts  (Acts  ii.).  It  may,  therefore,  be  before- 
hand conjectured,  that  according  to  the  original  sense  of  the  Gospels,  the 
consecration  of  Jesus  at  his  baptism  was  attended  with  a  supply  of  higher 
powers ;  and  this  is  confirmed  by  an  examination  of  our  narratives.  For  the 
synoptical  writers  all  state,  that  after  the  baptism,  the  Spirit  led  Jesus  into 
the  wilderness,  obviously  marking  this  journey  as  the  first  effect  of  the  higher 
principle  infused  at  his  baptism :  and  in  John,  the  words  /icvciv  cir*  avrov, 
applied  to  the  descending  Spirit,  seem  to  intimate,  that  from  the  time  of  the 
baptism  there  was  a  relation  not  previously  subsisting,  between  the  ^rvcvfux 
ayiov  and  Jesus. 

This  interpretation  of  the  marvels  at  the  baptism  of  Jesus  seems  in  con- 
tradiction with  the  narratives  of  his  conception.  If  Jesus,  as  Matthew  and 
Luke  state,  was  conceived  by  the  Holy  Ghost ;  or  if,  as  John  propounds,  the 
divine  \oyo^^  the  wordy  was  made  flesh  in  him,  from  the  beginning  of  his 
earthly  existence ;  why  did  he  yet  need,  at  his  baptism,  a  special  intromission 
of  the  irvcO/ia  aytov?  Several  modern  expositors  have  seen,  and  sought  to 
solve,  this  difficulty.  Olshausen's  explanation  consists  in  the  distinction 
between  the  potential  and  the  actual ;  but  it  is  self-contradictory.'  For  if 
the  character  of  the  Xpurro?  which  was  manifested  actiiy  with  the  ripened  man- 
hood of  Jesus,  at  his  baptism,  was  already  present  poten/id  in  the  child  and 
youth ;  there  must  have  also  been  an  inward  principle  of  development,  by 
means  of  which  his  powers  would  gradually  unfold  themselves  from  within, 
instead  of  being  6rst  awakened  by  a  sudden  illapse  of  the  Spirit  from  without. 
This,  however,  does  not  preclude  the  possibility  that  the  divine  principle, 
existing  in  Jesus,  as  supematurally  conceived,  from  the  moment  of  his  birth, 
might  need,  owing  to  the  human  form  of  its  development,  some  impulse  firom 
without;  and  Liicke'  has  more  jusdy  proceeded  on  this  contrast  between 
external  impulse  and  inward  development.  The  Xoyo«,  present  in  Jesus  from 
his  birth,  needed,  he  thinks,  however  strong  might  be  the  inward  bent,  some 
external  stimulus  and  vivification,  in  order  to  arrive  at  full  activity  and  mani- 

^  Hess,  Geschichte  Jesu,  i,  s.  lao. 

*  Bibl.  Comm.  i,  s.  175  f. 

'  Comm.  sum  Evang.  Joh.  I,  s.  378  f. 
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festation  in  the  world ;  and  that  which  awakens  and  guides  the  divine  life- 
germ  in  the  world  is,  on  apostolic  showing,  the  htcv/lux  Syiov,  Allowing  this, 
yet  the  inward  disposition  and  the  requisite  force  of  the  outward  stimulus 
stand  in  an  inverse  relation  to  each  other ;  so  that  the  stronger  the  outward 
stimulus  required,  the  weaker  is  the  inward  disposition  ;  but  in.  a  case  where 
the  inward  disposition  is  consummate, — as  it  must  be  supposed  in  Jesus, 
engendered  by  the  Spirit,  or  animated .  by  the  Xoyo?, — the  exterior  impulse 
ought  to  be  a  minimum^  that  is,  every  circumstance,  even  the  most  common, 
might  serve  as  a  determination  of  the  inward  tendency.  But  at  the  baptism 
of  Jesus  we  see  the  maximum  of  exterior  impulse,  in  the  visible  descent  of 
the  divine  Spirit ;  and  although  we  allow  for  the  special  nature  of  the  mes- 
sianic task,  for  the  fulfilment  of  which  he  must  be  qualified,^  yet  the  maximum 
of  inward  disposition,  which  fitted  him  to  be  the  vlo9  ®cov,  cannot  at  the  same 
time  be  supposed  as  existing  in  him  from  his  birth :  a  consequence  which 
Liicke  only  escapes^  by  reducing  the  baptismal  scene  to  a  mere  inauguration, 
thus,  as  has  been  already  shown,  contradicting  the  evangelical  records. 

We  must  here  give  a  similar  decision  to  that  at  which  we  arrived  concern- 
ing the  genealogies ;  viz.,  that  in  that  circle  of  the  early  Christian  church,  in 
which  the  narrative  of  the  descent  of  the  irvtvfw.  on  Jesus  at  his  baptism  was 
formed,  the  idea  that  Jesus  was  generated  by  the  same  irvcv/xa  cannot  have 
prevailed ;  and  while,  at  the  present  day,  the  communication  of  the  divine 
nature  to  Jesus  is  thought  of  as  cotemporary  with  his  conception,  those  Chris- 
tians must  have  regarded  his  baptism  as  the  epoch  of  such  communication. 
In  fact,  those  primitive  Christians  whom,  in  a  former  discussion,  we  found 
to  have  known  nothing,  or  to  have  believed  nothing,  of  the  supernatural  con- 
ception of  Jesus,  were  also  those  who  connected  the  first  communication  of 
divine  powers  to  Jesus  with  his  baptism  in  the  Jordan.  For  no  other  doc- 
trine did  the  orthodox  fathers  of  the  church  more  fiercely  perstcute  the 
ancient  Ebionites,*  with  their  gnostic  fellow-believer  Cerinthus,*  than  for  this  : 
that  the  Holy  Spirit  first  united  himself  with  Jesus  at  his  baptism.  In  the 
Gospel  of  the  Ebionites  it  was  written  that  the  irvcvfui  not  only  descended  on 
Jesus  in  the  form  of  a  dove,  but  entered  into  him ;  ^  and  according  to  Justin, 
It  was  the  general  expectation  of  the  Jews,  that  higher  powers  would  first  be 
granted  to  the  Messiah,  when  he  should  be  anointed  by  his  forerunner  Elias.® 

The  development  of  these  ideas  seems  to  have  been  the  following.  When 
the  messianic  dignity  of  Jesus  began  to  be  acknowledged  among  the  Jews, 
it  was  thought  appropriate  to  connect  his  coming  into  possession  of  the 
requisite  gifts,  with  the  epoch  from  which  he  was  in  some  degree  known,  and 
which,  from  the  ceremony  that  marked  it,  was  also  best  adapted  to  represent 
that  anointing  with  the  Holy  Spirit,  expected  by  the  Jews  for  their  Messiah  : 
and  from  this  point  of  view  was  formed  the  legend  of  the  occurrences  at  the 
baptism.  But  as  reverence  for  Jesus  was  heightened,  and  men  appeared  in 
the  Christian  church  who  were  acquainted  with  more  exalted  messianic  ideas, 

^  From  the  orthodox  point  of  view,  it  cannot  be  consistently  said,  with  Hoffmann  (p.  301), 
that  for  the  conviction  of  his  messiahship  and  the  maintenance  of  the  right  position,  amid  so 
many  temptations  and  adverse  circumstances,  an  internally  wrought  certainty  did  not  suffice 
Jesus,  and  external  confirmation  by  a  fact  was  requisite. 

*  Epiphan.  haeres.  xxx.  14:  ireidii  ykp  ^Xom-ai  rbv  fih  *hi<rwp  tm'ut  d^Ofxirmf  eUai, 
Xpurr^  di  h  oury  yeyeviiff^ai  rhv  h  cWet  xeptcrefAi  Kara^c^K&ra,  k.  r.  X  : — They  matntain 
that  Jesus  was  really  man,  but  that  that  which  descended  from  heaven  in  the  form  of  a  dove 
became  Christ  in  him, 

*  Epiphan.  hseres.  xxviii.  i. 

'  Epiphan.  hseres.  xxx.  13  :— T£/>taT«/>aj  KareX^owo'ifi  koX  e^o'eX^ovo^s  kl%  avr^  x^of  a  dove 
descending  and  entering  into  him, 

'  See  the  passage  above,  §  48,  note  7. 
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this  tardy  manifestation  of  messiahship  was  no  longer  sufficient ;  his  relation 
with  the  Holy  Spirit  was  referred  to  his  conception  :  and  from  this  point  of 
view  was  formed  the  tradition  of  the  supernatural  conception  of  Jesus.  Here 
too,  perhaps,  the  words  of  the  heavenly  voice,  which  might  originally  be  those 
of  Ps.  ii.  7,  were  altered  after  Isaiah  xlii.  i.  For  the  words,  (irffitpov  ytyiwr^Ka 
(Tc,  This  day  have  I  begotten  thee^  were  consistent  with  the  notion  that  Jesus 
was  constituted  the  Son  of  God  at  his  baptism ;  but  they  were  no  longer  suit- 
able to  that  occasion,  when  the  opinion  had  arisen  that  the  origin  of  his  life 
was  an  immediate  divine  act.  By  this  later  representation,  however,  the 
earlier  one  was  by  no  means  supplanted,  but,  on  the  contrary,  tradition  and 
her  recorders  being  large-hearted,  both  narratives — that  of  the  miracles  at  the 
baptism,  and  that  of  the  supernatural  conception,  or  the  indwelling  of  the 
Aoyos  in  Jesus  from  the  commencement  of  his  life,  although,  strictly,  they 
exclude  each  other,  went  forth  peaceably  side  by  side,  and  so  were  depicted 
by  our  Evangelists,  not  excepting  even  the  fourth.  Just  as  in  the  case  of  the 
genealogies :  the  narrative  of  the  imparting  of  the  Spirit  at  the  baptism  could 
not  arise  after  the  formation  of  the  idea  that  Jesus  was  engendered  by  the 
Spirit ;  but  it  might  be  retained  as  a  supplement,  because  tradition  is  ever 
unwilling  to  renounce  any  of  its  acquired  treasures. 


§53. 

PLACE  AND   TIME  OF  THE   TEMPTATION   OF  JESUS.      DIVERGENCIES   OF  THE 

EVANGELISTS   ON   THIS  SUBJECT. 

1*he  transition  from  the  baptism  to  the  temptation  of  Jesus,  as  it  is  made 
by  the  synoptical  writers,  is  attended  with  difficulty  in  relation  both  to  place 
and  time. 

With  respect  to  the  former,  it  strikes  us  at  once,  that  according  to  all  the 
synoptical  gospels,  Jesus  after  his  baptism  was  led  into  the  wilderness  to  be 
tempted,  implying  that  he  was  not  previously  in  the  wilderness,  although^ 
according  to  Matt  iii.  i,  John,  by  whom  he  was  baptized,  exercised  his  min- 
istry there.  This  apparent  contradiction  has  been  exposed  by  the  most  recent 
critic  of  Matthew's  gospel,  for  the  sake  of  proving  the  statement  that  John 
baptized  in  the  wilderness  to  be  erroneous.^  But  they  who  cannot  resolve 
to  reject  this  statement  on  grounds  previously  laid  down,  may  here  avail 
themselves  of  the  supposition,  that  John  delivered  his  preliminary  discourses 
in  the  wilderness  of  Judea,  but  resorted  to  the  Jordan  for  the  purpose  of  bap- 
tizing ;  or,  if  the  banks  of  the  Jordan  be  reckoned  part  of  that  wilderness, 
of  the  presumption  that  the  Evangelists  can  only  have  intended  that  the  Spirit 
led  Jesus  farther  into  the  recesses  of  the  wilderness,  but  have  neglected  to 
state  this  with  precision,  because  their  description  of  the  scene  at  the  baptism 
had  obliterated  from  their  imagination  their  former  designation  of  the  locality 
of  John's  agency, 

But  there  is,  besides,  a  chronological  difficulty :  namely,  that  while,  accord- 
ing to  the  synoptical  writers,  Jesus,  in  the  plenitude  of  the  Spirit,  just  com- 
municated to  him  at  the  Jordan,  betakes  himself,  in  consequence  of  that 
communication,  for  forty  days  to  the  wilderness,  where  the  temptation  occurs, 
and  then  returns  into  Galilee ;  John,  on  the  contrary,  is  silent  concerning  the 
temptation,  and  appears  to  suppose  an  interval  of  a  few  days  only,  between 
the  baptism  of  Jesus  and  his  journey  into  Galilee ;  thus  allowing  no  space 

^  Schneckenbttiger,  uber  den  Ursprung  des  ersten  kanonischen  Evang.,  s.  39. 
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for  a  six  weeks'  residence  in  the  wilderness.  The  fourth  Evangelist  com- 
mences his  narrative  with  the  testimony  which  the  Baptist  delivers  to  the 
emissaries  of  the  Sanhedrim  (i.  19) ;  the  next  day  {t§  hravfuov)  he  makes  the 
Baptist  recite  the  incident  which  in  the  synoptical  gospels  is  followed  by  the 
baptism  (v.  29)  :  again,  t/ie  next  day  (t^  ewavpuw)  he  causes  two  of  his  dis- 
ciples to  follow  Jesus  (v.  35);  farther,  the  next  day  (rg  cvavpcor,  v.  44),  as 
Jesus  is  on  the  point  of  journeying  into  Galilee,  Philip  and  Nathanael  join 
him ;  and  lastly,  on  the  third  day^  rg  ^fji€pif.  rg  rpiry  (iL  i),  Jesus  is  at  the 
wedding  in  Cana  of  Galilee.  The  most  natural  inference  is,  that  the  baptism 
took  place  immediately  before  John's  narrative  of  its  attendant  occurrences, 
and  as  according  to  the  synoptical  gospels  the  temptation  followed  close  on 
the  baptism,  both  these  events  must  be  inserted  between  v.  28  and  29,  as 
Euthymius  supposed.  But  between  that  which  is  narrated  down  to  v.  28, 
and  the  sequel  from  v.  29  inclusive,  there  is  only  the  interval  of  a  mommu 
hravpiovy  while  the  temptation  requires  a  period  of  forty  days ;  hence,  exposi- 
tors have  thought  it  necessary  to  give  ivavpiov  the  wider  sense  of  vorcpor 
afterwards ;  this  however  is  inadmissible,  because  the  expression  rg  ^f**f>^ 
Tj  rpLrrj^  the  third  day^  follows  in  connexion  with  Imoopuw^  and  restricts  its 
meaning  to  the  morrow.  We  might  therefore  be  inclined,  with  Kuinol,  to 
separate  the  baptism  and  the  temptation,  to  place  the  baptism  after  v.  28,  and 
to  regard  the  next  day's  interview  between  Jesus  and  John  (v.  29)  as  a  part- 
ing visit  from  the  former  to  the  latter :  inserting  after  this  the  journey  into 
the  wilderness  and  the  temptation.  But  without  insisting  that  the  first  three 
Evangelists  seem  not  to  allow  even  of  a  day's  interval  between  the  baptism 
and  the  departure  of  Jesus  into  the  wilderness,  yet  even  later  we  have  the 
same  difficulty  in  finding  space  for  the  forty  days.  For  it  is  no  more  possible 
to  place  the  residence  in  the  wilderness  between  the  supposed  parting  visit 
and  the  direction  of  the  two  disciples  to  Jesus,  that  is  between  v.  34  and  35, 
as  Kuinol  attempts,  than  between  v.  28  and  29,  since  the  former  as  well  as 
the  latter  passages  are  connected  by  t^  cn-avpiov,  on  the  morrow^  Hence  we 
must  descend  to  v.  43  and  44 ;  but  here  also  there  is  only  the  interval  of  a 
morrow^  and  even  chap.  ii.  i,  we  are  shut  out  by  an  i^/ac/m  rpmy,  third  day^ 
so  that,  proceeding  in  this  way,  the  temptation  would  at  last  be  carried  to 
the  residence  of  Jesus  in  Galilee,  ip  direct  opposition  to  the  statement  of  the 
synoptical  writers  \  while,  in  further  contradiction  to  them,  the  temptation  is 
placed  at  a  farther  and  farther  distance  from  the  baptism.  Thus  neither  at 
v.  29,  nor  below  it,  can  the  forty  days'  residence  of  Jesus  in  the  wilderness 
with  the  temptation  be  intercalated  :  and  it  must  therefore  be  referred, 
according  to  the  plan  of  Liicke  and  others,^  to  the  period  before  v.  19,  which 
seems  to  allow  of  as  large  an  interpolation  as  can  be  desired,  inasmuch  as 
the  fourth  Evangelist  there  commences  his  history.  Now  it  is  true  that  what 
follows  from  v.  19  to  28  is  not  of  a  kind  absolutely  to  exclude  the  baptism 
and  temptation  of  Jesus  as  earlier  occurrences ;  but  from  v.  29  to  34,  the 
Evangelist  is  far  from  making  the  Baptist  speak  as  if  there  had  been  an 
interval  of  six  weeks  between  the  baptism  and  his  narrative  of  its  circum- 
stances.^ That  the  fourth  Evangelist  should  have  omitted,  by  chance  merely, 
the  history  of  the  temptation,  important  as  it  was  in  the  view  of  the  other 
Evangelists,  seems  improbable  :  it  is  rather  to  be  concluded,  either  that  it  was 
dogmatically  offensive  to  him,  so  that  be  omitted  it  designedly,  or  that  it  was 
not  current  in  the  circle  of  tradition  from  which  he  drew  his  materials. 

The  period  of  forty  days  is  assigned  by  all  three  of  the  synoptical  writers 

'  Comm.  z.  Ev.  Job.  I,  s.  344. 

'  Comp.  de  Welte,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  3,  s.  27. 
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for  the  residence  of  Jesus  in  the  wilderness ;  but  to  this  agreement  is  annexed 
the  not  inconsiderable  discrepancy,  that,  according  to  Matthew,  the  tempta- 
tion by  the  devil  commences  after  the  lapse  of  the  forty  days,  while,  according 
to  the  others,  it  appears  to  have  been  going  forward  during  this  time ;  for  the 
words  of  Mark  (i.  iz)j  he  was  in  the  wilderness  forty  days  tempted  of  Satan, 
tfV  ly  ry  ifliifuf  17/A^as  T€cr<rapdKovTa  ireipaiofitvoi  xnro  rov  ^arava,  and  the  simi- 
lar ones  of  Luke  i.  2,  can  have  no  other  meaning.     Added  to  this,  there  is  a 
difference  between  the  two  latter  evangelists ;  Mark  only  placing  the  tempta- 
tion generally  within  the  duration  of  forty  days,  without  naming  the  particular 
acts  of  the  tempter,  which  according  to  Matthew,  were  subsequent  to  the 
forty  days  ;  while  Luke  mentions  both  the  prolonged  temptation  (n-cipo^co-^at) 
of  the  forty  days,  and  the  three  special  temptations  (irapaa-fwi)  which  followed.^ 
It  has  been  thought  possible  to  make  the  three  accounts  tally  by  supposing 
that  the  devil  tempted  Jesus  during  the  forty  days,  as  Mark  states ;  that  after 
the  lapse  of  that  time  he  approached  him  with  the  three  temptations  given  by 
Matthew;  and   that  Luke's  narrative  includes  the  whole.^     Further,   the 
temptations  have  been   distinguished  into  two  kinds ;   that  which  is  only 
generally  mentioned,  as  continued  through  the  forty  days,  being  considered 
invisible,  like  the  ordinary  attempts  of  Satan  against  men ;  and  the  three 
particularized  temptations  being  regarded  a^  personal  and  visible  assaults, 
resorted  to  on  the  failure  of  the  first.^     But  this  distinction  is  evidently  built 
on  the  air ;  moreover,  it  is  inconceivable  why  Luke  should  not  specify  one  of 
the  temptations  of  the  forty  days,  and  should  only  mention  the  three  subse- 
quent ones  detailed  by  Matthew.     We  might  conjecture   that   the  three 
temptations  narrated  by  Luke  did  not  occur  after  the  six  weeks,  but  were 
given  by  way  of  specimen  from  among  the  many  that  took  place  during  that 
time ;  and  that  Matthew  misunderstood  them  to  be  a  sequel  to  the  forty  days' 
temptation.7    But  the  challenge  to  make  stones  bread  must  in  any  case  be 
placed  at  the  end  of  that  period,  for  it  appealed  to  the  hunger  of  Jesus, 
arising  from  a  forty  days'  fast  (a  cause  omitted  by  Mark  alone).     Now  in 
Luke  also  this  is  the  first  temptation,  and  if  this  occurred  at  the  close  of  the 
forty  days,  the  others  could  not  have  been  earlier.      For  it  is  not  to  be 
admitted  that  the  separate  temptations  being  united  in  Luke  merely  by  ical, 
and  not  by  rare  and  irdXtv  as  in  Matthew,  we  are  not  bound  to  preserve  the 
order  of  them,  and  that  without  violating  the  intention  of  the  third  Evangelist 
we  may  place  the  second  and  third  temptation  before  the  first.     Thus  Luke 
is  convicted  of  a  want  of  historical  tact;    for  after  representing  Jesus  as 
tempted  by  the  devil  forty  days,  he  has  no  details  to  give  concerning  this 
long  period,  but  narrates  later  temptations ;  hence  we  are  not  inclined,  with 
the  most  recent  critic  of  Matthew's  Gospel,  to  regard  Luke's  as  the  original, 
and  Matthew's  as  the  traditional  and  adulterated  narrative.^    Rather,  as  in 
Mark  the  temptation  is  noticed  without  farther  details  than  that  it  lasted 
forty  days,  and  in  Matthew  the  particular  cases  of  temptation  are  narrated, 
the  hunger  which  induced  the  first  rendering  it  necessary  to  place  them  after 
the  forty  days ;  Luke  has  evidently  the  secondary  statement,  for  he  unites  the 
two  previous  ones  in  a  manner  scarcely  tolerable,  giving  the  forty  days' 
process  of  temptation,  and  then  superfluously  bringing  forward   particular 
instances  as  additional  facts.     It  is  not  on  this  account  to  be  concluded  that 
Luke  wrote  after  Mark,  and  in  dependence  on  him  ;  but  supposing,  on  the 

^  Compare  Fritzsche,  Comm.  in  Marc,  s.  23     De  Wette,  ex^.  Haadb.,  i,  2,  s.  33. 

*  Kuinol,  Comm.  in  Luc,  s.  379. 
'  Lightfoot,  hore,  p.  243. 

7  Schneckenburger,  iiBer  den  Ursprung  des  ersten  kan.  Evang.,  s.  46. 

•  Ibid. 
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contrary,  that  Mark  here  borrowed  from  Luke,  he  extracted  only  the  first  and 
general  part  of  the  latter  Evangelist's  narrative,  having  ready,  in  lieu  of  the 
farther  detail  of  single  temptations,  an  addition  peculiar  to  himself ;  namely, 
that  Jesus,  during  his  residence  in  the  wilderness  was  fim  rSiv  ^pcW,  mfh 
the  wild  beasts. 

What  was  Mark's  object  in  introducing  the  wild  beasts,  it  is  difficult  to  say. 
The  majority  of  expositors  are  of  opinion  that  he  intended  to  complete  the 
terrible  picture  of  the  wilderness ;  ^  but  to  this  it  is  not  without  reason  ob- 
jected, that  the  clause  would  then  have  been  in  closer  connexion  with  the 
words  riv  cV  r^  cpi7fuo,  he  was  in  the  wilderness^  instead  of  being  placed  after 
TTccpaj^o/icvos,  temptedy^  Usteri  has  hazarded  the  conjecture  that  this  particu- 
larity may  be  designed  to  mark  Christ  as  the  antitype  of  Adam,  who,  in 
Paradise,  also  stood  in  a  peculiar  relation  to  the  animals, ^^  and  Olshausen 
has  eagerly  laid  hold  on  this  mystical  notion ;  but  it  is  an  interpretation 
which  finds  little  support  in  the  context.  Schleiermacher,  in  pronouncing 
this  feature  of  Mark's  narrative  extravagant,^^  doubtless  means  that  this 
Evangelist  here,  as  in  other  instances  of  exaggeration,  borders  on  the  style  of 
the  apocryphal  gospels,  for  whose  capricious  fictions  we  are  not  seldom 
unable  to  suggest  a  cause  or  an  object,  and  thus  we  must  rest  contented,  for 
the  present,  to  penetrate  no  farther  into  the  sense  of  his  statement. 

With  respect  to  the  difference  between  Matthew  and  Luke  in  the  arrange- 
ment of  the  several  temptations,  we  must  equally  abide  by  Schleiermacher's 
criticism  and  verdict,  namely,  that  Matthew's  order  seems  to  be  the  original, 
because  it  is  founded  on  the  relative  importance  of  the  temptations,  which  is 
the  main  consideration, — the  invitation  to  worship  Satan,  which  is  the  strongest 
temptation,  being  made  the  final  one ;  whereas  the  arrangement  of  Luke  looks 
like  a  later  and  not  very  happy  transposition,  proceeding  from  the  considera- 
tion— alien  to  the  original  spirit  of  the  narrative — that  Jesus  could  more 
readily  go  with  the  devil  from  the  wilderness  to  the  adjacent  mountain  and 
from  thence  to  Jerusalem,  than  out  of  the  wilderness  to  the  city  and  from 
thence  back  again  to  the  mountain.  ^^  While  the  first  two  Evangelists  close 
their  narrative  of  the  temptation  with  the  ministering  of  angels  to  Jesus,  Luke 
has  a  conclusion  peculiar  to  himself,  namely,  that  the  devil  left  Jesus  for  a 
season^  aypi  Kaipov  (v.  13),  apparently  intimating  that  the  sufferings  of  Jesus 
were  a  farther  assault  of  the  devil ;  an  idea  not  resumed  by  Luke,  but  alluded 
to  in  John  xiv.  30. 

§  54. 

THE   HISTORY  OF  THE  TEMPTATION   CONCEIVED   IN   THE  SENSE   OF  THE 

EVANGELISTS. 

Few  evangelical  passages  have  undergone  a  more  industrious  criticism,  or 
more  completely  run  through  the  circle  of  all  possible  interpretations,  than 
the  history  in  question.  For  the  personal  appearance  of  the  devil,  which  it 
seems  to  contain,  was  a  thorn  which  would  not  allow  commentators  to  repose 
on  the  most  obvious  interpretation,  but  incessantly  urged  them  to  new  efforts. 
The  series  of  explanations  hence  resulting,  led  to  critical  comparisons,  among 

*  Thus  Euthymius,  Kuinol,  and  others. 
'°  Fritzsche,  m  loc. 

^^  Beitrag  zur  Erklarung  der  Versuchungsgeschichte,  in  UUnuum's  and  Umbreit's  Studien, 
1834,  4,  g.  789. 

^'  Ueber  den  Lukas,  s.  56. 

^'  Compare  Schneckenburger,  ut  sup.,  s.  46  f. 
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which  those  of  Schmidt,*  Fritzsche,*  and  Usteri,*  seem  to  have  carried  the 
inquiry  to  its  utmost  limits. 

The  first  interpretation  that  suggests  itself  on  an  unprejudiced  considera- 
tion of  the  text  is  this ;  that  Jesus  was  led  by  the  Divine  Spirit  received  at 
his  baptism  into  the  wilderness,  there  to  undergo  a  temptation  by  the  devil, 
wiio  accordingly  appeared  to  him  visibly  and  personally,  and  in  various  ways, 
and  at  various  places  to  which  he  was  the  conductor,  prosecuted  his  purpose 
of  temptation ;  but  meeting  with  a  victorious  resistance,  he  withdrew  from- 
Jesus,  and  angels  appeared  to  minister  to  him.  Such  is  the  simple  exegesis 
of  the  narrative,  but  viewed  as  a  history  it  is  encumbered  with  difficulties. 

To  take  the  portions  of  the  narrative  in  their  proper  order :  if  the  Divine 
Spirit  led  Jesus  into  the  wilderness  with  the  design  of  exposing  him  to  tempta- 
tion, as  Matthew  expressly  says,  avT^)(Orj  €19  t^v  tpvffiov  xnro  rov  IIvcv/Aaro?, 
ir€ipatrOrjva4,  (iv.  i),  of  what  use  was  this  temptation  ?  That  it  had  a  vicarious 
and  redeeming  value  will  hardly  be  maintained,  or  that  it  was  necessary  for 
God  to  put  Jesus  to  a  trial ;  neither  can  it  be  consistently  shown  that  by  this 
temptation  Jesus  was  to  be  made  like  us,  and,  according  to  Heb.  iv.  15, 
tempted  in  all  things  like  as  we  are ;  for  the  fullest  measure  of  trial  fell  to 
his  share  in  after  life,  and  a  temptation,  effected  by  the  devil  in  person, 
would  rather  make  him  unlike  us,  who  are  spared  such  appearances. 

The  forty  days'  fast,  too,  is  singular.  One  does  not  understand  how  Jesus 
could  hunger  after  six  weeks  of  abstinence  from  all  food  without  having 
hungered  long  before ;  since  in  ordinary  cases  the  human  frame  cannot  sus- 
tain a  week's  deprivation  of  nourishment.  It  is  true,  expositors  *  console 
themselves  by  calling  the  forty  days  a  round  number,  and  by  supposing  that 
the  expression  of  Matthew,  vi/crrcvo-a?,  and  even  that  of  Luke,  ovk  c<^ayev 
ovScv,  are  not  to  be  taken  strictly,  and  do  not  denote  abstinence  from  all 
food,  but  only  from  that  which  is  customary,  so  that  the  use  of  roots  and 
herbs  is  not  excluded.  On  no  supposition,  however,  can  so  much  be  sub- 
tracted from  the  forty  days  as  to  leave  only  the  duration  of  a  conceivable 
fast ;  and  that  nothing  short  of  entire  abstinence  from  all  nourishment  was 
intended  by  the  Evangelists  Fritzsche  has  clearly  shown,  by  pointing  out  the 
parallel  between  the  fast  of  Jesus  and  that  of  Moses  and  Elias,  the  former  of 
whom  is  said  to  have  eaten  no  bread  and  drunk  no  water  for  forty  days  (Exod. 
xxxiv.  28 ;  Deut.  ix.  9,  18),  and  the  latter  to  have  gone  for  the  same  period 
in  the  strength  of  a  meal  taken  before  his  journey  (i  Kings  xix.  8).  But  such 
a  fast  wants  the  credentials  of  utility,  as  well  as  of  possibility.  From  the 
context  it  appears,  that  the  fast  of  Jesus  was  prompted  by  the  same  Spirit 
which  occasioned  his  journey  to  the  wilderness,  and  which  now  moved  him 
to  a  holy  self-discipline,  whereby  men  of  God,  under  the  old  dispensation, 
purified  themselves,  and  became  worthy  of  divine  visions.  But  it  could  not 
be  hidden  from  that  Spirit,  that  Satan,  in  attacking  Jesus,  would  avail  himself 
of  this  very  fast,  and  make  the  hunger  thence  arising  an  accomplice  in  his 
temptation.  And  was  not  the  fast,  in  this  case,  a  kind  of  challenge  to  Satan, 
an  act  of  presumption,  ill  becoming  even  the  best  warranted  self-confidence?^ 

But  the  personal  appearance  of  the  devil  is  the  great  stumbling-block  in 

^  Exegetische  Beitnige,  i,  s.  277  ff. 

'  Comm.  in  Matth.  s.  172  ff, 

'  In  the  Essay  quoted,  s.  768. 

^  Thus,  e.g.,  Kuinol,  Comm.  in  Matth.,  p.  S4.  Comp.  Gratz,  Comm.  zum  Matth.,  i,  s. 
229.     Hoffmann,  p.  315. 

*  Usteri,  iiber  den  Taufer  Johannes,  die  Taufe  und  Versuchung  Christi.  In  den  theol. 
Studien  und  Kritiken,  zweiten  Jahrgangs  (1829),  drittes  Heft,  s.  450.  De  Wette,  exeg. 
Handb.,  I,  i,  s.  58. 
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the  present  narrative.  If,  it  is  said,  there  be  a  personal  devil,  he  cannot  take 
a  visible  form ;  and  if  that  were  possible,  he  would  hardly  demean  himself  as 
he  is  represented  to  have  done  in  the  gospels.  It  is  with  the  existence  of  the 
devil  as  with  that  of  angels — even  the  believers  in  a  revelation  are  perplexed 
by  it,  because  the  idea  did  not  spring  up  among  the  recipients  of  revelation, 
but  was  transplanted  by  them,  during  exile,  from  a  profane  soil.'  Moreover, 
to  those  who  have  not  quite  shut  out  the  lights  of  the  present  age,  the  exist- 
ence of  a  devil  is  become  in  the  highest  degree  doubtful. 

On  this  subject,  as  well  as  on  that  of  angels,  Schleiermacher  may  serve  as 
an  interpreter  of  modern  opinion.  He  shows  that  the  idea  of  a  being  such 
as  the  devil,  is  an  assemblage  of  contradictions :  that  as  the  idea  of  angels 
originated  in  a  limited  observation  of  nature,  so  that  of  the  devil  originated 
in  a  limited  observation  of  self,  and  as  our  knowledge  of  human  nature  pro- 
gresses, must  recede  farther  into  the  background,  and  the  appeal  to  the  devil 
be  henceforth  regarded  as  the  resource  of  ignorance  and  sloth.^  Even  ad- 
mitting the  existence  of  a  devil,  a  visible  and  personal  appearance  on  his 
part,  such  as  is  here  supposed,  has  its  peculiar  difficulties.  Olshausen  him- 
self observes,  that  there  is  no  parallel  to  it  either  in  the  Old  or  New  Testa- 
ment Farther,  if  the  devil,  that  he  might  have  some  hope  of  deceiving 
Jesus,  abandoned  his  own  form,  and  took  that  of  a  man,  or  of  a  good  angel ; 
it  may  be  reasonably  asked  whether  the  passage,  2  Cor.  xL  14,  Satan  is 
transformed  into  an  angel  of  lights  be  intended  literally,  and  if  so,  whether 
this  fantastic  conception  can  be  substantially  true  ?  ^ 

As  to  the  temptations,  it  was  early  asked  by  Julian,  how  the  devU  could 
hope  to  deceive  Jesus,  knowing,  as  he  must,  his  higher  nature?*  And 
Theodore's  answer  that  the  divinity  of  Jesus  was  then  unknown  to  the  devil, 
is  contradicted  by  the  observation,  that  had  he  not  then  beheld  a  higher 
nature  in  Jesus,  he  would  scarcely  have  taken  the  trouble  to  appear  specially 
to  him  in  person.  In  relation  to  the  particular  temptations,  an  assent  cannot 
be  withheld  from  the  canon,  that,  to  be  credible,  the  narrative  must  ascribe 
nothing  to  the  devil  inconsistent  with  his  established  cunning. ^^  Now  the 
first  temptation,  appealing  to  hunger,  we  grant,  is  not  ill-conceived ;  if  this 
were  ineffectual,  the  devil,  as  an  artful  tactician,  should  have  had  a  yet  more 
alluring  temptation  at  hand ;  but  instead  of  this,  we  find  him,  in  Matthew, 
proposing  to  Jesus  the  neck-breaking  feat  of  casting  himself  down  from  the 
pinnacle  of  the  temple^-a  far  less  inviting  experiment  than  the  metamorphosis 
of  the  stones.  This  proposition  finding  no  acceptance,  there  follows,  as  a 
crowning  effort,  a  suggestion  which,  whatever  might  be  the  bribe,  every  true 
Israelite  would  instantly  reject  with  abhorrence — ^to  fall  down  and  worship 
the  devil  So  indiscreet  a  choice  and  arrangement  of  temptations  has  thrown 
most  modem  commentators  into  perplexity. ^^  As  the  three  temptations  took 
place  in  three  different  and  distant  places,  the  question  occurs :  how  did 
Jesus  pass  with  the  devil  from  one  to  the  other?    Even  the  orthodox  hold 

*  De  Wette,  bibL  Dogmatik,  §  171.  Grnmberg,  Grundzuge  einer  Engellehre  des  A.  T., 
§  5,  in  Winer's  Zeitschrift  f.  wissenschaftliche  Theologie,  I  Bd.  s.  182  f. 

7  Glaubenslehre,  I,  ss.  44,  45,  der  zweiten  Ausg. 
'  Schmidt,  ex^.  Beitrage.    Kuinol,  in  Matt. 

*  In  a  fragment  of  Theodbre  of  Mopsuestia  in  Miinter's  Fragm.  Patr.  Grsec  Fasc.  i, 
p.  99  f.  ^ 

»<>  Pauhia, 

^^  HofTmann  thinks  that  the  deril,  in  his  second  temptation,  designedly  chose  so  startling 
an  example  as  the  leap  from  the  temple  roof,  the  essential  aim  of  the  temptation  being  to 
indoce  Jesus  to  a  false  use  of  his  miraculous  power  and  consdousness  of  a  divine  nature. 
Hut  this  evasion  leaves  the  matter  where  it  was,  for  there  is  the  same  absurdity  in  choosing 
unfit  examples  as  unfit  temptations. 
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that  this  change  of  place  was  efTected  quite  naturally,  for  they  suppose  that 
Jesus  set  out  on  a  journey,  and  that  the  devil  followed  him.^^  But  the  ex- 
pressions, the  devil  takes  him — sets  him,  iroipaXa/x^avct — umjcriv  avrov  6  Sea- 
/SoAos,  in  Matthew :  takings  6vayayv>v,  drought,  ^aycv,  set,  comTcrcv,  in  Luke, 
obviously  imply  that  the  transportation  was  effected  by  the  devil,  and  more* 
over,  the  particular  given  in  Luke,  that  the  devil  showed  Jesus  all  the  kingdoms 
of  the  world  in  a  moment  of  time,  points  to  something  magical ;  so  that  with- 
out doubt  the  Evangelists  intended  to  convey  the  idea  of  magical  transporta- 
tions, as  in  Acts  viii.  29,  a  power  of  carrying  away,  apirdl^eiv,  is  attributed  to 
the  Spirit  of  the  Lord.  But  it  was  early  found  irreconcilable  with  the  dignity 
of  Jesus  that  the  devil  should  thus  exercise  a  magical  power  over  him,  and 
carry  him  about  in  the  air ;  ^  an  idea  which  seemed  extravagant  even  to 
those  who  tolerated  the  personal  appearance  of  the  devil.  The  incredibility 
is  augmented,  when  we  consider  the  sensation  which  the  appearance  of  Jesus 
on  the  roof  of  the  temple  must  have  excited,  even  supposing  it  to  be  the 
roof  of  Solomon's  Porch  only,  in  which  case  the  gilded  spears  on  the  holy  of 
holies,  and  the  prohibition  to  laymen  to  tread  its  roof,  would  not  be  an 
obstacle. ^^  The  well-known  question  suggested  by  the  last  temptation,  as  to 
the  situation  of  the  mountain,  from  whose  summit  may  be  seen  all  the  king- 
doms of  the  world,  has  been  met  by  the  information  that  icoo-/ios  here  means 
no  more  than  Palestine,  and  j^curiActas,  its  several  kingdoms  and  tetrarchies ;  ^^ 
but  this  is  a  scarcely  less  ludicrous  explanation  than  the  one  that  the  devil 
showed  Jesus  all  the  kingdoms  of  the  world  on  a  map  I  No  answer  remains 
but  that  such  a  mountain  existed  only  in  the  ancient  idea  of  the  earth  as  a 
plain,  and  in  the  popular  imagination,  which  can  easily  stretch  a  mountain 
up  to  heaven,  and  sharpen  an  eye  to  penetrate  infinity. 

Lastly,  the  incident  with  which  our  narrative  closes,  namely,  that  angels 
came  and  ministered  to  Jesus,  is  not  without  difficulty,  apart  from  the  above- 
mentioned  doubts  as  to  the  existence  of  such  beings.  For  the  expression 
hk-tiKovG^v  can  signify  no  other  kind  of  ministering  than  that  of  presenting 
food ;  and  this  is  proved  not  only  by  the  context,  according  to  which  Jesus 
had  need  of  such  tendance,  but  by  a  comparison  of  the  circumstances  with 
I  Kings  xix.  5,  where  an  angel  brings  food  to  Elijah.  But  of  the  only  two 
possible  suppositions,  both  are  equally  incongruous :  that  ethereal  beings  like 
angels  should  convey  earthly  material  food^  or  that  the  human  body  of  Jesus 
should  be  nourished  with  heavenly  substances,  if  any  such  exist. 


§  55. 

THE  TEMPTATION   CONSIDERED   AS  A   NATURAL  OCCURRENCE   EITHER 
INTERNAL  OR   EXTERNAL;  AND  ALSO   AS  A   PARABLE. 

The  impossibility  of  conceiving  the  sudden  removals  of  Jesus  to  the  temple 
and  the  mountain,  led  some  even  of  the  ancient  commentators  to  the  opinion, 
that  at  least  the  locality  of  the  second  and  third  temptations  was  not  present 
to  Jesus  corporeally  and  externally,  but  merely  in  a  vision ;  ^  while  some 

^  Hess,  Geschichte  Jesu,  i,  s.  124. 

^*  See  the  author  of  the  discoarse  de  jejunio  ei  tentaiionibtts  Ckristi,  among  Cyprian's 
works. 

^*  Compare  Joseph.  B.  J.  v.  v.  6,  vi.  v.  i.  Fritzsehe,  in  Matth«,  s.  164.  De  Wette,  exeg. 
Handb.,  i,  I,  s.  40. 

"  The  one  proposed  by  Kuinol,  in  Matth.,  p.  90 ;  the  other  by  Fritzsche,  p.  168. 

^  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  ut  sup.  p.  107,  maintained  against  Julian  that  the  devil  had 
made  the  unage  of  a  mountain,  ^arrao-loF  0/»ovs  rhw  ikdpoXoF  rewoiiiKhai,  and  according  to 
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modem  ones,  to  whom  the  personal  appearance  of  the  devil  was  especially 
offensive,  have  supposed  that  the  whole  transaction  with  him  passed  from 
beginning  to  end  within  the  recesses  of  the  soul  of  Jesus.  Herewith  they 
have  regarded  the  forty  days'  fast  either  as  a  mere  internal  representation  * 
(which,  however,  is  a  most  inadmissible  perversion  of  the  plainly  historic 
text :  vrfOTcva'a^  ^ficpas  T€<r<rapa#covTa  wrrtpov  hrtCvaat^  Matt.  iv.  2),  or  as  a  real 
fact,  in  which  case  the  formidable  difficulties  mentioned  in  the  preceding  section 
remain  valid.  The  internal  representation  of  the  temptations  is  by  some 
made  to  accompany  a  state  of  ecstatic  vision,  for  which  they  retain  a  super- 
natural cause,  deriving  it  either  from  God,  or  from  the  kingdom  of  darkness:^ 
others  ascribe  to  the  vision  more  of  the  nature  of  a  dream,  and  accordingly 
seek  a  natural  cause  for  it,  in  the  reflections  with  which  Jesus  was  occupied 
during  his  waking  moments.^  According  to  this  theory,  Jesus,  in  the  solemn 
mood  which  the  baptismal  scene  was  calculated  to  produce,  reviews  his 
messianic  plan,  and  together  with  the  true  means  for  its  execution,  he  recalls 
their  possible  abuses  ;  an  excessive  use  of  miracles  and  a  love  of  domination, 
by  which  man,  in  the  Jewish  mode  of  thinking,  became,  instead  of  an  instru- 
ment of  God,  a  promoter  of  the  plans  of  the  devil.  While  surrendering  him- 
self to  such  meditations,  his  finely  organized  body  is  overcome  by  their 
exciting  influence ;  he  sinks  for  some  time  into  deep  exhaustion,  and  then  into 
a  dream-like  state,  in  which  his  mind  unconsciously  embodies  his  previous 
thoughts  in  speaking  and  acting  forms. 

To  support  this  transference  of  the  whole  scene  to  the  inward  nature  of 
Jesus,  commentators  think  that  they  can  produce  some  features  of  the  evan- 
gelical narrative  itself.  The  expression  of  Matthew  (iv.  i),  aviJx^  €^5  "^^ 
Ifyrjfiay  xmo  rov  Uv€vfiaT<K,  and  Still  more  that  of  Luke  (iv.  i),  f/yero  cv  rw 
TLvevfiariy  correspond  fully  to  the  forms:  iyewofirfv  iy  nrcvfiari.  Rev.  i.  10, 
dirrfvvfK€  fi€  cis  tprjfwy  iv  irvtvfiaTif  xvii.  3,  and  to  similar  ones  in  Ezekiel ;  and 
as  in  these  passages  inward  intuition  is  alone  referred  to,  neither  in  the  evan- 
gelical ones,  it  is  said,  can  any  external  occurrence  be  intended.  But  it  has 
been  with  reason  objected,*  that  the  above  forms  may  be  adapted  either  to 
a  real  external  abduction  by  the  Divine  Spirit  (as  in  Acts  viii.  39 ;  2  Kings  ii. 
16).  or  to  one  merely  internal  and  visionary,  as  in  the  quotation  from  the 
Apocalypse,  so  that  between  these  two  possible  significations  the  context  must 
decide  ;  that  in  works  replete  with  visions,  as  are  the  Apocalypse  and  Ezekiel^ 
the  context  indeed  pronounces  in  favour  of  a  merely  spiritual  occurrence ;  but 
in  an  historical  work  such  as  our  gospels,  of  an  external  one.  Dreams,  and 
especially  visions,  are  always  expressly  announced  as  such  in  the  historical 
books  of  the  New  Testament :  supposing,  therefore,  that  the  temptation  was 
a  vision,  it  should  have  been  introduced  by  the  words  ctScv  iv  opa/ian,  iv 
€Kcrraxr€i.y  as  in  Acts  ix.  1 2,  x.  10 ;  or  iff^dvrj  avra>  Kar*  ovap,  as  in  Matt  i.  20, 
ii.  13.  Besides,  if  a  dream  had  been  narrated,  the  transition  to  a  continuation 
of  the  real  history  must  have  been  marked  by  a  Stcye/o^cU,  deing  a7vaked^  as  in 
Matt.  i.  24,  ii.  14,  21;  whereby,  as  Paulus  truly  says,  much  labour  would 
have  been  spared  to  expositors. 

It  is  further  alleged  against  the  above  explanations,  that  Jesus  does  not 

the  author  of  the  discourse,  already  cited,  dejejumo  et  Unt<Uumibus  Christie  the  first  tempta- 
tion it  is  true  passed  localiter  in  deserto^  but  Jesus  only  went  to  the  temple  and  the  moimtain 
as  Ezekiel  did  from  Chaboras  to  Jerusalem — that  is,  in  spiritu. 
'  Paulus,  s.  379. 

*  See  for  the  former,  H.  Farmer,  Gratz,  Comm.  zum  Ev.  Matth.  i,  s.  217 ;  for  the  latter, 
Olshausen  in  loc.,  and  Hoffmann  (s.  326  f.)  if  I  rightly  apprehend  him. 

*  Paulus,  s,  377  ff. 

^  Fritzsdie,  in  Matth.  155  f.     Usteri,  Beitrag  zur  Erklarung  der  Versachungsgeschichte, 

s.  774  f. 
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seem  to  have  been  at  any  other  time  subject  to  ecstasies,  and  that  he  nowhere 
else  attaches  importance  to  a  dream,  or  even  recapitulates  one.^  To  what 
end  God  should  have  excited  such  a  vision  in  Jesus,  it  is  difficult  to  conceive, 
or  how  the  devil  should  have  had  power  and  permission  to  produce  it;  espe- 
cially in  Christ.  The  orthodox,  too,  should  not  forget  that,  admitting  the 
temptation  to  be  a  dream,  resulting  from  the  thoughts  of  Jesus,  the  false 
messianic  ideas  which  were  a  part  of  those  thoughts,  are  supposed  to  have  had 
a  strong  influence  on  his  mind.  "^ 

If,  then,  the  history  of  the  temptation  is  not  to  be  understood  as  confined 
to  the  soul  of  Jesus,  and  if  we  have  before  shown  that  it  cannot  be  regarded 
as  supernatural;  nothing  seems  to  remain  but  to  view  it  as  a  real,  yet 
thoroughly  natural,  event,  and  to  reduce  the  tempter  to  a  mere  man.  After 
John  had  drawn  attention  to  Jesus  as  the  Messiah  (thinks  the  author  of  the 
Natural  History  of  the  Prophet  of  Nazareth),^  the  ruling  party  in  Jerusalem 
commissioned  an  artful  Pharisee  to  put  Jesus  to  the  test,  and  to  ascertain 
whether  he  really  possessed  miraculous  powers,  or  whether  he  might  not  be 
drawn  into  the  interest  of  the  priesthood,  and  be  induced  to  give  his  counten- 
ance to  an  enterprise  against  the  Romans.  This  conception  of  the  Sidfiokoi 
is  in  dignified  consistency  with  that  of  the  ayycXoi,  who  appeared  after  his 
departure,  to  refresh  Jesus,  as  an  approaching  caravan  with  provisions,  or  as 
soft  reviving  breezes.^  But  this  view,  as  Usteri  says,  has  so  long  completed 
its  phases  in  the  theological  world,  that  to  refute  it  would  be  to  waste  words. 

If  the  foregoing  discussions  have  proved  that  the  temptation,  as  narrated  by 
the  synoptical  Evangelists,  cannot  be  conceived  as  an  external  or  internal,  a 
supernatural  or  natural  occurrence,  the  conclusion  is  inevitable,  that  it  cannot 
have  taken  place  in  the  manner  represented. 

The  least  invidious  expedient  is  to  suppose  that  the  source  of  our  histories 
of  the  temptation  was  some  real  event  in  the  life  of  Jesus,  so  narrated  by 
him  to  his  disciples  as  to  convey  no  accurate  impression  of  the  fact  JTempt- 
ingjthoughts,  which  intruded  themselves  into  his  soul  during  his  residence  in 
the  wilderness  or  at  various  seasons,  and  under  various  circumstances,  but 
which  were  immediately  quelled  by  the  unimpaired  force  of  his  will,  were, 
according  to  the  oriental  mode  of  thought  and  expression,  represented  by  him 
as  a  temptation  of  the  devil ;  and  this  figurative  narrative  was  understood 
literally.  ^^  The  most  prominent  objection  to  this  view,  that  it  compromises 
the  impeccability  of  Jesus,^^  being  founded  on  a  dogma,  has  no  existence  for 
the  critic :  we  can,  however,  gather  from  the  tenor  of  the  evangelical  history, 
that  the  practical  sense  of  Jesus  was  thoroughly  clear  and  just ;  but  this 
becomes  questionable,  if  he  could  ever  feel  an  inclination  corresponding  to 
the  second  temptation  in  Matthew,  or  even  if  he  merely  chose  such  a  form 
for  communicating  a  more  reasonable  temptation  to  his  disciples.  Further, 
in  such  a  narrative  Jesus  would  have  presented  a  confused  mixture  of  fiction 
and  truth  out  of  his  life,  not  to  be  expected  from  an  ingenuous  teacher,  as  he 
otherwise  appeara  to  be,  especially  if  it  be  supposed  that  the  tempting 
thoughts  did  not  really  occur  to  him  after  his  forty  days'  sojourn  in  the 
wilderness,  and  that  this  particular  is  only  a  portion  of  the  fictitious  investi- 

*  UUmann,  iiber  die  Unsundlichkeit  Jesu,  in  his  Stadien,  i,  i,  8.  56.     Usteri,  nt  sup., 

«.77S. 
'  Usteri,  s.  776. 

*  I  Bd.  s.  512  ff. 

*  The  fonner  in  Henke's  n.  Magazin  4,  2,  s.  35a ;  the  tetter  in  the  natiirUchen  Ge- 
•chichte,  i,  s.  591  ff. 

^^  This  view  is  held  by  Ullmann,  Hase,  and  Neander. 

^^  Schleiermacher,  iiber  den  Lukas,  s.  54.     Usteri,  ut  sup.,  s.  777- 
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tiire  ;  while  if  it  be  assumed,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  date  is  historical,  there 
remains  the  forty  days'  fast,  one  of  the  most  insurmountable  difficulties  of  the 
narrative.  If  Jesus  wished  simply  to  describe  a  mental  exercise  in  the  manner 
of  the  Jews,  who,  tracing  the  effect  to  the  cause,  ascribed  evil  thoughts  to 
diabolical  agency,  nothing  more  was  requisite  than  to  say  that  Satan  suggested 
such  and  such  thoughts  to  his  mind  ;  and  it  was  quite  superfluous  to  depict 
a  personal  devil  and  a  journey  with  him,  unless,  together  with  the  purpose  of 
narration,  or  in  its  stead,  there  existed  a  poetical  and  diadactic  intention. 

Such  an  intention,  indeed,  is  attributed  to  Jesus  by  those  who  hold  that 
the  history  of  the  temptation  was  narrated  by  him  as  a  parable,  but  understood 
literally  by  his  disciples.    This  opinion  is  not  encumbered  with  the  difficulty 
of  making  some  real  inward  experience  of  Jesus  the  basis  of  the  history  ;^^  it 
does  not  suppose  that  Jesus  himself  underwent  such  temptations,  but  only 
that  he  sought  to  secure  his  disciples  from  them,  by  impressing  on  them^  as  a 
compendium  of  messianic  and  apostolic  wisdom,  the  three  following  maxims  : 
first,  to  perform  no  miracle  for  their  own  advantage  even  in  the  greatest 
exigency;  secondly,  never  to  venture  on  a  chimerical  undertaking  in  the 
hope  of  extraordinary  divine  aid  ;  thirdly,  never  to  enter  into  fellowship  with 
the  wicked,  however  strong  the  enticement.**    It  was  long  ago  observed,  in 
opposition  to  this  interpretation,  that  the  narrative  is  not  easily  recognized 
as  a  parable,  and  that  its  moral  is  hard  to  discern.^*    With  respect  to  the 
latter  objection,  it  is  true  that  the  second  temptation  would  be  an  ill-chosen 
image ;  but  the  former  remark  is  the  more  important  one.    To  prove  that 
this  narrative  has  not  the  characteristics  of  a  parable,  the  following  definition 
has  been  recently  given  :  a  parable,  being  essentially  historical  in  its  form,  is 
only  distinguishable  from  real  history  when  its  agents  are  of  an  obviously 
fictitious  character.**    This  is  the  case  where  the  subjects  are  mere  generaliza- 
tions, as  in  the  parables  of  the  sower,  the  king,  and  others  of  a  like  kind ;  or 
when  they  are,  indeed,  individualized,  but  so  as  to  be  at  once  recogni&ed  as 
unhistorical  persons,  as  mere  supports  for  the  drapery  of  fiction,  of  which  even 
I^azarus,  in  the  parable  of  the  rich  man,  is  an  example,  though  distinguished 
by  a  name.    In  neither  species  of  parable  is  it  admissible  to  introduce  as  a 
subject  a  person  corporeally  present,  and  necessarily  determinate  and  historical. 
Thus  Jesus  could  not  make  Peter  or  any  other  of  his  disciples  the  subject  of 
a  parable,  still  less  himself,  for  the  reciter  of  a  parable  is  pre-eminently  present 
to  his  auditors ;  and  hence  he  cannot  have  delivered  the  history  of  the  temp- 
tation, of  which  he  is  the  subject,  to  his  disciples  as  a  parable.    To  assume 
that  the  history  had  originally  another  subject,  for  whom  oral  tradition  substi- 
tuted Jesus,  is  inadmissible,  because  the  narrative,  even  as  a  parable,  has  no 
definite  significance  unless  the  Messiah  be  its  subject.*^ 

If  such  a  parable  concerning  himself  or  any  other  person,  could  not  have 
been  delivered  by  Jesus,  yet  it  is  possible  that  it  was  made  by  some  other 
individual  concerning  Jesus  ;  and  this  is  the  view  taken  by  Theile,  who  has 
recently  explained  the  history  of  the  temptation  as  a  parabolic  admonition, 
directed  by  some  partisan  of  Jesus  against  the  main  features  of  the  worldly 

'*  If  something  really  experienced  by  Jesus  is  supposed  as  the  germ  of  the  parable,  this 
opinion  is  virtually  the  same  as  the  preceding. 

^'  J.  £.  C.  Schmidt,  in  seiner  Bibliothek,  I,  i,  s.  60  f.  Schleiermacher,  iiber  den  Lukas, 
s.  54f.  Usteri,  iiber  den  Taufer  Johannes,  die  Taufe  and  Versuchung  Cbristi,  in  den  theol. 
Studien,  2,  3,  s.  456  ff. 

"  K.  Ch.  L.  Schmidt,  ex^.  BcitiSge,  I,  s.  339. 

^  Hasert,  Bemerkungen  iiber  die  Aiisichten  u  llmann*s  und  Usteri's  von  der  Versuchongs- 
gesch.,  Studien,  3,  1,  s.  74  f. 

^*  Hasert,  ut  sup.,  s.  76. 
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messianic  hope,  with  the  purpose  of  establishing  the  spiritual  and  moral  view 
of  the  new  economy."  Here  is  the  transition  to  the  mythical  point  of  view, 
which  the  above  theologian  shuns,  partly  because  the  narrative  is  not  suffici- 
ently picturesque  (though  it  is  so  in  a  high  degree) ;  partly  because  it  is  too 
pure  (though  he  thus  imputes  false  ideas  to  the  primitive  Christians) ;  and 
partly  because  the  formation  of  the  mythus  was  too  near  the  time  of  Jesus 
(an  objection  which  must  be  equally  valid  against  the  early  misconstruction 
of  the  parable).  If  it  can  be  shown,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  narrative  in 
question  is  formed  less  out  of  instructive  thoughts  and  their  4)oetical  clothing, 
as  is  the  case  with  a  parable,  than  out  of  Old  Testament  passages  and  types, 
we  shall  not  hesitate  to  designate  it  a  mylhus.  ^ 


§  56. 

THE   HISTORY  OF  THE  TEMPTATION   AS  A  MYTHUS. 

Satan,  the  evil  being  and  enemy  of  mankind,  borrowed  from  the  Persian 
religion,  was  by  the  Jews,  whose  exclusiveness  limited  all  that  was  good  and 
truly  human  to  the  Israelitish  people,  viewed  as  the  special  adversary  of  their 
nation,  and  hence  as  the  lord  of  the  heathen  states  with  whom  they  were  in 
hostility.^  The  interests  of  the  Jewish  people  being  centred  in  the  Messiah, 
it  followed  that  Satan  was  emphatically  his  adversary ;  and  thus  throughout 
the  New  Testament  we  find  the  idea  of  Jesus  as  the  Messiah  associated  with 
that  of  Satan  as  the  enemy  of  his  person  and  cause.  Christ  having  appeared 
to  destroy  the  works  of  the  devil  (1  John  iii.  8),  the  latter  seizes  every  oppor- 
tunity of  sowing  tares  among  the  good  seed  (Matt.  xiii.  39),  and  not  only 
aims,  though  unsuccessfully,  at  obtaining  the  mastery  over  Jesus  himself 
(John  xiv.  30),  but  continually  assails  the  faithful  (Eph.  vi.  11 ;  i  Pet  v.  8). 
As  these  attacks  of  the  devil  on  the  pious  are  nothing  else  than  attempts  to 
get  them  into  his  power,  that  is,  to  entice  them  to  sin ;  and  as  this  can  only 
be  done  by  the  indirect  suggestion  or  imn^diate  insinuation  of  evil,  seductive 
thoughts,  Satan  had  the  appellation  of  6  Trcipo^cDK,  the  tempter.  In  the  pro- 
logue to  the  book  of  Job,  he  seeks  to  seduce  the  pious  man  from  God,  by  the 
instrumentality  of  a  succession  of  plagues  and  misfortunes  :  while  the  ensnar- 
ing counsel  which  the  serpent  gave  to  the  woman  was  early  considered  an 
immediate  diabolical  suggestion.  (Wisdom  ii.  24 ;  John  viii.  44 ;  Rev.  xii.  9.) 

In  the  more  ancient  Hebrew  theology,  the  idea  was  current  that  temptation 
(^9?,  LXX.  ?r€(pa{e(v)  was  an  act  of  God  himself,  who  thus  put  his  favourites, 
as  Abraham  (Gen.  xxii.  i),  and  the  people  of  Israel  (Exod.  xvi.  4,  and  else- 
where), to  the  test,  or  in  just  anger  even  instigated  men  to  pernicious  deeds. 
But  as  soon  as  the  idea  of  Satan  was  formed,  the  office  of  temptation  was 
transferred  to  him,  and  withdrawn  from  God,  with  whose  absolute  goodness  it 
began  to  be  viewed  as  incompatible  (James  i.  13).  Hence  it  is  Satan,  who 
by  his  importunity  obtains  the  divine  permission  to  put  Job  to  the  severest 
trial  through  suffering ;  hence  David's  culpable  project  of  numbering  the 
people,  which  in  the  second  book  of  Samuel  was  traced  to  the  anger  of  God, 
is  in  the  later  chronicles  (i  Chron.  xxii.  i)  put  directly  to  the  account  of  the 

"  Zur  Biographie  Jesu,  §  23. 

^  See  Zech.  iii.  i,  where  Satan  resists  the  high  priest  standing  before  the  angel  of  the 
Lord;  farther  Vajikra  rabba,'f.  cli.  i  (in  Bertholdt,  Christol.  Jud.,  p.  183),  where,  accord- 
ing to  Rabbi  Jochanan,  Jehovah  said  to  HIDil  *]kSd  (i.e.  to  Satan,  comp.  Heb.  iL  14  and 
Lightfoot,  horse,  p.  1088) :  Feci  quidem  ts  K0ffyiaKpdT0p7.i  at  vero  cum  populo  foederis  ne^tium 
nulla  in  re  tibi  est. 
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devil ;  and  even  the  well-meant  temptation  with  which,  according  to  Genesis, 
God  visited  Abraham,  in  requiring  from  him  the  sacrifice  of  his  son,  was  in 
the  opinion  of  the  later  Jews,  undertaken  by  God  at  the  instigation  of  Satan.' 
Nor  was  this  enough — scenes  were  imagined  in  which  the  devil  personally 
encountered  Abraham  on  his  way  to  the  place  of  sacrifice,  and  in  which  he 
tempted  the  people  of  Israel  during  the  absence  of  Moses.^ 

If  the  mosl  eminent  men  of  piety  in  Hebrew  antiquity  were  thus  tempted, 
in  the  earlier  view,  by  God,  in  the  later  one,  by  Satan,  what  was  more  natural 
than  to  suppose  that  the  Messiah,  the  Head  of  ^all  the  righteous,  the  repre- 
sentative .and  champion  of  God's  people,  would^ie^^he^prknaijLoBject^rjthe 
assaults  of  Satan  ?^  And  we  find  this  actually  recorded  as  a  rabbinical 
opinion,'  in  the  material  mode  of  representation  of  the  later  Judaism,  under 
the  form  of  a  bodily  appearance  and  a  personal  dialogue. 

If  a  place  were  demanded  where  Satan  might  probably  undertake  such  a 
temptation  of  the  Messiah,  the  wilderness  would  present  itself  from  more 
than  one  quarter.  Not  only  had  it  been  from  Azazel  (Lev.  xvi.  8-10),  and 
Asmodeus  (Tobit  viii.  3),  to  the  demons  ejected  by  Jesus  (Matt.  xii.  43),  the 
fearful  dwelling-place  of  the  infernal  powers :  it  was  also  the  scene  of  tempta- 
tion for  the  people  of  Israel,  ihzXfilius  Dei  colkctivus,^  Added  to  this,  it  was 
the  habit  of  Jesus  to  retire  to  solitary  places  for  still  meditation  and  prayer 
(Matt.  xiv.  13 ;  Mark  i.  35 ;  Luke  vi.  12 ;  John  vi.  15) ;  to  which  after  his 
consecration  to  the  messianic  office  lie  would  feel  more  than  usually  disposed. 
It  is  hence  possible  that,  as  some  theologians  '^  have  supposed,  a  residence  of 
Jesus  in  the  wilderness  after  his  baptism  (though  not  one  of  precisely  forty 
days'  duration)  served  as  the  historical  foundation  of  our  narrative ;  but  even 
without  this  connecting  thread,  both  the  already  noticed  choice  of  place  and 
that  of  time  are  to  be  explained  by  the  consideration,  that  it  seemed  con- 
sonant with  the  destiny  of  the  Messiah  that,  like  a  second  Hercules,  he  should 
undergo  such  a  trial  on  his  entrance  into  mature  age  and  the  messianic 
office. 

But  what  had  the  Messiah  to  do  in  the  wilderness  ?  That  the  Messiah, 
the  second  Saviour,  should  like  his  typical  predecessor^  Moses,  6\\  Mount 
Sinai,  submit  himself  to  the  holy  disaplhfeTOf^Jastlng,  was  an  lO^st^e  more 

*  See  the  passages  quoted  by  Fabricius  in  Cod.  pseudepigr.  V.  T.,  p.  395,  from  Gemara 
Sanhedrin. 

'  The  same,  p.  396.  As  Abraham  went  out  to  sacrifice  his  son  in  obedience  to  Jehovah, 
antevertH  mm  Satattas  in  via,  et  tali  colloquio  cum  ipso  habiio  a  proposito  avertere  eum  cona' 
tusest,  etc.  Schemoth,  R.  41  (ap.  Wetstein  in  loc.  Matth.) :  Cum  Moses  in  altum  adscen- 
dtret,  dixit  Israili:  post  dies  XL  hora  sexta  redibo.  Cum  autem  XL  illi  dies  elapsi  esstni^ 
venit  Satanas,  et  turbavit  mundum,  dixitque:  uH  est  Moses,  magister  vesterf  mortuus  est. 
It  is  worthy  of  remark  that  here  also  the  temptation  takes  place  a^er  the  lapse  of  40  days. 

^  Thus  Fritzsche,  in  Matt.  p.  173.  His  very  title  is  striking,  p.  154  :  Quod  in  tm/gari 
fudaorum  opinions  erat,  fore,  ut  Satanas  salutarihus  Messia  consilUs  omni  modo,  sed  sine 
effectu  tamen,  nocere  studeret,  id  ipsum  Jesu  Messia  accidit.  Nam  quum  is  ad  exemplum  illus- 
trium  majorum  quadraginta  dierum  in  deserto  loco  egisset  jejunium,  Satanas  eum  convenil, 
protervisque  atque  impiis consiliis  ad  impietatem  deducere  frustra  conatus  est, 

*  Schottgen,  horae,  ii.  538,  adduces  from  Fini  Flagellum  Judseorura,  iii.  35,  a  passage  of 
Pesikta :  Ait  Satan :  Domini^  permitte  me  tentare  Messiam  et  tyus  generationem  ?  Cut 
inquU  Deus :  Non  haheres  ullam  adversus  eum  potestatem,  Satanas  iterum  ait :  Sine  me, 
quia  potestatem  habeo,  Respondit  Deus:  Si  in  hoc  diutius perseverabis,  Satan,  potius  {te)  de 
mundo  perdam  quam  aliquam  animam  generationis  Messia  perdi  permittam.  This  passage  at 
least  proves  that  a  temptation  of  the  Messiah  undertaken  by  the  devil,  was  not  foreign  to 
the  circle  of  Jewish  ideas.  Although  the  author  of  the  above  quotation  represents  the  de- 
mand of  Satan  to  have  been  denied,  others,  so  soon  as  the  imagination  was  once  excited, 
would  be  sure  to  allow  its  completion. 

^  Deut.  viii.  2  (LXX.)  the  people  are  thus  addressed  :  iumic$if<syi  wavav  r^v  6Bbp,  V  ^oyi 
9t  K6piot  6  6e6r  ffov  twto  rtwapOLKwrrhv  fret  h  ri  tpiifu^t  drtn  KOKib^  ct  koX  x€ipav%  <r€  xcU 
8iay¥ta<r0f  rd  cV  rf  KtxfM^  cw,  €l  <pv\i(jf  rits  irroKdt  aOroO  If  oH, 

7  21iegler,  in  Gabler's  n.  theol.  Journ.,  5,  201 ;  Theile,  zur  Biogr.  J.,  §  23. 
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inviting^  because  it  furnished  a  suitable  introduction  to  the  first  temptation 
which  presupposed  extreme  hunger.  The  type  of  Moses  and  that  of  Elias 
(i  Kings  xix.  8),  determined  also  the  duration  of  this  fast  in  the  wilderness, 
for  they  too  had  fasted  forty  day§ ;  moreover,  the  number  forty  was  held 
sacred  in  Hebrew  antiquity.^  Above  all,  the  forty  days  of  the  temptation  of 
Jesus  seem,  as  Olshausen  justly  observes,  a  miniature  image  of  the  forty  years' 
trial  in  the  wilderness,  endured  by  the  Israelitish  people  as  a  penal  emblem 
of  the  forty  days  spent  by  the  spies  in  the  land  of  Canaan  (Num.  xiv.  34). 
For,  that  in  the  temptations  of  Jesus  there  was  a  special  reference  to  the 
temptation  of  Israel  in  the  wilderness,  is  shown  by  the  circumstance  that  all 
the  passages  cited  by  Jesus  in  opposition  to  Satan  are  drawn  from  the  re- 
capitulatory description  of  the  journeyings  of  the  Israelites  in  Deut  vi.  and 
viii.  The  apostle  Paul  too,  i  Cor.  x.  6,  enumerates  a  series  of  particulars 
from  the  behaviour  of  the  Israelites  in  the  wilderness,  with  the  consequent 
judgments  of  God,  and  warns  Christians  against  similar  conduct,  pronouncing, 
V.  6  and  11,  the  punishments  inflicted  on  the  ancients  to  be  types  for  the 
admonition  of  the  living,  his  cotemporaries,  on  whom  the  ends  of  the  world 
were  come  \  wherefore^  he  adds,  let  him  that  thinketh  he  standeth  take  heed  lest 
he  fall.  It  is  not  probable  that  this  was  merely  the  private  opinion  of  the 
aposde — it  seems  rather  to  have  been  a  current  notion  that  the  hard  trials  of 
the  people  led  by  Moses,  as  well  as  of  Moses  individually,  were  types  of  those 
which  awaited  the  followers  of  the  Messiah  in  the  catastrophe  which  he  was 
to  usher  in,  and  still  more  emphatically  the  Messiah  himself,  who  here  ap- 
pears as  the  antitype  of  the  people,  gloriously  overcoming  all  the  temptations 
under  which  they  had  fallen. 

The  Israelites  were  principally  tempted  by  hungeir  during  their  wanderings 
in  the  wilderness  ;  ^  hence  the  first  temptation  of  the  Messiah  was  determined 
beforehand.  The  rabbins,  too,  among  the  various  temptations  of  Abraham 
which  they  recount,  generally  reckon  hunger.*^  That  Satan,  when  prompting 
Jesus  to  seek  relief  from  his  hunger  by  an  exertion  of  his  own  will  instead  of 
awaiting  it  in  faith  from  God,  should  make  use  of  the  terms  given  in  our 
Evangelists,  cannot  be  matter  of  surprise  if  we  consider,  not  only  that  the 
wilderness  was  stony,  but  that  to  produce  a  thing  from  stones  was  a  proverbial 
expression,  denoting  the  supply  of  an  object  altogether  wanting  (Matt.  iiL  9 ; 
l.uke  xix.  40),  and  that  stone  and  bread  formed  a  common  contrast  (Matt, 
vii.  9).  The  reply  of  Jesus  to  this  suggestion  is  in  the  same  train  of  ideas  on 
which  the  entire  first  act  of  temptation  is  constructed ;  for  he  quotes  the 
lesson  which,  according  to  Deuteronomy  viiL  3,  the  people  of  Israel  tardily 
learned  from  the  temptation  of  hunger  (a  temptation,  however,  under  which 
they  were  not  resigned,  but  were  provoked  to  murmur) :  namely,  that  man 
shall  not  live  by  bread  alone,  etc. 

But  one  temptation  would  not  suffice.  Of  Abraham  the  rabbins  enumerated 
ten ;  but  this  number  was  too  large  for  a  dramatic  narrative  like  that  in  the 
gospels,  and  among  lower  numbers  the  sacred  three  must  have  the  prefer- 
ence. Thrice  during  his  spiritual  contest  in  Gethsenxane  Jesus  severed  him- 
self from  his  disciples  (MatL  xxvi.);  thrice  Peter  denied  his  Lord,  and  thrice 
Jesus  subsequently  questioned  his  love  (John  xxi.).  In  that  rabbinical  pas- 
sage which  represents  Abraham  as  tempted  by  the  devil  in  person,  the  patri- 
arch parries  three  thrusts  from  him ;  in  which  particular,  as  well  as  in  the 


'  See  Wetstein,  s.  270 ;  De  Wette,  Kritik  der  mos.  Geschichte,  s.  345 ;  the  same  in 
Daub's  and  Creuzer*8  Stadien,  3,  s.  245  ;  v.  Bohlen,  Genesis,  s.  63  f. 
*  DeuL  viii.  3,  ccU  kKwuwri  <re  jcoi  cXifia7X^<r6  <re,  x.  r.  X. 
"  S.  Fabricius,  Cod.  pseudepigr.  V.  T.,  p.  398  ff. 
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manner  in  which  Old  Testament  texts  are  bandied  by  the  parties,  the  scene 
is  allied  to  the  evangelical  one.^^ 

The  second  temptation  (in  Matthew)  was  not  determined  by  its  relation  to 
the  preceding ;  hence  its  presentation  seems  abrupt,  and  the  choice  fortuitous 
or  capricious.  This  may  be  true  with  respect  to  its  form,  but  its  substantial 
meaning  is  in  close  connexion  with  the  foregoing  temptation,  since  it  also  has 
reference  to  the  conduct  of  the  Jewish  people  in  the  wilderness.  To  them 
the  warning  was  given  in  Deut.  vi.  16  to  tempt  God  no  more  as  they  had 
tempted  him  at  Massah ;  a  warning  which  was  reiterated  i  Cor.  x.  9  to  the 
members  of  the  new  covenant,  though  more  in  allusion  to  Num.  xxi.  4.  To 
this  crying  sin,  therefore,  under  which  the  ancient  people  of  God  had  fallen, 
must  the  Messiah  be  incited,  that  by  resisting  the  incitement  he  might  com- 
pensate, as  it  were,  for  the  transgression  of  the  people.  Now  the  conduct 
which  was  condemned  in  them  as  a  tempting  of  the  Lord,  iKmipaJdoy  KvpioK, 
was  occasioned  by  a  dearth  of  water, ^nd  consisted  in  their  murmurs  at  this 
deprivation.  This,  to  later  tradition,  did  not  seem  fully  to  correspond  to  the 
terms  ;  something  more  suitable  was  sought  for,  and  from  this  point  of  view 
there  could  hardly  be  a  more  eligible  choice  than  the  one  we  actually  find  in 
our  history  of  the  temptation,  for  nothing  can  be  more  properly  called  a 
tempting  of  God  than  so  audacious  an  appeal  to  his  extraordinary  succour,  as 
that  suggested  by  Satan  in  his  second  temptation.  The  reason  why  a  leap 
from  the  pinnacle  of  the  temple  was  named  as  an  example  of  such  presump- 
tion, is  put  into  the  mouth  of  Satan  himself. 

It  occurred  to  the  originator  of  this  feature  in  the  narrative,  that  the  pas- 
sage Ps.  xci.  1 1  was  capable  of  perversion  into  a  motive  for  a  rash  act.  It  is 
there  promised  to  one  dwelling  under  the  protection  of  Jehovah  (a  designa- 
tion under  which  the  Messiah  was  pre-eminently  understood),  that  angels 
should  bear  him  up  in  their  hands,  lest  at  any  time  he  should  dash  his  foot 
against  a  stone.  Bearing  up  in  their  hands  to  prevent  a  fall,  seemed  to 
imply  a  precipitation  from  some  eminence,  and  this  might  induce  the  idea 
that  the  divinely-protected  Messiah  might  hurl  himself  from  a  height  with 
impunity.  But  from  what  height?  There  could  be  no  hesitation  on  this 
point  To  the  pious  man,  and  therefore  to  the  head  of  all  the  pious,  is 
appropriated,  according  to  Ps.  xv.  i,  xxiv.  3,  the  distinction  of  going  up  to 
Jehovah's  holy  hill,  and  standing  within  his  holy  place  :  hence  the  pinnacle  of 
the  temple,  in  the  presumptuous  mode  of  inference  supposed,  might  be  re- 
garded as  the  height  whence  the  Messiah  could  precipitate  himself  unhurt 

The  third  temptation  which  Jesus  underwent— to  worship  the  devil — is, not 
apparent  among  the  temptations  of  God's  ancient  people.     But  one  of  the 

''  Gemara  Sanh.,  as  in  note  3.  The  colloquy  between  Abraham  and  Satan  is  thus 
continued  : 

1.  Satanas:  Annan  ientare  te  {Deum)  in  tali  re  ttgre  ftras?  Ecce  ertidiebas  multos — 
lahantem  erigebant  verba  tua — ^uum  nunc  advent t  ad  te  {Deus  taliter  te  ientans)  nonne  €tgre 

ferres  (Job  iv.  2-5)? 

Cui  resp,  Abraham  :  Ego  in  integritate  mea  amhulo  (Ps.  xxvi.  11). 

2.  Satanas :  Annon  timar  tuus,  spes  tua  (Job  iv.  6)  ? 
Abraham  :  Recordare  quetso,  quis  est  insons^  quiperierit  (v.  7)  ? 

3.  Quare,  quum  videret  Satanas,  se  nihil  proficere,  nee  Abrahamum  sibi  obedire,  dixit  ad 
ilium  :  et  ad  me  verbum  furtim  ablatum  est  (v.  12),  audivi—pecus  futurum  esse  pro  kolo- 
causto  (Gen.  xxii.  7),  non  autem  Isaacum. 

Cui  resp.  Abraham:  Hcec  est  poena  mendacis,  ut  etiam  cum  vera  loquittir, fides  ei  non 
habeatur, 

I  am  far  from  maintaining  that  this  rabbinical  passage  was  the  model  of  our  history  of  the 
temptation  ;  but  since  it  is  impossible  to  prove,  on  the  other  side,  that  such  narratives  were 
only  imitations  of  the  New  Testament  ones,  the  supposed  independent  formation  of  stories 
so  similar  shows  plainly  enough  the  ease  with  which  they  sprang  out  of  the  given  premifi^^ 
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most  fatal  seductions  by  which  the  Israelites  were  led  astray  in  the  wilderness 
was  that  of  idolatry ;  and  the  apostle  Paul  adduces  it  as  admonitory  to  Chris- 
tians. Not  only  is  this  sin  derived  immediately  from  the  devil  in  a  passage 
above  quoted ;  ^*  but  in  the  later  Jewish  idea,  idolatry  was  identical  with  the 
worship  of  the  devil  (Baruch  iv.  7 ;  i  Cor.  x.  20).  How,  then,  could  the 
worship  of  the  devil  be  suggested  to  the  Messiah  in  the  form  of  a  temptation  ? 
The  notion  of  the  Messiah  as  he  who,  being  the  King  of  the  Jewish  people, 
was  destined  to  be  lord  of  all  other  nations,  and  that  of  Satan  as  the  ruler  of 
the  heathen  world  ^  to  be  conquered  by  the  Messiah,  were  here  combined. 
That  dominion  over  the  world  which,  in  the  christianized  imagination  of  the 
period,  the  Messiah  was  to  obtain  by  a  long  and  painful  struggle,  was  offered 
him  as  an  easy  bargain  if  he  would  only  pay  Satan  the  tribute  of  worship. 
This  temptation  Jesus  meets  with  the  maxim  inculcated  on  the  Israelites, 
Deut  vi.  13,  that  God  alone  is  to  be  worshipped,  and  thus  gives  the  enemy  a 
final  dismissal 

Matthew  and  Mark  crown  their  history  of  the  temptation  with  the  appear- 
ance of  angels  to  Jesus,  and  their  refreshing  him  with  nourishment  after  his 
long  fast  and  the  fatigues  of  temptation.  This  incident  was  prefigured  by  a 
similar  ministration  to  Elijah  after  his  forty  days'  fast,  and  was  brought  nearer 
to  the  imagination  by  the  circumstance  that  the  manna  which  appeased  the 
hunger  of  the  people  in  the  wilderness  was  named,  aproi  dyycXoyy,  angel^  food 
(Ps.  Ixxviii.  25,  LXX. ;  Wisdom  xvL  20)." 

"  Note  I. 

"  Bertholdt,  Christolog.  Judseonun  Jesu  setate,  {  36,  not.  I  and  2 ;  Fritzsche,  Comm.  in 
Matth.,  s.  169  f. 

^^  Compare  with  the  above  statement  the  deductions  of  Schmidt,  Fritzsche,  and  Usteri,  as 
given  3  54,  notes  1-3,  and  of  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handbuch,  i,  i,  s.  41  ff. 
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DIFFERENCE  BETWEEN  THE   SYNOFTICAL  WRITERS  AND  JOHN,   AS   TO 
THE  CUSTOMARY  SCENE  OP  THE  MINISTRY  OF  JESUS. 

According  to  the  synoptical  writers,  Jesus,  born  indeed  at  Bethlehem  in 
Judea,  but  brought  up  at  Nazareth  in  Galilee,  only  absented  himself  from 
Galilee  during  the  short  interval  between  his  baptism  and  the  imprisonment 
of  the  Baptist ;  immediately  after  which,  he  returned  thither  and  began  his 
ministry,  teaching,  healing,  calling  disciples,  so  as  to  traverse  all  Galilee ; 
using  as  the  centre  of  his  agency,  his  previous  dwelling-place,  Nazareth, 
alternately  with  Capernaum,  on  the  north-west  border  of  the  lake  of  Tiberias 
(Matt  iv.  12-25  psu^l*)*  Mark  and  Luke  have  many  particulars  con- 
cerning this  ministry  in  Galilee  which  are  not  found  in  Matthew,  and  those 
which  they  have  in  common  with  him  are  arranged  in  a  different  order ;  but 
as  they  all  agree  in  the  geographical  circuit  which  they  assign  to  Jesus,  the 
account  of  the  first  Evangelist  may  serve  as  the  basis  of  our  criticism. 
According  to  him  the  incidents  narrated  took  place  in  Galilee,  and  'partly  in 
Capernaum  down  to  viiL  18,  where  Jesus  crosses  the  Galilean  sea,  but  is 
scarcely  landed  on  the  east  side  when  he  returns  to  Capernaum.  Here 
follows  a  series  of  scenes  connected  by  short  transitions,  such  as  TFapayiaw 
iK€Wey  (ix.  9,  2'j), passing  from  thence^  totc  (v.  14),  then^  Tavraavrov  XoAovftoc 
(v.  18),  while  he  spake  these  things ;  expressions  which  can  imply  no  impor- 
tant change  of  place,  that  is,  of  one  province  for  another,  which  it  is  the 
habit  of  the  writer  to  mark  much  more  carefully.     The  passage,  ix.  35, 

ircpc^cv  6  *Ii;0'oOs  ras   iroAct?  iracras — &&ur«c(iii^  iv  Tal%  (rwaydr/ais  avraiy,  is 

evidently  only  a  repetition  of  iv.  23,  and  is  therefore  to  be  understood 
merely  of  excursions  in  Galilee.  The  message  of  the  Baptist  (chap,  xi.)  is 
also  received  by  Jesus  in  Galilee,  at  least  such  appears  to  be  the  opinion  of 
the  narrator,  from  his  placing  in  immediate  connexion  the  complaints  of 
Jesus  against  the  Galilean  cities.  When  delivering  the  parable  in  chap.  xiii. 
Jesus  is  by  the  sea,  doubtless  that  of  Galilee,  and,  as  there  is  mention  of  his 
hause^  oIkui  (v.  i),  probably  in  the  vicinity  of  Capernaum.  Next,  after 
having  visited  his  native  city  Nazareth  (xiii.  53)  he  passes  over  the  sea  (xiv. 
13),  according  to  Luke  ix.  10),  into  the  country  of  Bethsaida  (Julias); 
whence,  however,  after  the  miracle  of  the  loaves,  he  speedily  returns  to  the 
western  border  (xiv.  34).  Jesus  then  proceeds  to  the  northern  extremity 
of  Palestine,  on  the  frontiers  of  Phoenicia  (xv.  21);  soon,  however,  returned 

to  the  sea  of  Galilee  (v.  29),  he  takes  ship  to  the  eastern  side,  in  the 

■64 
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coast  of  Magdala  (v.  39),  but  again  departs  northward  into  the  country  of 
Caesarea  Philippi  (xvi.  13),  in  the  vicinity  of  Lebanon,  among  the  lower 
ridges  of  which  is  to  be  sought  the  mount  of  the  transfiguration  (xvii.  i).  After 
journeying  in  Galilee  for  some  time  longer  with  his  disciples  (xvii.  22),  and 
once  more  visiting  Capernaum  (v.  24),  he  leaves  Galilee  (xix.  i)  to  travel 
(as  it  is  most  probably  explained)  ^  through  Perea  into  Judea  (a  journey  which, 
according  to  Luke  ix.  5  a,  he  seems  to  have  made  through  Samaria) ;  xx.  17, 
he  is  on  his  way  to  Jerusalem ;  v.  29,  he  comes  through  Jericho ;  and  xxL  i, 
is  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Jerusalem,  which,  v,  10,  he  enters. 

Thus,  according  to  the  synoptical  writers,  Jesus,  from  his  return  after  being 
baptized  by  John,  to  his  final  journey  to  Jerusalem,  never  goes  beyond  the 
limits  of  North  Palestine,  but  traverses  the  countries  west  and  east  of  the 
Galilean  sea  and  the  upper  Jordan,  in  the  dominions  of  Herod  Antipas  and 
Philip,  without  touching  on  Samaria  to  the  south,  still  less  Judea,  or  the 
country  under  the  immediate  adminstration  of  the  Romans.  And  within 
those  limits,  to  be  still  more  precise,  it  is  the  land  west  of  the  Jordan, 
and  the  sea  of  Tiberias,  and  therefore  Galilee,  the  province  of  Antipas,  in 
which  Jesus  is  especially  active ;  only  three  short  excursions  on  the  eastern 
border  of  the  sea,  and  two  scarcely  longer  on  the  northern  frontiers  of  the 
country,  being  recorded. 

Quite  otherwise  is  the  theatre  of  the  ministry  of  Jesus  marked  out  in  the 
fourth  gospel.  It  is  true  that  here  also  he  goes  after  his  baptism  by  John 
into  Galilee,  to  the  wedding  at  Cana  (ii.  i),  and  from  thence  to  Capernaum 
(v.  12);  but  in  a  few  days  the  approaching  passover  calls  him  to  Jerusalem 
(v.  13).  From  Jerusalem  he  proceeds  into  the  country  of  Judea  (iii.  22), 
and  after  some  time  exercising  his  ministry  there  (iv.  i)  he  returns  through 
Samaria  into  Galilee  (v.  43).  Nothing  is  reported  of  his  agency  in  this  pro- 
vince but  a  single  cure,  and  immediately  on  this  a  new  feast  summons  him 
to  Jerusalem  (v.  i),  where  he  is  represented  as  performing  a  cure,  being 
persecuted,  and  delivering  long  discourses,  until  he  betakes  himself  (vL  i) 
to  the  eastern  shore  of  the  sea  of  Tiberias,  and  from  thence  to  Capernaum 
(v-  i7>  59)'  He  then  itinerates  for  some  time  in  Galilee  (vii.  i),  but  again 
leaves  it,  on  occasion  of  the  feast  of  tabernacles,  for  Jerusalem  (v.  2,  10). 
To  this  visit  the  Evangelist  refers  many  discourses  and  vicissitudes  of  Jesus 
(vii.  JO,  x.  21),  and  moreover  connects  with  it  the  commencement  of  his 
public  ministry  at  the  feast  of  dedication,  without  noticing  any  intermediate 
journey  out  of  Jerusalem  and  Judea  (x.  22).  After  this  Jesus  again  retires 
into  the  country  of  Perea,  where  he  had  first  been  with  the  Baptist  (x.  40), 
and  there  remains  until  the  death  of  Lazarus  recalls  him  to  Bethany,  near 
Jerusalem  (xi.  i),  whence  he  withdraws  to  Ephraim,  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
wilderness  of  Judea,  until  the  approach  of  the  passover,  which  he  visited  as 
his  last  (xiL  i  E). 

Thus,  according  to  John,  Jesus  was  present  at  four  feasts  in  Jerusalem, 
before  the  final  one :  was  besides  once  in  Bethany,  and  had  been  active  for  a 
considerable  time  in  Judea  and  on  his  journey  through  Samaria. 

Why,  it  must  be  asked,  have  the  synoptical  writers  been  silent  on  this  fre- 
quent presence  of  Jesus  in  Judea  and  Jerusalem?  Why  have  they  represented 
the  matter,  as  if  Jesus,  before  his  last  fatal  journey  to  Jerusalem,  had  not  over- 
stepped the  limits  of  Galilee  and  Perea  ?  This  discrepancy  between  the 
synoptical  writers  and  John  was  long  overlooked  in  the  church,  and  of  late 
it  has  been  thought  feasible  to  deny  its  existence.  It  has  been  said,  that 
Matthew,  at  the  commencement,  lays  the  scene  in  Galilee  and  Capernaum, 

*  Fritzsche,  p.  591. 
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and  pursues  his  narrative  without  noticing  any  journey  into  Judea  until  the 
last ;  but  that  we  are  not  hence  to  conclude  that  Matthew  was  unacquainted 
with  the  earlier  ministry  of  Jesus  in  Judea,  for  as  with  this  Evangelist  the 
local  interest  is  subordinate  to  the  effort  at  an  appropriate  arrangement  of  his 
events,  many  particulars  in  the  former  part  of  his  history,  which  he  narrates 
without  indicating  any  place,  may  have  been  known,  though  not  stated  by 
him,  to  have  occurred  in  the  earlier  journeys  and  residences  in  Judea.' 
But  this  alleged  subordination  of  the  local  interest  in  Matthew,  is  nothing 
more  than  a  fiction  of  the  harmonist,  as  Schneckenburger  has  recently 
proved.'  Matthew  very  carefully  marks  (chap,  iv.)  the  beginning  and  (chap, 
xix.)  the  end  of  the  almost  exclusive  residence  of  Jesus  in  Galilee ;  all  the 
intervening  narration  must  therefore  be  regarded  as  belonging  to  that  resi- 
dence, unless  the  contrary  be  expressed ;  and  since  the  Evangelist  is  on  the 
alert  to  notice  the  short  excursions  of  Jesus  across  the  lake  and  into  the  north 
of  Galilee,  he  would  hardly  pass  over  in  silence  the  more  important,  and  some- 
times prolonged  visits  to  Judea,  had  they  been  known  or  credited  by  him. 
Thus  much  only  is  to  be  allowed,  that  Matthew  frequently  neglects  the  more 
precise  statement  of  localities,  as  the  designation  of  the  spot  or  neigbourhood 
in  which  Jesus  laboured  from  time  to  time :  but  in  his  more  general  bio- 
graphical statements,  such  as  the  designation  of  the  territories  and  provinces 
of  Palestine,  within  the  boundaries  of  which  Jesus  exercised  his  ministry,  he 
is  as  accurate  as  any  other  Evangelist 

Expositors  must  therefore  accommodate  themselves  to  the  admission  of 
a  difference  between  the  synoptical  writers  and  John,^  and  those  who  think 
it  incumbent  on  them  to  harmonize  the  Gospels  must  take  care  lest  this 
difference  be  found  a  contradiction  ;  which  can  only  be  prevented  by  deduc- 
ng  the  discrepancy,  not  from  a  disparity  between  the  ideas  of  the  Evangelists 
is  to  the  sphere  of  the  ministry  of  Jesus,  but  from  the  difference,  of  mental 
aias  under  which  they  severally  wrote.  Some  suppose  that  Matthew,  being  a 
Galilean,  saw  the  most  interest  in  Galilean  occurrences,  and  hence  confined 
his  narrative  to  them,  though  aware  of  the  agency  of  Jesus  at  Jerusalem.^ 
But  what  biographer,  who  had  himself  accompanied  his  hero  into  various 
provinces,  and  beheld  his  labours  there,  would  confine  his  narration  to  what  he 
had  performed  in  his  (the  biographet^s)  native  province  ?  Such  provincial 
exclusiveness  would  surely  be  quite  unexampled.  Hence  others  have  pre- 
ferred the  supposition  that  Matthew,  writing  at  Jerusalem,  purposely 
selected  from  the  mass  of  discourses  and  actions  of  Jesus  with  which  he  was 
acquainted,  those  of  which  Galilee  was  the  theatre,  because  they  were  the  least 
known  at  Jerusalem,  and  required  narrating  more  than  what  had  happened 
within  the  hearing,  and  was  fresh  in  the  memories  of  its  inhabitants.^  In 
opposition  to  this  it  has  been  already  remarked,*^  that  there  is  no  proof  of 
Matthew's  gospel  being  especially  intended  for  the  Christians  of  Judea  and 
Jerusalem  :  that  even  assuming  this,  a  reference  to  the  events  which  had 
happened  in  the  reader's  own  country  could  not  be  superfluous :  and  that, 
lastly,  the  like  limitation  of  the  ministry  of  Jesus  to  Galilee  by  Mark  and 
Luke  cannot  be  thus  accounted  for,  since  these  Evangelists  obviously  did  not 
write  for  Judea  (neither  were  they  Galileans,  so  that  this  objection  is  equally 

'  Olshausen,  bibl.  Comm.,  i,  s.  189  f. 

'  Schneckenburger,  Beitrage,  s.  38  f. ;  uber  den  Ursprung  u.  s.  f.,  s.  7  f. 

*  De  Wctte,  Einlcitung  in  das  N.  T.,  §  98  u.  106. 
'  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.,  i,  a,  s.  39. 

*  Guerike,  Beitrage  zur  Einleitung  in  das  N.  T.,  8.  33;  Tholuck,  GlaubwUrdlgkeit,  s. 

'  Schneckenburger,  uber  den  Ursprung  u.  s.  w.,  s.  9. 
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valid  against  the  first  explanation) ;  and  were  not  in  so  servile  a  relation  to 
Matthew  as  to  have  no  access  to  independent  information  that  might  give 
them  a  more  extended  horizon.  It  is  curious  enough  that  these  two  attempts 
to  solve  the  contradiction  between  the  synoptical  writers  and  John,  are  them- 
selves in  the  same  predicament  of  mutual  contradiction.  For  if  Matthew 
has  been  silent  on  the  incidents  in  Judea,  according  to  one,  on  account  of 
his  proximity,  according  to  the  other,  on  account  of  his  remoteness,  it  follows 
that,  two  contrary  hypotheses  being  made  with  equal  ease  to  explain  the  same 
fact,  both  are  alike  inadequate. 

No  supposition  founded  on  the  local  relations  of  the  writers  sufficing  to 
explain  the  difference  in  question,  higher  ground  must  be  taken,  in  a  con- 
sideration of  the  spirit  and  tendency  of  the  evangelical  writings.     From  this 
point    of  view  the  following  proposition    has    been   given :     The    cause 
which  determined  the  difference  in  the  contents  of  the  founh  gospel  and  that 
of  the  synoptical  ones,  accounts  also  for  their  divergency  as  to  the  limits 
they  assign  to  the  ministry  of  Jesus ;  in  other  words,  the  discourses  delivered 
by  Jesus  in  Jerusalem,  and  recorded  by  John,  required  for  their  comprehen- 
sion a  more  mature  development  of  Christianity  than  that  presented  in  the 
first  apostolic  period ;  hence  they  were  not  retained  in  the  primitive  evangelical 
tradition,  of  which  the  synoptical  writers  were  the  organs,  and  were  first  re- 
stored to  the  church  by  John,  who  wrote  when  Christianity  was  in  a  more 
advanced  stage.®    But  neither  is  this  attempt  at  an  explanation  satisfactory^ 
though    it    is  less  superficial    than    the  preceding.      For  how    could  the 
popular  and  the  esoteric  in  the  teaching  of  Jesus  be  separated  with  such 
nicety,  that  the  former  should  be  confined  to  Galilee,  and  the  latter  to 
Jerusalem  (the  harsh  discourse  in  the  synagogue  at  Capernaum  alone  ex- 
cepted) ?     It  may  be  said  :  in  Jerusalem  he  had  a  more  enlightened  public 
around  him,  and  could  be  more  readily  understood  than  in  Galilee.     But 
the  Galileans  could  scarcely  have  misunderstood  Jesus  more  lamentably  than 
did  the  Jews  from  first  to  last,  according  to  John's  representation,  and  as  in 
Galilee  he  had  the  most  undisturbed  communion  with  his  disciples,  we  should 
rather  have  conjectured  that  here  would  be  the  scene  of  his  more  profound 
instruction.     Besides,  as  the  synoptical  writers  have  given  a  plentiful  glean- 
ing of  lucid  and  popular  discourses  from  the  final  residence  of  Jesus  in 
Jerusalem,  there  is  no  ground  whatever  for  believing  that  his  earlier  visits 
were  devoid  of  such,  and  that  his  converse  on  these  occasions  took  through- 
out a  higher  tone.    But  even  allowing  that  all  the  earlier  discourses  of  Jesus  in 
Judea  and  Jerusalem  were  beyond  the  range  of  the  first  apostolic  tradition, 
deeds  were  performed  there,  such  as  the  cure  of  the  man  who  had  had  an 
infirmity  thirty-eight  years,  the  conferring  of  sight  on  the  man  bom  blind, 
and  the  raising  of  Lazarus,  which,  from  their  imposing  rank  among  the  evi- 
dences  of  Christianity,  must  also  have  necessitated  the  mention  of  those  early 
visits  of  Jesus  to  Judea  during  which  they  occurred. 

Thus  it  is  impossible  to  explain  why  the  synoptical  writers,  if  they  knew  of 
the  earlier  visits  of  Jesus  to  Jerusalem,  should  not  have  mentioned  them, 
and  it  must  be  concluded  that  if  John  be  right,  the  first  three  Evangelists 
knew  nothing  of  an  essential  part  of  the  earlier  ministry  of  Jesus  ;  if,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  latter  be  right,  the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel,  or  of  the 
tradition  by  which  he  was  guided,  fabricated  a  large  portion  of  what  he  has 
narrated  concerning  the  ministry  of  Jesus,  or  at  least  assigned  to  it  a  false 
locality. 

"  Kern,  iiber  den  Ursprung  des  Evang.  MattluLi,  in  der  Tiibinger  Zeitschrift,  1834,  2tes 
Heft,  i.  198  fL    Comp.  Hug,  Einieit.  in  d.  N.  T.,  2,  s.  205  ff.  (jte  Ausg.). 
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On  a  closer  examination,  however,  the  relation  between  John  and  the 
synoptical  writers  is  not  simply  such,  that  the  latter  might  not  know  what  the 
former  records,  but  such,  that  they  must  have  proceeded  from  positively 
opposite  data.  For  example,  the  synoptical  writers,  Matthew  especially,  as 
often  as  Jesus  leaves  Galilee,  from  the  time  that  he  takes  up  his  abode  there 
after  the  Baptist's  imprisonment,  seldom  neglect  to  give  a  particular  reason ; 
such  as  that  he  wished  to  escape  from  the  crowd  by  a  passage  across  the  sea 
(Matt  viil  1 8),  or  that  he  withdrew  into  the  wilderness  of  Perea  to  avoid 
the  snares  of  Herod  (xiv.  13),  or  that  he  retired  into  the  region  of  Tyre  and 
Sidon  on  account  of  the  offence  taken  by  the  scribes  at  his  preaching  (xv. 
21):  John,  on  the  contrary,  generally  alleges  a  special  reason  why  Jesus 
leaves  Judea,  and  retires  into  Galilee.  Not  to  contend  that  his  very  first 
journey  thither  appears  to  be  occasioned  solely  by  the  invitation  to  Cana,  his 
departure  again  into  Galilee  after  the  first  passover  attended  by  him  in  his 
public  character,  is  expressly  accounted  for  by  the  ominous  attention  which  the 
increasing  number  of  his  disciples  had  excited  among  the  Pharisees  (iv.  i  ff.). 
His  retirement  after  the  second  feast,  also,  into  the  country  east  of  the  Sea  of 
Tiberias  (vi.  i),  must  be  viewed  in  relation  to  the  ciiyrow  avrov  61  lovSauu. 
a7roKT€iv<u  (v.  18),  since  immediately  after,  the  Evangelist  assigns  as  a  reason 
for  the  continuance  of  Jesus  in  Galilee,  the  malignant  designs  of  his  enemies, 
which  rendered  his  abode  in  Judea  perilous  to  his  life  (vii.  i).  The  interval 
between  the  Feast  of  Tabernacles  and  the  Feast  of  the  Dedication  seems  to 
have  been  spent  by  Jesus  in  the  capital,*  no  unpropitious  circumstances  com- 
pelling him  to  absent  himself  (x.  22);  on  the  other  hand,  his  journey  into 
Perea  (x.  40)  and  that  into  Ephraim  (xi.  54)  are  presented  as  effects  of  his 
persecution  by  the  Jews. 

Thus  precisely  the  same  relation  as  that  which  exists  between  Matthew 
and  Luke,  with  respect  to  the  original  dwelling-place  of  the  parents  of  Jesus 
is  found  between  the  first  three  Evangelists  and  the  fourth,  with  respect  to 
the  principal  theatre  of  his  ministry.  As,  in  the  former  instance,  Matthew 
pre-supposes  Bethlehem  to  be  the  original  place  of  abode,  and  Nazareth  the 
one  subsequently  adopted  through  fortuitous  circumstances,  while  Luke  gives 
the  contrary  representation ;  so  in  the  latter,  the  entire  statement  of  the 
S3moptical  writers  turns  on  the  idea  that,  until  his  last  journey,  Galilee  was 
the  chosen  field  of  the  labours  of  Jesus,  and  that  he  only  left  it  occasionally, 
from  particular  motives  and  for  a  short  time ;  while  that  of  John,  on  the 
contrary,  turns  on  the  supposition,  that  Jesus  would  have  taught  solely  in 
Judea  and  Jerusalem  had  not  prudence  sometimes  counselled  him  to  retire 
into  the  more  remote  provinces.^^ 

Of  these  two  representations  one  only  can  be  true.  Before  they  were  per- 
ceived to  be  contradictory,  the  narrative  of  John  was  incorporated  with  that 
of  the  synoptical  writers ;  since  they  have  been  allowed  to  be  irreconcilable, 
the  verdict  has  always  been  in  favour  of  the  fourth  Evangelist ;  and  so  pre- 
valent is  this  custom,  that  even  the  author  of  the  Probabilia  does  not  use  the 
difference  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  latter.  De  Wette  numbers  it  among  the 
objections  to  the  authenticity  of  Matthew's  gospel,  that  it  erroneously  limits 
the  ministry  of  Jesus  to  Galilee,^^  and  Schneckenburger  has  no  more  important 
ground  of  doubt  to  produce  against  the  apostolic  origin  of  the  first  canonical 
gospel,  than  the  unacquaintance  of  its  author  with  the  extra-Galilean  labours 
of  Jesus.^^    If  this  decision  be  well  founded,  it  must  rest  on  a  careful  con- 

*  Tholuck,  Comm.  zum  Evang.  Joh.,  p.,  207. 
'°  Comp.  Liicke,  ut  sup.,  s.  546. 
"  De  Wette,  Einleitung  in  das  N.  T.,  §  98. 
'*  Schneckenburger,  iiber  den  Urspningu.  s.  f.,  s.  7.  ;  Beitriige  u.  s.  f.,  s.  38  fL 
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sideration  of  the  question,  which  of  the  two  incompatible  narratives  has  the 
greater  corroboration  from  external  sources,  and  the  more  internal  verisimili- 
tude ?  We  have  shown  in  the  introduction  that  the  external  evidence  or 
testimony  for  the  authenticity  of  the  fourth  gospel  and  of  the  synoptical  ones, 
that  of  Matthew  emphatically,  is  of  about  equal  value :  that  is,  it  determines 
nothing  in  either  case,  but  leaves  the  decbion  to  the  internal  evidence.  In 
relation  to  this,  the  following  question  must  be  considered  :  is  it  more  prob- 
able that,  although  Jesus  was  actually  often  in  Judea  and  Jerusalem  previous 
to  his  last  journey,  yet  at  the  time  and  place  whence  the  synoptical  gospels 
arose,  all  traces  of  the  fact  had  disappeared :  or  that,  on  the  contrary, 
although  Jesus  never  entered  Judea  for  the  exercise  of  his  public  ministry 
before  his  last  journey  thither,  yet  at  the  time  and  place  of  the  composition 
of  the  fourth  gospel  a  tradition  of  several  such  visits  had  been  formed? I 

The  above  critics  seek  to  show  that  the  first  might  be  the  case,  in  the 
following  manner.  The  first  gospel,  they  say,^^  and  more  or  less  the  tro 
middle  ones,  contain  the  tradition  concerning  the  life  of  Jesus  as  it  was 
formed  in  Galilee,  where  the  memory  of  what  Jesus  did  and  said  in  that 
province  would  be  preserved  with  a  natural  partiality — while,  of  that  part  of 
his  life  which  was  spent  out  of  Galilee,  only  the  most  critical  incidents,  such 
as  his  birth,  consecration,  and  especially  his  last  journey,  which  issued  in  his 
death,  would  be  retained ;  the  remainder,  including  his  early  journeys  to  the 
various  feasts,  being  either  unknown  or  forgotten,  so  that  any  fragments  of 
information  concerning  one  or  other  of  the  previous  residences  of  Jesus  at 
Jerusalem  would  be  referred  to  the  last,  no  other  being  known. 

But  John  himself,  in  whom  our  theologians  rest  sSi  their  confidence,  ex- 
pressly mentions  (iv.  45)  that  at  the  first  passover  visited  by  Jesus  after  his 
baptism  (and  probably  at  others  also)  the  Galileans  were  present,  and  appar- 
endy  in  great  numbers,  since  as  a  consequence  of  their  having  witnessed  his 
works  in  Jerusalem,  Jesus  found  a  £eivourable  reception  in  Galilee.  If  we  add 
to  this,  that  roost  of  the  disciples  who  accompanied  Jesus  in  his  early  journeys 
to  the  feasts  were  Galileans  (John  iv.  22,  ix.  2),  it  is  inconceivable  that 
tidings  of  the  ministry  of  Jesus  at  Jerusalem  should  not  from  the  first  reach 
Galilee.  Once  there,  could  time  extinguish  them  ?  We  grant  that  it  is  in  the 
nature  of  tradition  to  fuse  and  remodel  its  materials,  and  as  the  last  journey 
of  Jesus  to  Jerusalem  was  pre-eminently  memorable,  it  might  absorb  the  re- 
collections of  the  previous  ones.  But  tradition  has  also  another  impulse,  and 
it  is  its  strongest ;  namely  to  glorify.  It  may  indeed  be  said  that  to  circum- 
scribe the  early  ministry  of  Jesus  by  the  frontiers  of  Galilee  would  serve  the 
purpose  of  glorifying  tl)at  province,  in  which  the  synoptical  tradition  had  its 
origin.  But  the  aim  of  the  synoptical  legend  was  not  to  glorify  Galilee,  on 
which  it  pronounces  severe  judgments ; — ^Jesus  is  the  object  round  which  it 
would  cast  a  halo,  and  his  greatness  is  proportionate  to  the  sphere  of  his 
influence.  Hence,  to  show  that  from  the  beginning  of  his  ministry  he  made 
himself  known  beyond  the  Galilean  anguius  terra,  and  that  he  often  presented 
himself  on  the  brilliant  theatre  of  the  capital,  especially  on  occasions  when 
it  was  crowded  with  spectators  and  hearers  from  all  regions,  was  entirely  ac- 
cording to  the  bent  of  the  legend.  If,  therefore,  there  had  historically  been 
but  one  journey  of  Jesus  to  Jerusalem,  tradition  might  be  tempted  to  create 
more  by  degrees,  since  it  would  argue — how  could  so  great  a  light  as  Jesus 
have  remained  so  long  under  a  bushel,  and  not  rather  have  early  and  ofien 
placed  himself  on  the  lofty  stand  which  Jerusalem  presented  ?    Opponents, 

*'  Schneckenburger,  Beitriige,  s.  207.    Comp.  Gabler*s  Treatise  on  the  Resanection  of 
tAzams,  in  his  Jounal  fur  Avserkiene  thcol.  Lit^ratufi  3,  2. 
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too,  might  object,  like  the  unbelieving  brethren  of  Jesus  (John  vii.  3,  4),  that 
he  who  is  conscious  of  the  power  to  perform  something  truly  great,  does  not 
conceal  himself,  but  seeks  publicity,  in  order  that  his  capabilities  may  be 
recognized  ;  and  to  these  opponents  it  was  thought  the  best  answer  to  show 
that  Jesus  actually  did  seek  such  publicity,  and  early  obtained  recognition  in 
an  extended  sphere.  Out  of  this  representation  would  easily  grow  the  idea 
which  lies  at  the  foundation  of  the  fourth  gospel,  that  not  Galilee,  but  Judea, 
was  the  proper  residence  of  Jesus. 

Thus,  viewed  from  the  |X)int  of  the  possible  formation  of  a  legend,  the 
balance  inclines  in  favour  of  the  synoptical  writers.  But  is  the  result  the  same 
when  we  ascend  to  the  relations  and  designs  of  Jesus,  and  from  this  point  of 
view  inquire,  if  it  be  more  probable  that  Jesus  visited  Jerusalem  once  only 
or  several  times  during  his  public  life  ? 

The  alleged  difficulty,  that  the  various  journeys  to  the  feasts  offer  the  prin- 
cipal means  of  accounting  for  the  intellectual  development  of  Jesus  is  easily 
removed.  For  those  journeys  alone  would  not  suffice  to  explain  the  mental 
pre-eminence  of  Jesus  and  as  the  main  stress  must  still  be  placed  on  his 
internal  gifts,  we  cannot  pronounce  whether  to  a  mind  like  his,  even  Galilee 
might  not  present  enough  aliment  for  their  maturing ;  besides,  an  adherence 
to  the  synoptical  writers  would  only  oblige  us  to  renounce  those  journeys  to 
the  feasts  which  Jesus  took  after  his  public  appearance,  so  that  he  might  still 
have  been  present  at  many  feasts  previous  to  his  messianic  career,  without 
assuming  a  conspicuous  character.  It  has  been  held  inconceivable  that  Jesus, 
so  long  after  his  assumption  of  the  messianic  character,  should  confine  him- 
self to  Galilee,  instead  of  taking  his  stand  in  Judea  and  Jerusalem,  which, 
from  the  higher  culture  and  more  extensive  foreign  intercourse  of  their  popu- 
lation, were  a  much  more  suitable  field  for  his  labours ;  but  it  has  been  long 
remarked,  on  the  other  hand,  that  Jesus  could  find  easier  access  to  the  simple 
and  energetic  minds  of  Galilee,  less  fettered  by  priestcraft  and  Pharisaism,  and 
therefore  acted  judiciously  in  obtaining  a  firm  footing  there  by  a  protracted 
ministry,  before  he  ventured  to  Jerusalem,  where,  in  the  centre  of  priestly  and 
Pharisaic  domination,  he  must  expect  stronger  opposition. 

There  is  a  graver  difficulty  in  the  synoptical  statement,  considered  in  rela- 
tion to  the  Mosaic  law  and  Jewish  custom.  The  law  rigorously  required  that 
every  Israelite  should  appear  before  Jehovah  yearly  at  the  three  principal 
feasts  (Exod.  xxiii.  14  ff.),  and  the  reverence  of  Jesus  for  the  Mosaic  institutes 
(Matt.  V.  17  ff.)  renders  it  improbable  that,  during  the  whole  course  of  his 
ministry,  he  should  have  undertaken  but  one  journey  of  observance.^*  The 
Gospel  of  Matthew,  however,  be  our  judgment  what  it  may  as  to  the  date  and 
place  of  its  composition,  did  certainly  arise  in  a  community  of  Jewish  Christ- 
ians, who  well  knew  what  the  law  prescribed  to  the  devout  Israelite,  and 
must  therefore  be  aware  of  the  contradiction  to  the  law  in  which  the  practice 
of  Jesus  was  involved,  when,  during  a  public  ministry  of  several  years'  dura- 
tion, only  one  attendance  at  Jerusalem  was  noticed,  or  (in  case  the  synoptical 
writers  supposed  but  a  single  year's  ministry,  of  which  we  shall  speak  below) 
when  he  was  represented  as  neglecting  two  of  the  great  annual  feasts.  If 
then,  a  circle  in  close  proximity  to  Jewish  usage  found  nothing  offensive  in 
the  opinion  that  Jesus  attended  but  one  feast,  may  not  this  authority  remove 
all  hesitation  on  the  subject  from  our  minds  ?  Besides,  on  a  more  careful 
weighing  of  the  historical  and  geographical  relations,  the  question  suggests 
itself,  whether  between  the  distant,  half  Gentile  Galilee,  and  Jerusalem^  the 
ecclesiastical  bond  was  so  close  that  the  observance  of  all  the  feasts  could  be 

^^  Hog,  Einleit.  in  das  N.  T.,  2,  s.  2io, 
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expected  from  a  Galilean?  Even  according  to  the  fourth  gospel,  Jesus 
omitted  attending  one  passover  that  occurred  in  the  period  of  his  public 
career  (John  vi.  4). 

There  is,  however,  one  point  unfavourable  to  the  synoptical  writers.  That 
Jesus  in  his  last  visit  to  Jerusalem  should,  within  the  short  space  of  the 
feast  day,  have  brought  himself  into  such  decided  hostility  to  the  ruling  party 
in  the  capital,  that  they  contrived  his  arrest  and  deaths  is  inexplicable^  if  we 
reject  the  statement  of  John,  that  this  hostility  originated  and  was  gradually 
aggravated  during  his  frequent  previous  visits.^*  If  it  be  rejoined,  that  even 
in  Galilean  synagogues  there  were  stationary  scribes  and  Pharisees  (Matt.  ix. 
3,  xii.  14),  that  such  as  were  resident  in  the  capital  often  visited  the  provinces 
(Matt  XV.  i),  and  that  thus  there  existed  a  hierarchical  nexus  by  means  of 
which  a  deadly  enmity  against  Jesus  might  be  propagated  in  Jerusalem  before 
he  had  ever  publicly  appeared  there ;  we  then  have  precisely  that  ecclesias- 
tical bond  between;  Galilee  and  Jerusalem  which  renders  improbable  on  the 
part  of  Jesus  the  non-observance  of  a  series  of  feasts.  Moreover  the  synop- 
tical writers  have  recoixled  an  expression  of  Jesus  which  tells  strongly  against 
their  own  view.  The  words  :  Jerusalem,  Jerusalem — how  often  would  I  have 
gathered  thy  children  together — and  ye  would  not,  have  no  meaning  whatever  in 
Luke,  who  puts  them  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus  before  he  had  even  seen  Jeru- 
salem during  his  public  ministry  (xiii.  34) ;  and  even  from  the  better  arrange- 
ment of  Matthew  (xxiii.  37)  it  is  not  to  be  understood  how  Jesus,  after  a  single 
residence  of  a  few  days  in  Jerusalem,  could  found  his  reproaches  on  multi- 
plied efforts  to  win  ever  its  inhabitants  to  his  cause.  This  whole  apostrophe 
of  Jesus  has  so  original  a  character,  that  it  is  difficult  to  believe  it  incorrectly 
assigned  to  him  ;  hence  to  explain  its  existence,  we  must  suppose  a  series  of 
earlier  residences  in  Jerusalem,  such  as  those  recorded  by  the  fourth  Evan- 
gelist. There  is  only  one  resource, — to  pronounce  the  statement  of  the 
synoptical  writers  unhistorical  in  the  particular  of  limiting  the  decisive  visit 
of  Jesus  to  Jerusalem  to  the  few  days  of  the  feast,  and  to  suppose  that  he 
made  a  more  protracted  stay  in  the  capital.  ^^ 

It  will  be  seen  from  the  foregoing  discussion,  whether,  when  so  much  is  to 
be  argued  pro  and  contra,  the  unhesitating  decision  of  the  critics  in  favour  of 
the  fourth  Evangelist's  statement  is  a  just  one.  For  our  own  part,  we  are  far 
from  being  equally  hasty  in  declaring  for  the  synoptical  writers,  and  are 
content  to  have  submitted  the  actual  state  of  the  controversy,  as  to  the  com- 
parative merits  of  John  and  the  synoptical  writers,  to  further  consideration. 


§   58. 

THE    RESIDENCE  OF  JESUS   AT  CAPERNAUM. 

During  the  time  spent  by  Jesus  in  Judea,  the  capital  and  its  environs 
recommended  themselves  as  the  most  eligible  theatre  for  his  agency ;  and  we 
might  have  conjectured  that  in  like  manner,  when  in  Galilee,  he  would  have 
chosen  his  native  city,  Nazareth,  as  the  centre  of  his  labours.  Instead  of 
this  we  find  him,  when  not  travelling,  domesticated  at  Capernaum,  as  already 
mentioned ;  the  synoptical  writers  designate  this  place  the  lUa.  iroXis  of  Jesus 
(Matt.  ix.  I,  comp.  Mark  il  i) ;  here,  according  to  them,  was  the  o?kos, 
which  Jesus  was  accustomed  to  inhabit  (Mark  ii.  i,  iii.  20  \   Matt  xiii.  i, 


^'  Hng,  at  supra,  s.  211.  f. 

M  ComiMire  Welsse,  die  evang.  Geschichte  i, 


s.  29  ff. 
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36)  probably  that  of  Peter  (Mark  i.  29  ;  Matt  viiL  14^  xviL  25  ;  Luke  iv. 
38).  In  the  fourth  gospel,  which  only  mentions  very  transient  visits  of  Jesus 
to  Galilee,  Capernaum  is  not  given  as  his  dwelling-place,  and  Cana  is  the 
place  with  which  he  is  supposed  to  have  the  most  connexion.  After  his 
baptism  he  proceeds  first  to  Cana  (ii.  i),  on  a  special  occasion,  it  is  true  ; 
after  this  he  makes  a  short  stay  at  Capernaum  (v.  12);  and  on  his  return 
from  his  first  attendance  at  the  passover,  it  is  again  Cana  to  which  he  resorts 
and  in  which  the  fourth  Evangelist  makes  him  effect  a  cure  (iv.  46  ff.),  accor- 
ding to  the  synoptical  writers,  performed  at  Capernaum,  and  after  this  we  find 
him  once  again  in  the  synagogue  at  Capernaum  (vi.  59).  The  most  eminent 
disciples,  also,  are  said  by  the  writer  of  the  fourth  gospel,  not  as  by  the 
synoptical  writers,  to  come  from  Cap>emaum,  but  partly  from  Cana  (xxi.  2) 
and  partly  from  Bethsaida  (i.  45).  The  latter  place,  even  in  the  synoptical 
gospels,  is  mentioned,  with  Chorazin,  as  one  in  which  Jesus  had  been  pre- 
eminently active  (Matt  xi.  21 ;  Luke  x.  13). 

Why  Jesus  chose  Capernaum  as  his  central  residence  in  Galilee,  Mark  does 
not  attempt  to  show,  but  conducts  him  thither  without  comment  after  his 
return  into  Galilee,  and  the  calling  of  the  two  pairs  of  fishermen  (i.  21).  Mat- 
thew (iv.  13  ff.)  alleges  as  a  motive,  that  an  Old  Testament  prophecy  (Isa.  viii. 
23,  ix.  i),  was  thereby  fulfilled;  a  dogmatical  motive,  and  therefore  of  no 
historical  value.  Luke  thinks  he  has  found  the  reason  in  a  &ct,  which  is  more 
worthy  of  notice.  According  to  him,  Jesus  after  his  return  front  baptism 
does  not  immediately  take  up  his  residence  in  Capernaum,  but  makes  an 
essay  to  teach  in  Nazareth,  and  after  its  failure  first  turns  to  Capernaum. 
This  Evangelist  tells  us  in  the  most  graphic  style  how  Jesus  presented  himself 
at  the  synagogue  on  the  sabbath-day,  and  expounded  a  prophetic  passage,  so 

.  as  to  excite  general  admiration,  but  at  the  same  time  to  provoke  malicious 
reflections  on  the  narrow  circumstances  of  his  family.  Jesus,  in  reply,  is 
made  to  refer  the  discontent  of  the  Nazarenes,  that  he  performed  no  miracles 
before  them  as  at  Capernaum,  to  the  contempt  which  every  prophet  meets 
with  in  his  own  country,  and  to  threaten  them  in  Old  Testament  allusions, 
that  the  divine  benefits  would  be  withdrawn  from  them  and  conferred  on 
strangers.  Exasperated  by  this,  they  lead  him  to  the  brow  of  the  hill,  intend- 
ing to  cast  him  down ;  he,  however,  passes  unhurt  through  the  midst  of  them 
(iv.  16-30). 

Both  the  other  synoptical  writers  are  acquainted  with  a  visit  of  Jesus  to 
Nazareth  ;  but  they  transfer  it  to  a  much  later  period,  when  Jesus  had  been 
long  labouring  in  Galilee,  and  resident  in  Capernaum  (Matt  xiil  54  ff. ;  Mark 
vi.  I  ff.).  To  reconcile  their  narrative  with  that  of  Luke,  it  has  been  custom- 
ary to  suppose  that  Jesus,  notwithstanding  his  first  rough  reception,  as  de- 
scribed by  Luke,  wished  to  make  one  more  experiment  whether  his  long 
absence  and  subsequent  fame  might  not  have  altered  the  opinion  of  the  Naza- 
renes— an  opinion  worthy  of  a  petty  town  :  but  the  result  was  equally  un- 
favourable.^   The  two  scenes,  however,  are  too  similar  to  be  prevented  firom 

,  mingling  with  each  other.  In  both  instances  the  teaching  of  Jesus  in  the 
synagogue  makes  the  same  impression  on  the  Nazarenes, — that  of  amazement 
at  the  wisdom  of  the  carpenter's  son  (Luke  only  giving  more  details) :  in 
both  instances  there  is  a  lack  of  miracles  on  the  part  of  Jesus,  the  first  two 
Evangelists  presenting  more  prominently  its  cause,  namely,  the  unbelief  of  the 

'  Nazarenes,  and  the  third  dwelling  more  on  its  unfavourable  effect :  lastly  in 
both  instances,  Jesus  delivers  the  maxim  (the  result  of  his  experience),  that 
a  prophet  is  the  least  esteemed  in  his  own  country :  and  to  this  Luke  appends 

^  Paulns,  exeg.  Handb.  i^  6,  s.  463* 
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a  more  ample  discourse,  which  irritates  the  Nazarenes  to  attempt  an  act  of 
vlioence,  unnoticed  by  the  other  Evangelists.  But  the  fact  which  most  de- 
cisively shows  that  the  two  narratives  cannot  exist  in  each  other's  presence, 
is  that  they  both  claim  to  relate  the  first  incident  of  the  kind  ;^  for  in  both, 
the  Nazarenes  express  their  astonishment  at  the  suddenly  revealed  intellectual 
gifts  of  Jesus,  which  they  could  not  at  once  reconcile  with  his  known  con- 
dition.' The  first  supposition  that  presents  itself  is,  that  the  scene  described 
by  Luke  preceded  that  of  Matthew  and  Mark ;  but  if  so,  the  Nazarenes 
could  not  wonder  a  second  time  and  inquire,  whence  hath  this  man  this 
wisdom  ?  since  they  must  have  had  proof  on  that  point  on  the  first  occasion  ; 
if,  on  the  contrary,  we  try  to  give  the  later  date  to  Luke's  incident,  it  appears 
unnatural,  for  the  same  reason  that  they  should  wonder  at  the  gracious  words 
which  proceeded  out  of  his  mouthy  neither  could  Jesus  well  say,  litis  day  is 
this  scripture  fulfilled  in  your  earSy  without  severely  reflecting  on  their  former 
insensibility,  which  had  retarded  that  fulfilment. 

These  considerations  have  led  the  majority  of  modem  commentators  to  the 
opinion,  that  Luke  and  the  other  synoptical  Evangelists  have  here  given  the 
same  history,  merely  differing  in  the  date,  and  in  the  colouring  of  the  facts  ;* 
and  the  only  question  among  them  is,  which  of  the  two  narrations  deserves 
the  preference.  With  respect  to  the  date,  that  of  Luke  seems,  at  the  first 
glance,  to  have  the  advantage ;  it  gives  the  desiderated  motive  for  the  change 
of  residence,  and  the  wonder  of  the  Nazarenes  appears  most  natural  on  the 
supposition  that  then  he  first  assumed  the  function  of  a  public  teacher ;  hence 
Matthew's  divergency  from  Luke  has  been  recently  made  a  serious  reproach 
to  hi,m  as  a  chronological  error.^  But  there  is  one  particular  in  all  the  three 
narratives  which  is  an  obstacle  to  our  referring  the  incident  to  so  early  a 
period.  If  Jesus  presented  himself  thus  at  Nazareth  before  he  had  made 
Capernaum  the  principal  theatre  of  his  agency,  the  Nazarenes  could  not  utter 
the  words  which  Jesus  imputes  to  them  in  Luke  :  Whatsoever  we  have  heard 
done  in  Capernaum^  do  also  here  in  thy  country ;  nor  could  they,  according  to 
Matthew  and  Mark,  be  astonished  at  the  mighty  works  of  Jesus,®  for  as  he  per- 
formed few  if  any  miracles  at  Nazareth,  that  expression,  notwithstanding  its 
perplexing  connexion  with  the  o-cx^ta,  the  wisdom^  manifested  in  that  city, 
must  refer  to  works  performed  elsewhere.  If,  then,  the  Nazarenes  wondered 
at  the  deeds  of  Jesus  at  Capernaum,  or  were  jealous  of  the  distinction  conferred 
on  that  city,  Jesus  must  have  previously  resided  there,  and  could  not  have 
proceeded  thither  for  the  first  time  in  consequence  of  the  scene  at  Nazareth. 
From  this,  it  is  plain  that  the  later  chronological  position  of  the  narrative  is 
the  original  one,  and  that  Luke,  in  placing  it  earlier,  out  of  mere  conjecture, 
was  honest  or  careless  enough  to  retain  the  mention  of  the  wonders  at  Caper- 
naum, though  only  consistent  with  the  later  position.'^  If,  with  regard  to  the 
date  of  the  incident,  the  advantage  is  thus  on  the  side  of  Matthew  and  Mark, 
we  are  left  in  darkness  as  to  the  motive  which  led  Jesus  to  alter  his  abode 
from  Nazareth  to  Capernaum ;  unless  the  circumstance  that  some  of  his  most 
confidential  disciples  had  their  home  there,  and  the  more  extensive  traffic  of 
the  place,  may  be  regarded  as  inducements  to  the  measure. 

The  fulness  and  particularity  of  Luke's  description  of  the  scene,  contrasted 

*  This  Schleiermacher  has  made  evident,  Uber  den  Lukas,  s.  63. 

'  Sieffert,  iiber  den  Ursprung  des  ersten  kanonischen  Evangeliums,  s.  89. 
^  Olsbausen,  Fritzsche,  in  loc.     Hase,  Leben  Jesu,  §  62.      Sieffert,  ut  supra. 

*  Sieffert,  ut  supra. 

*  What  these  mighty  works  were  can  only  be  made  clear  when  we  come  to  the  chapter  on 
the  Miracles. 

*  Schleiermacher,.  at  sapra,  s.  64. 
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with  the  summary  style  in  which  it  is  given  by  the  other  two  Evangelists,  has 
generally  won  for  the  former  the  praise  of  superior  accuracy.  ^  Let  us  look 
more  closely,  and  we  shall  find  that  the  greater  particularity  of  Luke  shows 
itself  chiefly  in  this,  that  he  is  not  satisfied  with  a  merely  general  mention  of 
the  discourse  delivered  by  Jesus  in  the  synagogue,  but  cites  the  Old  Testa- 
ment passage  on  which  he  enlarged,  and  the  commencement  of  its  application. 
The  passage  is  from  Isa.  Ixi.  i,  2,  where  the  prophet  announces  the  return 
from  exile,  with  the  exception  of  the  words  to  set  at  liberty  them  that  are 
bruised^  &iroaT€iXai  rtOpava-fUvovi  ck  d^ccrei,  which  are  from  Isa.  IviiL  6.  To 
this  passage  Jesus  gives  a  messianic  interpretation,  for  he  declares  it  to  be  ful- 
filled by  his  appearance.  Why  he  selected  this  text  from  among  all  others  has 
been  variously  conjectured.  It  is  known  that  among  the  Jews  at  a  later 
period,  certain  extracts  from  the  Thorah  and  the  Prophets  were  statedly  read 
on  particular  sabbaths  and  feast  days,  and  it  has  hence  been  suggested  that 
the  above  passage  was  the  selection  appointed  for  the  occasion  in  question. 
It  is  true  that  the  chapter  from  which  the  words  dfl-oorretXai  k.  r.  X.  are  taken, 
used  to  be  read  on  the  great  Day  of  Atonement,  and  Bengel  has  made  the 
supposition,  that  the  scene  we  are  considering  occurred  on  that  day,  a  main 
pillar  of  his  evangelical  chronology.*  But  if  Jesus  had  adhered  to  the  regular 
course  of  reading,  he  would  not  merely  have  extracted  from  the  lesson  ap- 
pointed for  this  feast  a  few  stray  words,  to  insert  them  in  a  totally  discon- 
nected passage ;  and  after  all,  it  is  impossible  to  demonstrate  that,  so  early  as 
the  time  of  Jesus,  there  were  prescribed  readings,  even  from  the  prophets.  *® 
If  then  Jesus  was  not  thus  circumstantially  directed  to  the  passage  cited,  did 
he  open  upon  it  designedly  or  fortuitously?  Many  imagine  him  turning  over 
the  leaves  until  he  found  the  text  which  was  in  his  mind  :^^  but  Olshausen  is 
right  in  saying  that  the  words  dyavrv^a^  to  fiifiXiov  €vp€  rov  rorroy  do  not  imply 
that  he  found  the  passage  after  searching  for  it,  but  that  he  alighted  on  it 
under  the  guidance  of  the  Divine  Spirit.  ^*  This,  however,  is  but  a  poor  con- 
trivance, to  hide  the  improbability,  that  Jesus  should  fortuitously  open  on 
a  passage  so  well  adapted  to  serve  as  a  motto  for  his  first  messianic  enterprize, 
behind  an  appeal  to  the  Spirit,  as  deus  ex  maehind.  Jesus  might  very  likely 
have  quoted  this  text  with  reference  to  himself,  and  thus  it  would  remain  in 
the  minds  of  the  Evangelists  as  a  prophecy  fulfilled  in  Jesus  ;  Matthew  would 
probably  have  introduced  it  in  his  own  person  with  his  usual  form,  Iva  vXiffpfoO^^ 
aud  would  have  said  that  Jesus  had  now  begun  his  messianic  annunciation, 
Klipvy/jMy  that  the  prophecy  Isa.  Ixi.  i  ff.  might  be  fulfilled ;  but  Luke,  who  is 
less  partial  to  this  form,  or  the  tradition  whence  he  drew  his  materials,  puts 
the  words  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus  on  his  first  messianic  appearance,  very 
judiciously,  it  is  true,  but,  owing  to  the  chances  which  it  is  necessary  to  sup- 
pose, less  probably ;  so  that  I  am  more  inclined  to  be  satisfied  with  the  in- 
definite statement  of  Matthew  and  Mark.  The  other  point  in  which  the 
description  of  Luke  merits  the  praise  of  particularity,  is  his  dramatic  picture 
of  the  tumultuary  closing  scene ;  hut  this  scene  perplexes  even  those  who  on 
the  whole  give  the  preference  to  his  narrative.  It  is  not  to  be  concealed  that 
the  extremely  violent  expulsion  of  Jesus  by  the  Nazarenes,  seems  to  have  had 
no  adequate  provocation  :^3  and  we  cannot  with  Schleiermacher,^^  expunge 

^  Schleiermacher,  ut  supra,  s.  63  f. 

*  Ordo  temponim,  p.  220  ff.  ed.  2. 

'^  Paulus,  ut  supra,  I,  b,  s.  407. 

'*  Paulus,  ut  supra.     Lightfoot,  horse,  p.  765. 

•*  Bibl.  Comm.  i,  470, 

*'  Hase,  Leben  Jesu,  §  62. 

^*  Ueber  den  Lukas,  s.  93. 
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the  notion  that  the  life  of  Jesus  was  threatened,  without  imputing  to  the  writer 
a  false  addition  of  the  words  cts  ro  KaroKfnffivurai  avrw  (v.  29),  and  thus 
materially  affecting  the  credibility  of  his  entire  narration.  But  the  still  more 
remarkable  clause,  BuXBtav  &a  /licov  avrOtv  ciropcvcro  (v.  30),  is  the  main  diffi- 
culty. It  is  not  to  be  explained  (at  least  not  in  accordance  with  the  Evan- 
gelist's view)  as  an  effect  merely  of  the  commanding  glance  of  Jesus,  as  Hase 
supposes ;  and  Olshausen  is  again  right  when  he  says,  that  the  Evangelist 
intended  to  signify  that  Jesus  passed  unharmed  through  the  midst  of  his  furious 
enemies,  because  his  divine  poweT" lettered  tlieir  senses  and  limbs,  because 
his  hour  was  not  yet  come(John  viii.  20),  and  because  no  man  could  take  his 
life  from  him  until  he  himself  laid  it  down  (John  x.  18).^^  Here  again  we 
have  a  display  of  the  glorifying  tendency  of  tradition,  which  loved  to  represent 
Jesus  as  one  defended  from  his  enemies,  like  Lot  (Gen.  xix.  11),  or  Elisha 
(2  Kings  vi.  18),  by  a  heavenly  hand,  or  better  still,  by  the  power  of  his  own 
superior  nature  ;  unless  there  be  supposed  in  this  case,  as  in  the  two  examples 
from  the  Old  Testament,  a  temporary  infliction  of  blindness,  an  illudere  per 
caliginemy  the  idea  of  which  Tertullian  reprobates. ^^  Thus  in  this  instance 
also,  the  less  imposing  account  of  the  first  two  Evangelists  is  to  be  preferred, 
namely  that  Jesus,  impeded  from  further  activity  by  the  unbelief  of  the  Naza- 
renes,  voluntarily  forsook  his  ungrateful  paternal  city. 


§  59. 

DIVERGENCIES   OF  THE   EVANGELISTS  AS    TO   THE    CHRONOLOGY   OF  THE  LIFE 

OF  JESUS.      DURATION   OF   HIS   PUBLIC   MINISTRY. 

In  considering  the  chronology  of  the  public  life  of  Jesus,  we  must  distinguish 
the  question  of  its  total  duration,  from  that  of  the  arrangement  of  its  par- 
ticular events. 

Not  one  of  our  Evangelists  expressly  tells  us  how  long  the  public  ministry 
of  Jesus  lasted;  but  while  the  synoptical  writers  give  us  no  clue  to  a  decision 
on  the  subject,  we  find  in  John  certain  data,  which  seem  to  warrant  one.  In 
the  synoptical  gospels  there  is  no  intimation  how  long  after  the  baptism  of 
Jesus  his  imprisonment  and  death  occurred :  nowhere  are  months  and  years 
distinguished ;  and  though  it  is  once  or  twice  said :  fte^  v/icpa?  ti  or  8vo 
(Matt.  xvii.  i,  xxvi.  2),  these  isolated  fixed  points  furnish  us  with  no  guidance 
in  a  sea  of  general  uncertainty.  On  the  contrary,  the  many  journeys  to  the 
feasts  by  which  the  narrative  of  the  fourth  Evangelist  is  distinguished  from 
that  of  his  predecessors,  furnishes  us,  so  to  speak,  with  chronological  abut- 
ments, as  for  each  appearance  of  Jesus  at  one  of  these  annual  feasts,  the 
Passover  especially,  we  must,  deducting  the  first,  reckon  a  full  year  of  his 
ministry.  We  have,  in  the  fourth  gospel,  after  the  baptism  of  Jesus,  and 
apparently  at  a  short  interval  (comp.  i.  29,  35,  44,  ii.  i,  12),  a  passover  at- 
tended by  him  (ii.  13).  But  the  next  feast  visited  by  Jesus  (v.  i)  which  is 
indefinitely  designated  a  feast  ofihejeuts^  has  been  the  perpetual  cmx  of  New 
Testament  chronologists.  It  is  only  important  in  determining  the  duration 
of  the  public  life  of  Jesus,  on  the  supposition  that  it  was  a  passover ;  for  in  this 
case  it  would  mark  the  close  of  his  first  year's  ministry.  We  grant  that  ^  copr^ 
rctfv  *Iov3atW,  THE  feast  ofthejews^  might  very  probably  denote  the  Passover, 
which  was  pre-eminent  among  their  institutions  :  ^  but  it  happens  that  the  best 

"  Ut  supra,  479;  comp.  2,  p.  214. 

*•  Adv.  Marcion,  iv.  8. 

'  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  b,  s.  788  i. 
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:,  manuscripts  have  in  the  present  passage  no  article,  and  without  it,  the  above 
expression  can  only  signify  indefinitely  one  of  the  Jewish  feasts,  which  the 
author  thought  it  immaterial  to  specify.^  Thus  intrinsically  it  might  mean 
either  the  feast  of  Pentecost,'  Purim,*  the  Passover,*  or  any  other ;®  but  in 
its  actual  connection  it  is  evidently  not  intended  by  the  narrator  to  imply  the 
Passover,  both  because  he  would  hardly  have  glanced  thus  slightly  at  the  most 
important  of  all  the  feasts,  and  because,  vL  4,  there  comes  another  Passover, 
so  that  on  the  supposition  we  are  contesting,  he  would  have  passed  in  silence 
over  a  whole  year  between  v.  47,  and  vi.  i.  For  to  give  the  words,  ^v  Se  iyyv^ 
TO  wdcxa  {v'u  4),  a  retrospective  meaning,  is  too  artificial  an  expedient  of 
Paulus,  since,  as  he  himself  confesses,"^  this  phrase,  elsewhere  in  John,  is  in- 
variably used  with  reference  to  the  immediately  approaching  feast  (ii.  13, 
vii.  2,  xi.  55),  and  must  from  its  nature  have  a  prospective  meaning,  unless 
the;'  context  indicate  the  contrary.  Thus  not  until  John  vi.  4,  do  we  meet 
with  the  second  passover,  and  to  this  it  is  not  mentioned  that  Jesus  resorted.^ 
Then  follow  the  feast  of  Tabernacles  and  that  of  the  Dedication,  and  after- 
wards, xi.  55,  xii.  I,  the  last  passover  visited  by  Jesus.  According  to  our  view 
of  John  V.  I,  and  vi.  4,  therefore,  we  obtain  two  years  for  the  public  ministry 
of  Jesus,  besides  the  interval  between  his  baptism  and  the  first  Passover, 
The  same  result  is  found  by  those  who,  with  Paulus,  hold  the  feast  mentioned, 
v.  I,  to  be  a  passover,  but  vi.  4,  only  a  retrospective  allusion ;  whereas  the 
ancient  Fathers  of  the  Church,  reckoning  a  separate  Passover  to  each  of  the 
passages  in  question,  made  out  three  years.  Meanwhile,  by  this  calculation, 
we  only  get  the  minimum  duration  of  the  public  ministry  of  Jesus  possible 
according  to  the  fourth  gospel,  for  the  writer  nowhere  intimates  that  he  has 
been  punctilious  in  naming  every  feast  that  fell  within  that  ministry,  including 
those  not  observed  by  Jesus,  neither,  unless  we  regard  it  as  established  that 
the  writer  was  the  apostle  John,  have  we  any  guarantee  that  he  knew  the 
entire  number. 

It  may  be  urged  in  opposition  to  the  calculations,  built  on  the  represent- 
ations of  John,  that  the  synoptical  writers  give  no  reasons  for  limiting  the  term 
of  the  public  ministry  of  Jesus  to  a  single  year  :^  but  this  objection  rests  on 
a  supposition  borrowed  fi'om  John  himself,  namely  that  Jesus,  Galilean  though 
he  was,  made  it  a  rule  to  attend  every  Passover  :  a  supposition,  again,  which 
is  overturned  by  the  same  writer's  own  representation.  According  to  him, 
Jesus  left  unobserved  the  passover  mentioned,  vi.  4,  for  from  vi.  i,  where  Jesus 
is  on  the  east  side  of  the  sea  of  Tiberias,  through  vi.  17  and  59,  where  he  goes 
to  Capernaum,  and  yii.  i,  where  he  frequents  Galilee,  in  order  to  avoid  the 
Jews,  to  vii.  2  and  10,  where  he  proceeds  to  Jerusalem  on  occasion  of  the 
feast  of  Tabernacles,  the  Evangelist's  narrative  is  so  closely  consecutive  that 
a  journey  to  the  Passover  can  nowhere  be  inserted.  Out  of  the  synoptical 
gospels,  by  themselves,  we  gather  nothing  as  to  the  length  of  the  public 
ministry  of  Jesus^  for  this  representation  admits  of  our  assigning  him  either 
several  years  of  activity,  or  only  one ;  their  restriction  of  his  intercourse  with 
Jerusalem  to  his  final  journey  being  the  sole  point  in  which  they  control  our 

*  Liicke,  Comm.  zum  Evang.  Job.,  2,  s.  6. 

*  Bengel,  oido  temporum,  p.  219  f. 

^  Hug,  Einleit.  in  das  N.  T.  2,  s.  229  fT. 

'  Paulus,  Comm.  zum  £v<  Job.,  s.  279  f.     Exeg.  Handb.  i,  b,  s.  7S4  fT. 

*  Summaries  •of  the  different  opinions  are  given  by  Hase,  L.  J.,  §  53 ;  and  by  Liicke, 
Comm.  z.  Ev.  Job.,  2,  s.  2  ff. 

^  Exeg.  Handb.  I,  b,  s.  785. 

"  See  Storr,  fiber  den  Zweck  der  evang.  Cesch.  und  der  Briefe  Johannis,  s.  33a 

*  Winer,  b.  Realw.  i,  s.  666. 
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conclusion.  It  is  true  that  several  Fathers  of  the  Church,*®  as  well  as  some 
heretics,**  speak  of  the  ministry  of  Jesus  as  having  lasted  but  a  single  year ; 
but  that  the  source  of  this  opinion  was  not  the  absence  of  early  journeys  to  the 
feasts  in  the  synoptical  gospels,  but  an  entirely  fortuitous  association,,  we  learn 
from  those  Fathers  themselves,  for  they  derive  it  from  the  prophetic  passage 
Isa.  Ixi.  I  f.  applied  by  Jesus  (Luke  iv.)  to  himself.  In  this  passage  there  is 
mention  of  the  acceptable  year  of  the  Lord^  Mavros  Kv/mov  de#cT09,  which  the 
prophet  or,  according  to  the  Evangelical  interpretation,  the  Messiah  is  sent  to 
announce.  Understanding  this  phrase  in  its  strict  chronological  sense,  they 
adopted  from  it  the  notion  of  a  single  messianic  year,  which  was  nK>re  easily 
reconcilable  with  the  synoptical  gospels  than  with  that  of  John,,  after  whose 
statement  the  calculation  of  the  church  soon  came  to  be  regulated. 

In  striking  contrast  with  this  lowest  computation  of  time,  is  the  tradition, 
also  very  ancient,  that  Jesus  was  baptized  in  his  thirtieth  year,  but  at  the  time 
of  his  crucifixion  was  not  far  from  his  fiftieth.  *^  But  this  opinion  is  equally 
founded  on  a  misunderstanding.  The  eiders  who  had  conversations  with  John 
the  disciple  of  the  Lordy  in  Asia,  Trp€a'fivr€poi  ol  Kara  t^v  'Acriav  ^laxxyvy  ra> 
Tov  Kvpiov  fiaOrfrg  avfiPefiXrjKore^j — on  whose  testimony  Irenseus  relies  when 
he  says,  such  is  the  tradition  of  John^  irapa8c8o>Kcvai  ravra  rov  'loxii/n/v, — had 
given  no  information  further  than  that  Christ  taught,  cetatem  seniorem  habens. 
That  this  cetcLs  senior  was  the  age  of  from  forty  to  fifty  years  is  merely  the  in- 
ference of  Irenssus,  founded  on  what  the  Jews  allege  as  an  objection  to  the 
discourse  of  Jesus,  John  viii.  57  :  Thou  art  not  yet  fifty  years  old^  and  hast  thou 
seen  Abraham  t  language  which  according  to  Irenssus  could  only  be  addressed 
to  one,  qui  jam  quadraginta  annos  excessit,  quinquagesimum  autem  annum 
nondum  attigit.  But  the  Jews  might  very  well  say  to  a  man  a  little  more  than 
thirty,  that  he  was  much  too  young  to  have  seen  Abraham,  since  he  had  not 
reached  his  fiftieth  year,  which,  in  the  Jewish  idea,  completed  the  term  of 
manhood.** 

Thus  we  can  obtain  no  precise  information  from  our  gospels  as  to  how  long 
the  public  labours  of  Jesus  lasted ;  all  we  can  gather  is,  that  if  we  follow  the 
fourth  gospel  we  must  not  reckon  less  than  two  years  and  something  over. 
But  the  repeated  journeys  to  the  fbasts  on  which  this  calculation  is  founded 
are  themselves  not  established  beyond  doubt 

Opposed  to  this  minimum,  we  gain  a  maximum,  if  we  understand,  from 
Luke  iii.  i  if.  and  23,  that  the  baptism  of  Jesus  took  place  in  the  fifteenth 
year  of  Tiberius,  and  add  to  this  that  his  crucifixion  occurred  under  the  pro- 
curatorship  of  Pontius  Pilate.  For  as  Pilate  was  recalled  from  his  post  in  the 
year  of  Tiberius's  death,**  and  as  Tiberius  reigned  rather  more  than  seven 
years  after  the  fifteenth  year  of  his  reign,^^  it  follows  that  seven  years  are  the 
maximum  of  the  possible  duration  of  the  ministry  of  Jesus  after  his  baptism. 
But  while  one  of  these  data,  namely,  that  Jesus  was  crucified  under  Pilate,  is 
well  attested,  the  other  is  rendered  suspicious  by  its  association  with  a  chro- 
nological error,  so  that  in  fact  we  cannot  achieve  here  even  a  proximate,  still 
less  an  accurate  solution  of  our  question. 

*"  Clem.  Alex.  Stromat.  I,  p.  174,  Wiirzb.  ed.,  34oSylburg ;  Orig.  de  principp.  iv.  5,  comp. 
homil.  in  Luc.  32. 
^^  lien.  adv.  hser.  i.  1,5.  ii.  35,  38,  on  the  Valentinians.    Clem.  horn,  xvil  19. 
"  Iren  ii.  xxii.  5  f.     Comp.  Credner,  Einl.  in  das  N.  T.  i,  s.  215. 
"  Lightfoot  and  Tholuck  in  loc. 
•*  Joseph.  Antiq.  xviiL  iv.  2. 
'^  Sneton.  Tiber,  c.  Ixxiii.    Joseph.  Antiq.  xviii.  vi.  10. 
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§  6a 

THE   ATTEMPTS   AT   A   CHRONOLOGICAL   ARRANGEMENT  OF   THE  PARTICULAR 

EVENTS    IN   THE   PUBLIC   LIFE   OF  JESUS. 

In  attempting  a  chronological  arrangement  of  the  particular  events  occur- 
ring in  the  interval  between  the  baptism  of  Jesus  and  his  crucifixion,  the 
peculiar  relation  of  the  synoptical  writers  to  John,  rendefrs  it  necessary  to  give 
them  both  a  separate  and  a  comparative  examination.  As  to  the  latter,  if  its 
result  be  a  reconciliation  of  the  two  accounts,  the  journeys  to  the  feasts  in 
John  must  form  the  panels  between  which  the  materials  of  the  synoptical 
writers  must  be  so  inserted,  that  between  each  pair  of  journeys  with  the  inci- 
dents at  Jerusalem  to  which  they  gave  rise,  would  fall  a  portion  of  the  Galilean 
history.  For  this  incorporation  to  be  effected  with  any  certainty,  two  things 
would  be  essential ;  first,  a  notice  of  the  departure  of  Jesus  from  Galilee  by 
the  first  three  Evangelists,  as  often  as  the  fourth  speaks  of  a  residence  in  Jeru- 
salem ;  and,  secondly,  on  the  part  of  John,  an  intimation,  if  not  a  narration, 
between  his  accounts  of  the  several  feasts,  of  the  Galilean  occurrences  repre- 
sented by  the  synoptical  writers  as  an  uninterrupted  train.  But  we  have  seen 
that  the  synoptical  writers  fail  in  the  required  notice ;  while  it  is  notorious 
that  John,  from  the  baptism  of  Jesus  to  the  closing  scenes  of  his  life,  is  only 
in  two  or  three  instances  in  coincidence  with  the  other  Evangelists.  John 
says  (iii.  24)  that  when  Jesus  began  his  ministry,  John  was  not  yet  cast  into 
prison ;  Matthew  makes  the  return  of  Jesus  into  Galilee  subsequent  to  the 
imprisonment  of  the  Baptist  (iv.  12),  hence  it  has  been  inferred  that  that 
return  was  from  the  first  passover,  and  not  from  the  baptism  ;  ^  but  it  is  un- 
deniable that  Matthew  places  the  commencement  of  the  public  ministry  of 
Jesus  in  Galilee,  and  presupposes  no  earlier  ministry  at  the  feast  in  Jerusalem, 
so  that  the  two  statements,  instead  of  dovetailing,  as  has  been  imagined,  are 
altogether  incompatible.  The  next,  but  very  dubious  point  of  contact,  occurs 
in  the  healing  of  the  nobleman's  son,  according  to  John  iv.  46  ff.,  or  the  cen- 
turion's servant,  according  to  Matt  viii.  5  ff.,  and  Luke  vii.  i  ff.,  which  John 
places  (v.  47)  immediately  after  the  return  of  Jesus  from  his  prolonged  resi- 
dence in  Judea  and  Samaria,  during  and  after  the  first  passover.  It  was  to 
be  expected,  then,  that  the  corresponding  narration  of  the  synoptical  writers 
would  be  preceded  by  some  intimation  of  the  first  journ^  made  by  Jesus 
to  a  feast.  Not  only  is  such  an  intimation  wanting — there  is  not  a  single 
aperture  to  be  found  for  the  insertion  of  this  journey,  since,  according  to  the 
synoptical  writers,  the  cure  in  question  was  an  immediate  sequel  to  the 
Sermon  on  the  Mount,  which  Matthew  and  Luke  represent  as  the  culminating 
point,  of  an  apparently  uninterrupted  course  of  teaching  and  miracles  in 
Galilee.  Thus  neither  at  this  point  is  the  chronology  of  the  first  three  Evan- 
gelists to  be  eked  out  by  that  of  the  fourth,  since  they  nowhere  present  a 
joint  on  to  which  the  statements  of  the  latter  can  be  articulated.  Another 
more  decided  coincidence  between  the  two  parties  exists  in  the  associated 
narratives  of  the  miracle  of  the  loaves,  and  that  of  walking  on  the  sea,  John 
vi.  1-2 1,  Matt.  xiv.  14-36  parall.,  which  John  places  in  the  interval  imme- 
diately preceding  the  second  passover,  unvisited  by  Jesus ;  but  he  differs  so 
completely  from  the  synoptical  writers  in  his  account  of  these  miracles,  both 
in  their  introduction  and  termination,  that  either  he  or  they  must  inevitably 
be  wrong.     For  while,  according  to  Matthew^  Jesus  retires  firom  Nazareth 

^  Comp.  Paulus,  Leben  Jesu,  I,  a,  214  £ 
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probably,  at  all  events  from  some  part  of  Galilee,  to  the  opposite  side  of  the 
sea,  where  he  effects  the  multiplication  of  the  loaves  ;  according  to  John  he 
sets  out  from  Jerusalem.  Further,  in  the  first  two  gospels  Jesus  proceeds 
after  the  miracle  of  the  loaves  into  a  district  where  he  was  less  known  (both 
Matt.  V.  35  and  Mark  v.  54  expressly  stating  that  the  people  knew  him), 
whereas  in  John  he  goes  directly  to  Capernaum^  with  which  of  all  places  he 
was  the  most  familiar.  We  know  not  here  whether  to  tax  the  synoptical 
writers  or  John  with  a  mistake  :  and  as  we  cannot  pronounce  whether  he  or 
they  have  placed  this  incident  too  early  or  too  late,  we  are  equally  ignorant 
how  much  of  the  synoptical  narratives  we  are  to  place  before,  and  how  much 
after,  the  second  passover,  which  John  makes  nearly  cotemporary  with  the 
feeding  of  the  five  thousand  Here,  however,  the  points  of  contact  between 
this  Evangelist  and  his  predecessors  are  at  an  end,  until  we  come  to  the  last 
journey  of  Jesus ;  and  if  they  are  too  uncertain  to  promise  even  a  simple 
division  of  the  synoptical  materials  by  the  two  Passovers,  how  can  we  hope, 
by  the  journeys  of  Jesus  to  the  feast  of  the  Jews,  koprri  rStv  lov$(uo)v,  to  the 
feast  of  Tabernacles,  or  to  the  feast  of  Dedication,  if  that  be  a  separate 
journey,  to  classify  chronologically  the  uninterrupted  series  of  Galilean  occur- 
rences in  the  first  three  gospels  ?  Nevertheless  this  has  been  attempted  by  a 
succession  of  theologians  down  to  the  present  time,  with  an  expenditure  of 
acumen  and  erudition,  worthy  of  a  more  fertile  subject ; '  but  unprejudiced 
judges  have  decided,  that  as  the  narrative  of  the  first  three  Evangelists  has 
scarcely  any  elements  that  can  give  certitude  to  such  a  classification,  not  one 
of  the  harmonies  of  the  gospels  yet  written  has  any  claim  to  be  considered 
anything  more  than  a  tissue  of  historical  conjectures.' 

It  remains  to  estimate  the  chronological  value  of  the  synoptical  writers, 
apart  from  John.  They  are  so  firequendy  at  variance  with  each  other  in  the 
order  of  events,  and  it  is  so  seldom  that  one  has  all  the  probabilities  on  his 
side,  that  each  of  them  may  be  convicted  of  numerous  chronological  errors, 
which  must  undermine  our  confidence  in  his  accuracy.  It  has  been  main- 
tained that,  in  the  composition  of  their  books,  they  meditated  no  precise 
chronological  order,^  and  this  is  partially  confirmed  by  their  mode  of  narra- 
tion. Throughout  the  interval  between  the  baptism  of  Jesus  and  the  history 
of  the  Passion,  their  narratives  resemble  a  collection  of  anecdotes,  strung 
together  mostly  on  a  thread  of  mere  analogy  and  association  of  ideas.  But 
there  is  a  distinction  to-bo  made  in  reference  to  the  above  opinion.  It  is  true 
that  from  the  pui^rt  of  their  narratives,  and  the  indecisiveness  and  unifor- 
mity of  their  connecting  phrases,  we  can  detect  their  want  of  insight  into  the 
more  accurate  chronological  relations  of  what  they  record;  but  that  t/ie 
authors  flattered  themselves  they  were  giving  a  chronological  narration,  is 
evident  from  those  very  connecting  phrases,  which,  however  indecisive,  have 
almost  always  a  chronological  character,  such  as  Karafidyri  diro  rov  opov9, 
TTUpdyiov  iK€t$€Vj  ravra  avrov  XoXovKTOf,  iv  avrg  tq  THiipff.^  t6t€^  koI  i^v,  etc.^ 

The  incidents  and  discourses  detailed  by  John  are,  for  the  most  part,  pecu- 
liar to  himself;  he  is  therefore  not  liable  to  the  same  control  in  his  chrono- 
logy from  independent  authors,  as  are  the  synoptical  writers  from  each  other ; 
neither  is  his  narration  wanting  in  connectedness  and  sequence.     Hence  our 

*  See  especially  the  labours  of  Paulus  in  the  Chronolojdcal  Excursus  of  his  Commentary 
and  his  ex^etical  Manual ;  of  Hug,  in  the  Einl.  z.  N.  T.  2,  s.  2,  233  ff ;  and  others,  given 
by  Winer  in  his  bibl.  Realworterbuch  I,  s.  667. 

*  Winer,  ut  sup. ;  comp.  Kaiser,  biblische  Theologie,  i,  s.  254.  Anm ;  die  Abhandlung 
liber  die  verschiedenen  Riicksichten  u.  s.  w.,  in  Bertholdt's  krit.  Journal,  5,  s.  239. 

^  Olshausen  i,  s.  24  ff. 

*  Schneckenburger's  Beitriige,  s.  25  ff. 
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decision  on  the  merits  of  his  chronological  order  is  dependent  on  the  answer 
to  the  following  question  :  Is  the  development  and  progress  of  the  cause  and 
plan  of  Jesus,  as  given  by  the  fourth  Evangelist,  credible  in  itself  and  on 
comparison  with  available  data,  drawn  from  the  other  gospels  ?  The  solution 
to  this  question  is  involved  in  the  succeeding  inquiry. 


CHAPTER   IV. 
JESUS  AS   THE  MESSIAH.' 


§  6i. 
JESUS,   THE  SON   OF   MAN. 

In  treating  of  the  relation  in  which  Jesus  conceived  himself  to  stand  to  the 
messianic  idea,  we  can  distinguish  his  dicta  concerning  his  own  person  from 
those  concerning  the  work  he  had  undertaken. 

The  appellation  which  Jesus  commonly  gives  himself  in  the  Gospels  is,  the 
,  Son  of  man,  6  vto?  tov  avOfHoirov,  The  exactly  corresponding  Hebrew  expres- 
sion 0191?  is  in  the  Old  Testament  a  frequent  designation  of  man  in  general, 
and  thus  we  might  be  induced  to  understand  it  in  the  mouth  of  Jesus.  This 
interpretation  would  suit  some  passages ;  for  example,  Matt.  xiL  8,  where 
Jesus  says :  The  Son  of  man  is  lord  also  of  the  Sabbath  day,  Kvpios  yap  eori 
rov  a-afipdrov  6  vlo^  roi)  dv^pwirov, — words  which  will  fitly  enough  take  a 
general  meaning,  such  as  Grotius  affixes  to  them,  namely,  that  man  is  lord  of 
the  Sabbath,  especially  if  we  compare  Mark  (ii.  27),  who  introduces  them  by 
the  proposition,  The  Sabbath  was  made  for  man,  and  not  man  for  the  Sabbath, 
TO  <rc£/3)3arov  &a  rov  avOponrov  iycvero,  ov\  o  avSpunroi  8ta  to  <ra)9)9aTov.  But 
in  the  majority  of  cases,  the  phrase  in  question  is  evidently  used  as  a  special 
designation.  Thus,  Matt.  viii.  20,  a  scribe  volunteers  to  become  a  disciple 
of  Jesus,  and  is  admonished  to  count  the  cost  in  the  words.  The  Son  of  man 
hath  not  where  to  lay  his  head,  6  vtos  rov  dvOptovov  ovk  cxct,  wov  rrfv  K€<l>aX^v 
kXIvq:  here  some  particular  man  must  be  intended,  nay,  the  particular  man 
into  whose  companionship  the  scribe  wished  to  enter,  that  is,  Jesus  himself. 
As  a  reason  for  the  self-application  of  this  term  by  Jesus,  it  has  been  sug- 
gested that  he  used  the  third  person  after  the  oriental  manner,  to  avoid  the  /.^ 
But  for  a  speaker  to  use  the  third  person  in  reference  to  himself,  is  only 
admissible,  if  he  would  be  understood,  when  the  designation  he  employs  is 
precise,  and  inapplicable  to  any  other  person  present,  as  when  a  father  or  a 
king  uses  his  appropriate  tide  of  himself;  or  when,  if  the  designation  be  not 
precise,  its  relation  is  made  clear  by  a  demonstrative  pronoun,  which  limita- 
tion is  eminently  indispensable  if  an  individual  speak  of  himself  under  the 
universal  designation  man.  We  grant  that  occasionally  a  gesture  might 
supply  the  place  of  the  demonstrative  pronoun;  but  that  Jesus  in  every 
instance  of  his  using  this  habitual  expression  had  recourse  to  some  visible 
explanatory  sign,  or  that  the  Evangelists  would  not,  in  that  case,  have  supplied 

*  All  that  relates  to  the  idea  of  the  Messiah  as  suffering,  dying,  and  rising  again,  is  here 
omitted,  and  reserved  for  the  history  of  the  Passion. 

^  Paulus,  exeget.  Handb.  i,  6,  s.  465 ;  Fritzsche,  in  Matth.,  p.  320. 
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its  necessary  absence  from  a  written  document  by  some  demonstrative 
addition,  is  inconceivable.  If  both  Jesus  and  the  Evangelists  held  such  an 
elucidation  superfluous,  they  must  have  seen  in  the  expression  itself  the  key 
to  its  precise  application.  Some  are  of  opinion  that  Jesus  intended  by  it  to 
point  himself  out  g^^the  jdeal  man — man  in  the  noblest  sense  of  the  word ;  ^ 
but  this  is  a  modem  theory,  not  an  historical  inference,  for  there  is  no  trace 
of  such  an  interpretation  of  the  expression  in  the  time  of  Jesus,'  and  it  would 
be  more  easy  to  show,  as  others  have  attempted,  that  the  appellation.  Son  of 
Man,  so  frequently  used  by  Jesus,  had  reference  to  his  lowly  and  despised 
condition.*  Apart  however  from  the  objection  that  this  acceptation  also 
would  require  the  addition  of  the  demonstrative  pronoun,  though  it  might  be 
adapted  to  many  passages,  as  Matt  viii.  20;  John  L  51,  there  are  others 
(such  as  Matt.  xvii.  22,  where  Jesus,  foretelling  his  violent  death,  designates 
himself  6  vlos  tou  dv^powrov)  which  demand  the  contrast  of  high  dignity  with 
an  ignominious  fate.  So  in  Matt  x.  23,  the  assurance  given  to  the  commis- 
sioned disciples  that  before  they  had  gone  over  the  cities  of  Israel  the  Son  of 
Man  would  come,  could  have  no  weight  unless  this  expression  denoted  a 
person  of  importance  ;  and  that  such  was  its  significance  is  proved  by  a  com- 
parison of  Matt.  xvi.  28,  where  there  is  also  a  mention  of  an ipx^irOaija  coming 
of  the  Son  of  man,  but  with  the  addition  iv  rg  ^ao-iActigi  avroi).  As  this  addi- 
tion can  only  refer  to  the  messianic  kingdom,  the  vlos  rot;  AyOpwrov  must  be 
the  Messiah. 
X~  How  so  apparently  vague  an  appellation  came  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
.  'I  Messiah,  we  gather  from  Matt.  xxvL  64  parall.,  where  the  Son  of  man  is 
^depicted  as  coming  m  the  clouds  of  heaven.  This  is  evidently  an  allusion  to 
JP^Bi-yiL  13  f.  where  after  having  treated  of  the  fall  of  the  four  beasts,  the 
.writer  says  ;  I  saw  in  the  night  visions,  and  behold,  one  like  the  Son  of  Man 
(fi^'J^:  "^35  ws  vtos  dF^p(tf7rov,  LXX.)  came  with  the  clouds  of  heaven,  and  came  to 
{he  Ancient  of  days.  And  there  was  given  him  dominion,  and  glory,  and  a 
kingdom,  that  all  people,  nations  and  languages  should  serve  him  :  his  dominion 
,  is  an  everlasting  dominion.  The  four  beasts  (v.  17  flf.)  were  symbolical  of  the 
I  four  great  empires,  the  last  of  whicfiTwas  The  Macedonian,  with  its  offshoot, 
'  Syria.  After  their  fall,  the  kingdom  was  to  be  given  in  perpetuity  to  the 
People  of  God,  the  saints  of  the  Most  High :  hence,  he  was  to  come  with 
clouds  of  heaven  could  only  be,  either  a  personification  of  the  holy  people,^ 
or  a  leader  of  heavenly  origin  under  whom  they  were  to  achieve  their  destined 
triumph — ^in  a  word,  the  Messiah ;  and  this  was  the  customary  interpretation 
among  the  Jews.<^  Two  things  are  predicated  of  this  personage, — ^that  he  was 
'  like  the  Son  of  man,  and  that  he  came  with  j)he  clouds  of  heaven ;  but  the 
former  particular  is  his  distinctive  characteristic,  and  imports  either  that  he 
had  not  a  superhuman  form,  that  of  an  angel  for  instance,  though  descending 
from  heaven,  or  else  that  the  kingdom  about  to  be  established  presented  in 
its  Jjiimapity  a  contrast  to  the  inhumanity  of  its  predecessors,  of  which  fero- 
cious beasts  were  the  fitting  emblems.'^  At  a  later  periojd,  it  is  true,  the  Jews 
regarded  ^he  coming  with  the  clouds  of  heaven  ^\0V  ^i^JUTDJ?  as  the  more 
essential  attribute  of  the  Messiah,  and  hence  gave  him  the  name  Anani,  after 
the  Jewish  taste  of  making  a  merely  accessory  circumstance  the  permanent 

'  Thus  after  Herder,  Koster  e.  g.  in  Immanuel,  s,  265. 

'  Lucke,  Comm.  zum  Joh.,  I,  s.  397  f. 

^  e.g.  Grotius. 

^  Abenesra,  see  Havemick,  ut  sup.  Comm.  zum  Daniel,  s.  244. 

^  Schottgen,  horse,  ii.  s.  63,  73  ;  Havemick,  ut  sup.,  s.  243  f. 

'  See  for  the  most  important  opinions,  Hayemick,  ut  sup.,  s.  242  f. 


JESUS  AS  THE  MESSIAH.  283 

epithet  of  a  person  or  thing.^    If,  then,  the  expression  6  vlos  rov  dvOpt^ov 
necessarily  recalled  the  above  passage  in  Daniel,  generally  believed  to  relate 
to  the  Messiah,  it  is  impossible  that  Jesus  could  so  often  use  it,  and  in  con- 
nexion with  declarations  evidently  referring  to  the  Messiah,  without  intending    |^ 
it  as  the  designation  of  that  personage. 

That  by  the  expression  in  question  Jesus  meant  himself,  without  relation  to 
the  messianic  dignity,  is  l^ss  probable  than  the  contrary  supposition,  that  he  - 
might  often  mean  the  Messiah  when  he  spoke  of  the  Son  of  Man^  without 
relatiop  \<^  his  own  person.  When,  Matt.  x.  23,  on  the  first  mission  of  the 
twelve  apostles  to  announce  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  he  comforts  them  under 
the  prospect  of  their  future  persecutions  by  the  assurance  that  they  would  not 
?iave  gone  over  all  the  cities  of  Israel  before  the  coming  of  the  Son  of  Man^  we 
should  rather,  taking  this  declaration  alone,  think  of  a  third  person,  whose 
speedy  messianic  appearance  Jesus  was  promising,  than  of  the  speaker  him- 
self, seeing  that  he  was  already  come,  and  it  would  not  be  antecedently  clear 
how  he  could  represent  his  own  coming  as  one  still  in  anticipation.  So  also 
when  Jesus  (Matt,  xiil  37  ff.)  mterprets  the  Sower  of  the  parable  to  be  the 
Son  of  Man,  who  at  the  end  of  the  world  will  have  a  harvest  and  a  tribunal, 
he  might  be  supposed  to  refer  to  the  Messiah  as  a  third  person  distinct  from 
himself.  This  is  equally  the  case,  xvi.  27  f.,  where,  to  prove  the  proposition 
that  the  loss  of  the  soul  is  not  to  be  compensated  by  the  gain  of  the  whole 
world,  he  urges  the  speedy  coming  of  the  Son  of  Man,  to  administer  retribu- 
tion. Lastly,  in  the  connected  discourses,  Matt,  xxiv.,  xxv.  parall.,  many  par- 
ticulars would  be  more  easily  conceived,  if  the  vios  rov  avOpwircv  whose 
trapova-ia  Jesus  describes,  were  understood  to  mean  another  than  himself. 

But  this  explanation  is  far  from  being  applicable  to  the  majority  of  in- 
stances in  which  Jesus  uses  this  expression.  When  he  represents  the  Son  of 
Man,  not  as  one  still  to  be  expected,  but  as  one  already  come  and  actually 
present,  for  example,  in  Matt  xviii.  1 1,  where  Fe'says  :  'TWe  Son  of  Man  is 
come  to  save  that  which  was  lost]  when  he  justifies  his  own  acts  by  the 
authority  with  which  the  Son  of  Man  was  invested,  as  in  Matt.  ix.  6 ;  when, 
Mark  viii.  31  ff.  comp.  Matt.  xvi.  22,  he  speaks  of  the  approaching  sufferings 
and  death  of  the  Son  of  Man,  so  as  to  elicit  from  Peter  the  exclamation,  ou 
IL-ti  larai  aoi  rovro,  this  shall  not  be  unto  thee ;  in  these  and  similar  cases  he 
can  only,  by  the  vIos  tou  dvOfHUnrovj  have  intended  himself.  And  even  those 
passages,  which,  taken  singly,  we  might  have  found  capable  of  application  to 
a  messianic  p>erson,  distinct  from  Jesus,  lose  this  capability  when  considered 
in  their  entire  connexion.  It  is  possible,  however,  either  that  the  writer  may 
have  misplaced  certain  expressions,  or  that  the  ultimately  prevalent  conviction 
that  Jesus  was  the  Son  of  Man  caused  what  was  originally  said  merely  of  the 
latter,  to  be  viewed  in  immediate  relation  to  the  former. 

Thus  besides  the  fact  that  Jesus  on  many  occasions  called  himself  the  Son 
of  Man,  there  remains  the  possibility  that  on  many  others,  he  may  have   ; 
designed  another  person  \  and  if  so,  the  latter  would  in  the  order  of  time    '• 
naturally  precede  the  former.     Whether  this  possibility  can  be  heightened  to 
I  a  reality,  must  depend  on  the  answer  to  the  following  question :  Is  there,  im 
the  period  of  the  life  of  Jesus,  from  which  all  his  recorded  declarations  are 
taken,  any  fragment  which  indicates  that  he  had  not  yet  conceived  himself  to 
be  the  Messiah  ? 

*  Let  the  reader  bear  in  mind  the  designation  of  David's  elegy,  2  Sam.  i.  I7fr.  as  H^. 

and  the  denomination  of  the  Messiah  as  nzp^.     Had  Schleiermacher  considered  the  natare  of 

Jewish  appellatives,  he  would  not  have  called  the  reference  of  v\h%  rov  d.  to  the  passage  in 
Daniel,  a  strange  idea.     (GlaubensL,  §  99,  s.  99,  Anm.) 
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§  62. 

HOW   SOON   DID  JESUS   CONCEIVE  HIMSELF  TO   BE  THE  MESSIAH,    AND   FIND 

RECOGNITION   AS   SUCH   FROM   OTHERS? 

Jesus  held  and  expressed  the  conviction  that  he  was  the  Messiah  ;  this  is 
an  indisputable  fact.  Not  only  did  he,  according  to  the  Evangelists,  receive 
with  satisfaction  the  confession  of  the  disciples  that  he  was  the  X/xorov  (Matt. 
xvi.  16  f.)  and  the  salutation  of  the  people,  Hosanna  to  the  Son  of  David  (xxi. 
15  f.) ;  not  only  did  he  before  a  public  tribunal  (Matt  xxvi.  64,  comp.  John 
xviii.  37)  as  well  as  to  private  individuals  (John  iv.  26,  ix.  37,  x.  25)  re- 
peatedly declare  hiroself  to  be  the  Messiah ;  but  the  fact  that  his  disciples 
Carter  his  death  believed  and  proclaimed  that  he  was  the  Messiah,  is  not  to  be 
comprehended,  unless,  when  living,  he  had  implanted  the  conviction  in  their 
minds. 

To  the  more  searching  question  Jiqwsoonjesus  began  to  declare  himself 
the  Messiah  and  to  be  regarded  as  such  By  others,  the  Evangelists  almost 
unanim^ously  reply,  that  he  assumed  that  character  from  the  time  of  his 

:^aptism._  All  of  them  attach  to  his  baptism  circumstances  which  must  have 
convinced  himself,  if  yet  uncertain,  and  all  others  who  witnessed  or  credited 
them,  that  he  was  no  less  than  the  Messiah ;  John  makes  his  earliest  disciples 
recognise  his  right  to  that  dignity  on  their  first  interview  (i.  42  ff.),  and 
Matthew  attributes  to  him  at  the  very  beginning  of  his  ministry,  in  the  sermon 
on  the  mount,  a  representation  of  himself  as  the  Judge  of  the  world  (vil  21 
ff.)  and  therefore  the  Messiah. 
Nevertheless,  on  a  closer  examination,  there  appears  a  remarkable  diver- 

'  j^encyon  this  subject  between  the  synoptical  statement  and  that  of^JoTur 
While,  namely,  in  Johnjesus  remains  throughout  true  to  his  assertion,  and 
the  disciples  and  his  followers  among  the  populace  to  their  cotwiction,  that 
he  is  the  Messiah  ;  in  the  synoptical  gospels  hhere  is  a  vacillatioiy  discernible 

'  — the  previously  expressed  persuasion  on  the  part  of  the  discipl^  and  people 
that  Jesus  was  the  Messiah,  sometimes  vanishes  and  gives  place  to  a  much 
lower  view  of  him,  and  even  Jesus  himself  becomes  more  reserved  in  his 
declarations.  This  is  particularly  striking  when  the  synoptical  statement  is 
compared  with  that  of  John ;  but  even  when  they  are  separately  considered, 
the  result  is  the  same. 
1  According  to  John  (vi.  15),  after  the  miracle  of  the  loaves  the  people  were 
inclined  to  constitute  Jesus  their  (messianic)  King ;  on  the  contrary,  accord- 
ing to  the  other  three  Evangelists,  either  about  the  same  time  (Luke  ix.  18  f.) 
or  still  later  (Matt  xvi.  13  f. ;  Mark  viii.  27  f.)  the  disciples  could  only  report, 
on  the  opinions  of  the  people  respecting  their  master,  that  some  said  he  was 
the  resuscitated  Baptist,  some  Elias,  and  others  Jeremiah  or  one  of  the  old 
prophets :  in  reference  to  that  passage  of  John,  however,  as  also  to  the 
synoptical  one.  Matt.  xiv.  33,  according  to  which,  some  time  before  Jesus 
elicited  the  above  report  ot  the  popular  opinion,  the  people  who  were  with 
him  in  the  ship  ^  when  he  had  allayed  the  storm,  fell  at  his  feet  and  wor- 
shipped him  as  the  Son  of  God,  it  may  be  observed  that  when  Jesus  had 
spoken  or  acted  with  peculiar  impressiveness,)  individuals,  in  the  exaltation  of 
the  moment,  might  be  penetrated  with  a  coiwiction  that  he  was  the  Messiah, 
while  the  general  and  calm  voice  of  the  people  yet  pronounced  him  to  be 
merely  a  prophet 

^  That  the  expression  o2  iv  r{)  irXofy  includes  more  than  the  disciples,  vid.  Fritzsche,  in 
loc 
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But  there  is  a  more  troublesome  divergency  relative  to  ithe  disciples.)  In 
John,  Andrew,  after  his  first  interview  with  Jesus,  says  to  hrs-  brother,  we  have 
found  the  Messiah^  tvprJKafuv  tok  Mwa-iav  (i.  42) ;  and  Philip  describes  him  to 
Nathanael  as  the  person  foretold  by  Moses  and  the  prophets  (v.  46) ;  Nathan- 
ael  salutes  him  as  the  Son  of  God  and  King  of  Israel  (v.  50) ;  and  the 
subsequent  confession  of  Peter  appearsmerely  a  renewed  avowal  of  what  had 
been  long  a  familiar  truth.  In  the  synoptical  Evangelists  it  is  only  after  pro- 
longed intercourse  with  Jesus,  and  shortly  before  his  sufTerings,  that  the 
ardent, Pfiter  arrives  at  the  conclusion  that  Jesus  is  the  Xpioros,  6  vios  tov  $€ov 
rov  C^vTOi  (Mattxvi.  16,  parall.).  It  is  impossible  that  this  confession  should 
make  so  strong  an  impression  on  Jesus  that,  in  consequence  of  it,  he  should 
pronounce  Peter  blessed,  and  his  confession  the  fruit  of  immediate  divine 
revelation,  as  Matthew  narrates ;  or  that,  as  all  the  three  Evangelists  inform 
us  (xvi.  20,  viii.  30,  ix.  21),  he  should,  as  if  alarmed,  forbid  the  disciples  to 
promulgate  their  conviction,  unless  it  represented  not  an  opinion  long  cherished 
in  the  circle  of  his  disciples,  but  a  new  light,  which  had  just  flashed  on  the 
mind  of  Peter,  and  through  him  was  communicated  to  his  associates. 

There  is  a  third  equally  serious  discrepancy,  relative  to  the  declarations 
of  Jesus  concerning  his  Messiahship.  According  to  John  he  sanctions  the 
homage  which  Nathanael  renders  to  him  as  the  Son  of  God  and  King  of 
Israel,  in  the  very  commencement  of  his  public  career,  and  immediately  pro- 
ceeds to  speak  of  himself  under  the  messianic  title,  Son  of  Man  (L  51  f.)  :  to 
the  Samaritans  also  after  his  first  visit  to  the  passover  (iv.  26,  39  ff.),  and  to 
the  Jews  on  the  second  (v.  46),  he  makes  himself  known  as  the  Messiah  pre- 
dicted by  Moses.  According  to  the  synopticaL.writers,  on  the  contrary,  he 
PfohibitSj  in  the  instance  above  cited  and  in  many  others,  the  dissemination 
of  the  doctrine  of  his  Messiahship,  beyond  the  circle  of  his  adherents.  Farther, 
when  he  asks  his  disciples,  Whoin  do  men  say  that  I  am  ?  (Matt.  xvi.  15)  he 
seems  to  wish'  that  they  should  derive  their  conviction  of  his  Messiahship 
from  his  discourses  and  actions,  and  when  he  ascribes  the  avowed  faith  of 
Peter  to  a  revelation  from  his  heavenly  Father,  he  excludes  the  possibility  of 
his  having  himself  previously  made  this  disclosure  to  his  disciples,  either  in 
the  manner  described  by  John,  or  in  the  more  indirect  one  attributed  to  him 
by  Matthew  in  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount ;  unless  we  suppose  that  the  dis- 
ciples had  not  hitherto  believed  his  assurance,  and  that  hence  Jesus  referred 
the  new-born  faith  of  Peter  to  divine  influence. 

Thus,  on  the  point  under  discussion  the  synoptical  statement  is  contra- 
dictory, not  only  to  that  of  John,  but  to  itself ;  it  appears  therefore  that  it 
oughtrto  be  unconditionally  surrendered  before  that  of  John,  which  is  con- 

*  There  is  a  difficulty  involved  in  the  form  of  the  question,  put  by  Jesus  to  his  disciples  :  rlwa 
fie  \iyowruf  <A  dj^Spwroi  c&at,  top  vL^toO  At^Bpihirov ;  i.e.  what  opinion  have  the  people  of  me, 
the  Messiah  ?  This,  when  compared  with  the  sequel,  seems  a  premature  disclosure  ;  hence 
expositors  have  variously  endeavoured  to  explain  away  its  primi  facie  meaning.  Some  (e.g. 
Beza)  understand  the  subordinate  clause,  not  as  a  declaration  of  Jesus  concerning  his  own 
person,  but  as  a  closer  limitation  of  the  question :  For  whom  do  the  people  take  me  ?  for 
the  Messi&h  ?  But  this  would  be  a  leading  question,  which,  as  Fritzsche  well  observes, 
would  indicate  an  eagerness  for  the  messianic  title,  not  elsewhere  discernible  in  Jesus. 
Others,  therefore,  (as  Paulus  and  Fritzsche,)  give  the  expression  vl6s  r.  d.  a  general  significa- 
tion, and  interpret  the  question  thus :  Whom  do  men  say  that  I,  the  individual  addressing 
you,  am  ?  But  this  explanation  has  been  already  refuted  in  the  foregoing  section.  If,  then, 
we  reject  the  opinion  that  the  vlbs  r.  d.  is  an  addition  which  the  exuberant  faith  of  the 
writer  was  apt  to  suggest  even  in  an  infelicitous  connexion,  we  are  restricted  to  De  Wette*s 
view  (exeg.  Handb.  i,  i,  s.  86  f.),  namely,  that  the  expression,  6  lAds  r.  a.  was  indeed  an 
appellation  of  the  Messiah,  but  an  indirect  one,  so  that  it  might  convey  that  meaning,  as  an 
allusion  to  Daniel,  to  Jesus  and  those  already  aware  of  his  Messiahship,  while  to  others  it 
was  merely  the  equivalent  of,  Mx>  man. 
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sistent  with  itself^  and  one  of  our  critics  has  justly  reproached  it  with  derang- 
ing the  messianic  economy  in  the  life  of  Jesus.'  But  here  again  we  must  not 
lose  sight  of  our  approved  canon,  that  in  glorifying  narratives,  such  as  our 
gospels,  where  various  statements  are  confronted,  that  is  the  least  probable 
which  best  subserves  the  object  of  glorification.  Now  this  is  the  case  with 
John's  statement ;  according  to  which,  from  the  commencement  to  the  close 
of  the  public  life  of  Jesus,  his  Messiahship  shines  forth  in  unchanging  splen- 
dour, while,  according  to  the  synoptical  writers,  it  is  liable  to  a  variation  in 
its  light  But  though  this  criterion  of  probability  is  in  favour  of  the  first  three 
Evangelists,  it  is  impossible  that  the  order  in  which  they  make  ignorance  and 
concealment  follow  on  plain  declarations  and  recognitions  of  the  Messiahship 
of  Jesus  can  be  correct ;  and  we  must  suppose  that  they  have  mingled  and 
confounded  two  separate  periods  of  the  life  of  Jesus,  in  the  latter  of  which 
alone  he  presented  himself  as  the  Messiah.  We  find,  in  fact,  that  the  watch- 
word of  Jesus  on  his  first  appearance  differed  not,  even  verbally,  from  that  of 
John,  who  professed  merely  to  be  a  forerunner ;  it  is  the  same  Repent^  for  the 
\  kingdom  of  heaven  is  at  hand  (Matt.  iv.  17)  with  which  John  had  roused  the 
)|  Jews  (iii.  2) ;  and  indicates  in  neither  the  one  nor  the  other  an  assumption  of 
\  the  character  of  Messiah,  with  whose  coming  the  kingdom  of  heaven  was 
actually  to  commence,  but  merely  that  of  a  teacher  who  points  to  it  as  yet 
future.*  Hence  the  latest  critic  of  the  first  gospel  justly  explains  all  those 
discourses  and  actions  therein  narrated,  by  which  Jesus  explicitly  claims  to 
be  the  Messiah,  or,  in  consequence  of  which  this  dignity  is  attributed  to  him 
and  accepted,  if  they  occur  before  the  manifestation  of  himself  recorded  in 
John  v.,  or  before  the  account  of  the  apostolic  confession  (Matt  xvi.),  as 
offences  of  the  writer  against  chronology  or  literal  truth.^  We  have  only  to 
premise,  that  as  chronological  confusion  prevails  throughout,  the  position  of 
this  confession  shortly  before  the  history  of  the  Passion,  in  nowise  obliges  us 
to  suppose  that  it  was  so  late  before  Jesus  was  recognised  as  the  Messiah 
among  his  disciples,  since  Peter's  avowal  may  have  occurred  in  a  much 
earlier  period  of  their  intercourse.  This,  however,  is  incomprehensible — that 
the  same  reproach  should  not  attach  even  more  strongly  to  the  fourth  gospel 
than  to  the  first,  or  to  the  synoptical  writers  in  general.  For  it  is  surely  more 
pardonable  that  the  first  three  Evangelists  should  give  us  the  pre-messianic 
memoirs  in  the  wrong  place,  than  that  the  fourth  should  not  give  them  at  all ; 
more  endurable  in  the  former,  to  mingle  the  two  periods,  thaji  in  the  latter, 
quite  to  obliterate  the  earlier  one. 

\    If  then  Jesus  did  not  lay  claim  to  the  Messiahship  from  the  beginning  of 

jnis  public  career,  was  this  omission  the  result  of  uncertainty  in  his  own  mind ; 

or  had  he  from  the  first  a  conviction  that  he  was  the  Messiah,  but  concealed 

it  for  certain  reasons  ?     In  order  to  decide  this  question,  a  point  already 

mentioned  must  be  more  carefully  weighed.     In  the  first  three  Evangelists, 

,but  not  so  exclusively  that  the  fourth  has  nothing  similar,  when  Jesus  effects 

;  a  miracle  of  healing  he  almost  invariably  forbids  the  person  cured  to  promul- 

'  gate  the  event,  in  these  or  similar  words,  o^  /ti;3cvi  o,irQ% ;   e.g.  the  leper. 

Matt  viii.  4,  parall. ;  the  blind  men,  Matt  ix.  30 ;  a  multitude  of  the  healed, 

Matt  xii.  16  ;  the  parents  of  the  resuscitated  damsel,  Mark  v.  43  ;  above  all 

he  enjoins  silence  on  the  demoniacs,  Mark  i.  34,  iiL  12 ;  and  John  v.  13,  it 

is  saici,  after  tTTe  cure  of  the  man  at  the  pool  of  Bethesda,  Jestis  had  conveyed 

himself  away^  a  multitude  being  in  that  place.    Thus  also  he  forbade  the  three 

'  Schneckenburger,  iiber  den  Ursprung  tt.  s.  f.,  s.  28  f. 

*  This  distinction  of  two  periods  m  the  public  life  of  Jesus  is  also  made  by  Fritzsche, 
Comm.  in  Matth.,  s.  213.  536,  and  Schneckenburger  ut  sup. 
^  Schneckenburger,  ut  sup.,  s.  29. 
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who  were  with  him  on  the  mount  of  the  Transfiguration,  to  publish  the  scene 
they  had  witnessed  (Matt  xvii.  9)  ;  and  after  the  confession  of  Peter,  he 
charges  the  disciples  to  tell  no  man  the  conviction  it  expressed  (Luke 
ix.  3i).  This  prohibition  of  Jesus  could  hardly,  as  most  commentators 
suppose,^  be  determined  by  various  circumstantid  motives,  at  one  time 
having  relation  to  the  disposition  of  the  person  healed,  at  another  to  the 
humour  of  the  people,  at  another  to  the  situation  of  Jesus :  rather,  as  there  is 
an  essential  similarity  in  the  conditions  under  which  hb  lays  this  injunction 
on  the  people,  if  we  discern  a  probable  motive  for  it  on  any  occasion,  we  are 
warranted  in  applying  the  same  motive  to  the  remaining  cases.  This  motive 
is  scarcely  any  other  than  the  desire  that  the  belief  that  he  was  the  Messiah 
should  not  be  too  widely  spread.  When  (Mark  i.  34)  Jesus  would  not  allow 
the  ejected  demons  to  speak  because  they  knew  him^  when  he  charged  the 
multitudes  thtit  they  should  not  make  him  known  (Matt.  xiL  16),  he  evidently 
intended  that  the  former  should  not  proclaim  him  in  the  character  in  which 
their  more  penetrative,  demoniacal  glance  had  viewed  him,  nor  the  latter  in 
that  revealed  by  the  miraculous  cure  he  had  wrought  on  them — in  short,  they 
were  not  to  betray  their  knowledge  that  he  was  the  Messiah.  As  a  reason 
for  this  wish  on  the  part  of  Jesus,  it  has  been  alleged^  on  the  strength  of 
John  vi.  15,  that  he  sought  to  avoid  awakening  the  political  idea  of  the 
Messiah's  kingdom  in  the  popular  mind,  with  the  disturbance  which  would  be 
its  inevitable  result.^  This  would  be  a  valid  reason;  but  the  synoptical 
writers  represent  the  wish,  partly  as  the  effect  of  humility ;  ®  Matthew,  in 
connexion  with  a  prohibition  of  the  kind  alluded  to,  applying  to  Jesus  a 
passage  in  Isaiah  (xlii.  if.)  where  the  servant  of  God  is  said  to  be  distin- 
guished by  his  stillness  and  unobtrusiveness  :  partly,  and  in  a  greater  degree, 
as  the  effect  of  an  apprehension  that  the  Messiah,  at  least  such  an  one  as 
Jesus,  would  be  at  once  proscribed*  by  the  Jewish  hierarchy. 

From  all  this  it  might  appear  that  Jesus  was  restrained  merely  by  external  ^ 
motives,  from  the  open  declaration  of  his  Messiahship,  and  that  his  own  con- 
viction of  it  existed  from  the  first  in  equal  strength  ;  but  this  conclusion  can- 
not be  maintained  in  the  face  of  the  consideration  above  mentioned,  that 
Jesus  began  his  career  with  the  same   announcement  as.  the  Baptist,  an 
announcement  which  can  scarcely  have  more  than  one  imDort---an  exhorta- 
tion to  prepare  for  a^  coming  Messiah.     The  most  natural  supposition  is  that 
Jesus,  first  the  discipje  ot  the  Blptist,  and  afterwards  his  successor,  jn  preach-      ;" 
ing  repentance  and  the  approach  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  took  originally     ] 
the  same  position  as  his  former  master  in  relation  to  the  messianic  kingdom,    ,  . 
notwithstanding  the  greater  reach  and  liberality  of  his  mind,  and  only  gradu-  ' 
ally  attained  the  elevation  of  thinking  himself  the  Messiah.     This  supposition 
explains  in  the  simplest  manner  the  prohibition  we  have  been  considering,  , 
especially  that  annexed  to  the  fconfession  of  Peter.)    For  as  often  as  the 
thought  that  he  might  be  the  Messiah  suggested  itself  to  others,  and  was 
presented  to  him  from  without,  Jesus  must  have  shrunk^  as  if  appallecj]  to  [/ 
hear  confidently  uttered  that  which  he  scarcely  ventured  to  .surmise^  or.  ^hich  ^ 
Kid  But  recently  become  clear  to  himself.     As,  however,  the  Evangelist  often 
put  such  prohibitions'  Into  the  moutH  of  Jesus  unseasonably   (witness  the 
occasion  mentioned,  Matt.  viii.  4,  when,  after  a  cure  effected  before  a  crowd 
of  spectators,  it  was  of  little  avail  to  enjoin  secrecy  on  the  cured),^  it  is  prob- 

*  Fritzsche,  in  Matth.  p.  309,  comp.  352.     Olshausen,  s.  265. 
'  Fritzsche,  p.  352.     Olshausen,  ut  sup. 

'  The  opposite  view  is  held  by  the  Fragmentist,  who  thinks  the  prohibition  was  intended 
to  stimulate  the  popular  eagerness. 

*  Fritzsche,  s.  309. 
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able  that  evangelical  tradition,  enamoured  of  the  mysteriousness  that  lay  in 
this  incognito  of  Jesus,  ^^  unhistorically  multiplied  the  instances  of  its  adop- 
tion. 

§  63. 

JESUS,   THE   SON   OF  GOD. 

In  Luke  i.  35,  we  find  the  narrowest  and  most  literal  interpretation  of  the 
expression,  o  vl6^  rov  Oeov ;  namely,  as  derived  from  his  conception  by  means 
of  the  Holy  Ghost.  On  the  contrary,  the  widest  moral  and  metaphorical 
sense  is  given  to  the  expression  in  Matt.  v.  45,  where  those  who  imitate  the 
love  of  God  towards  his  enemies  are  called  the  sons  of  the  Father  in  heaven. 
There  is  an  intermediate  sense  which  we  may  term  the  metaphysical,  because 
while  it  includes  more  than  mere  conformity  of  will,  it  is  distinct  from  the 
notion  of  actual  paternity,  and  implies  a  spiritual  community  of  being.  In 
this  sense  it  is  profusely  employed  and  referred  to  in  the  fourth  gospel ;  as 
when  Jesus  says  that  he  speaks  and  does  nothing  of  himself,  but  only  what  as 
a  son  he  has  learned  from  the  Father  (v.  19,  xii.  49,  and  elsewhere),  who, 
moreover,  is  in  him  (xvii.  21),  and  notwithstanding  his  exaltation  over  him 
(xiv.  28),  is  yet  one  with  him  (x.  30).  There  is  yet  a  fourth  sense  in  which 
the  expression  is  presented.  When  (Matt.  iv.  3)  the  devil  challenges  Jesus  to 
change  the  stones  into  bread,  making  the  supposition,  1/  thou  be  the  Sail  of 
God ;  when  Nathanael  says  to  Jesus,  Thou  art  the  Son  of  God,  the  King  of 
Israel  (John  i.  49)  ;  when  Peter  confesses,  Thou  art  the  Christ,  the  Son  of  the 
living  God  (Matt  xvi.  16 ;  comp.  John  vi.  69) ;  when  Martha  thus  expresses 
her  faith  in  Jesus,  /  believe  that  thou  art  the  Christ,  the  Son  of  God  (John  xL 
27);  when  the  high  priest  adjures  Jesus  to  tell  him  if  he  be  the  Christ,  the 
Son  of  God  (Matt  xxvi.  63) :  it  is  obvious  that  the  devil  means  nothing  more 
than,  If  thou  be  the  Messiah ;  and  that  in  the  other  passages  the  vVv:  rov 
6€ov,  united  as  it  is  with  XpioTos  and  /Sao-iAevs,  is  but  an  appellation  of  the 
Messiah. 

In  Hos.  xi.  I ;  Exod.  iv.  22,  the  people  of  Israel,  and  in  3  Sam.  viL  14; 
Ps.  ii.  7  (comp.  Ixxxix.  28),  the  king  of  that  people,  are  called  the  son  and 
the  first-born  of  God.  The  kings  (as  also  the  people)  of  Israel  had  this 
appellation,  in  virtue  of  the  love  which  Jehovah  bore  them,  and  the  tutelary 
care  which  he  exercised  over  them  (2  Sam.  vii.  14) ;  and  from  the  second 
psalm  we  gather  the  farther  reason,  that  as  earthly  kings  choose  their  sons  to 
reign  with  or  under  them,  so  the  Israelitish  kings  were  invested  by  Jehovah, 
the  supreme  ruler,  with  the  government  of  his  favourite  province.  Thus  the 
designation  was  originally  applicable  to  every  Israelitish  king  who  adhered  to 
the  principle  of  the  theocracy ;  but  when  the  messianic  idea  was  developed, 
it  was  pre-eminently  assigned  to  the  Messiah,  as  the  best-beloved  Son,  and 
the  most  powerful  vicegerent  of  God  on  earth.* 

If,  then,  such  was  the  original  historical  signification  of  the  epithet,  San  of 
God,  as  applied  to  the  Messiah,  we  have  to  ask :  is  it  possible  that  Jesus 
used  it  of  himself  in  this  signification  only,  or  did  he  use  it  also  in  either  of 
the  three  senses  previously  adduced?  The  narrowest,  the  merely  physical 
import  of  the  term  is  not  put  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus,  but  into  that  of  the 
annunciating  angel,  Luke  i.  35  ;  and  for  this  the  Evangelist  alone  is  respons- 
ible.    In  the  intermediate,  metaphysical  sense,  implying  unity  of  essence 

'®  Comp.  Schleiennacher,  fiber  den  Lukas,  s.  74. 

^  Comp.  the  excellent  treatise  of  Paalus  on  the  following  question  in  the  Einl.  zum  Leben 
Jesu,  I,  a,  8.  28  if. 
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and  community  of  existence  with  God,  it  might  possibly  have  been  understood 
by  Jesus,  supposing  him  to  have  remodelled  in  his  own  conceptions  the 
theocratic  interpretation  current  among  his  compatriots.     It  is  true  that  the 
abundant  expressions  having  this  tendency  in  the  Gospel  of  John,  appear  to 
contradict  those  of  Jesus  on  an  occasion  recorded  by  the  synoptical  writers 
(Mark  x«  17  f.;  Luke  xviii.  18  f),  when  to  a  disciple  who  accosts  him  as  Good 
Mastery  he  replies  :   Why  callest  thou  me  good  f  there  is  none  good  hut  one,  that 
is  God.     Here  Jesus  so  tenaciously  maintains  the  distinction  between  himself 
and  God,  that  he  renounces  the  predicate  of  (perfect)  goodness,  and  insists 
on  its  appropriation  to  God  alone.'    Olshausen  supposes  that  this  rejection 
related  solely  to  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  disciple  addressed,  who, 
regarding  Jesus  as  a  merely  human  teacher,  ought  not  from  his  point  of  view 
to  have  given  him  a  divine  epithet,  and  that  it  was  not  intended  by  Jesus  as 
a  denial  that  he  was,  according  to  a  just  estimate  of  his  character,  actually 
the  ayaJ^  in  whom  the  one  good  Being  was  reflected  as  in  a  mirror ;  but 
this  is  to  take  for  granted  what  is  first  to  be  proved,  namely,  that  the  declara- 
tions of  Jesus  concerning  himself  in  the  fourth  gospel  are  on  a  level  as  to 
credibility  with  those  recorded  by  the  synoptical  writers.    Two  of  these 
writers  cite  some  words  of  Jesus  which  have  an  important  bearing  on  our 
present  subject :  All  things  are  delivered  to  me  of  my  Father :  and  no  man 
knoweth  the  Son  but  the  Father:  neither^  knoweth  any  man  the  Father,  but  the 
Son,  and  he  to  whomsoever  the  Son  will  reveal  him^  Matt  xi.  '27.     Taking  this 
passage  in  connexion  with  the  one  before  quoted,  we  must  infer  that  Jesus 
had  indeed  an  intimate  communion  of  thought  and  will  with  God,  but  under 
such  limitations,  that  the  attribute  of  perfect  goodness,  as  well  as  of  absolute 
knowledge  (e.g.,  of  the  day  and  hour  of  the  last  day,  Mark  xiii.  32  parall.) 
belonged  exclusively  to  God,  and  hence  the  boundary  line  between  divine 
and  human  was  strictly  preserved.     Even  in  the  fourth  gospel  Jesus  declares. 
My  Father  is  greater  than  /,  6  iran;p  fior  fi€£^o>v  /aov  l<rr\  (xiv.  28),  but  this 
slight  echo  of  the  synoptical  statement  does  not  remove  the  difficulty  of  con- 
ciliating the  numerous  discourses  of  a  totally  different  tenor  in  the  former, 
with  the  rejection  of  the  epithet  wyaBoi  in  the  latter.     It  is  surprising,  too, 
that  Jesus  in  the  fourth  gospel  appears  altogether  ignorant  of  the  theocratic 
sense  of  the  expression  vlo«  rn/v  Bwv,  and  can  only  vindicate  his  use  of  it  in 
the  metaphysical  sense,  by  retreating  to  its  vague  and  metaphorical  applica- 
tion.    When,  namely  (John  x.  34  fif. ),  to  justify  his  assumption  of  this  tide,  he 
adduces  the  scriptursd  application  of  the  term  ^coi  to  other  men,  such  as 
princes  and  magistrates,  we  are  at  a  loss  to  understand  why  Jesus  should 
resort  to  this  remote  and  precarious  argument,  when  close  at  hand  lay  the 
far  more  cogent  one,  that  in  the  Old  Testament,  a  theocratic  king  of  Israel, 
or  according  to  the  customary  interpretation  of  the  most  striking  passages, 
the  Messiah,  is  called  the  Son  of  Jehovah,  and  that  therefore  he,  having  de^ 
clared  himself  to  be  the  Messiah  (v.  25),  might  consistently  claim  this 
appellation. 

With  respect  to  the  light  in  which  Jesus  was  viewed  as  the  Son  of  God  by 
others,  we  may  remark  that  in  the  addresses  of  well-affected  persons  the  title 
is  often  so  associated  as  to  be  obviously  a  mere  synonym  of  XfH<rro9,  and  this 
even  in  the  fourth  gospel ;  while  on  the  other  hand  the  contentious  lovSaMM 
of  this  gospel  seem  in  their  objections  as  ignorant  as  Jesus  in  his  defence,  of 
the  theocratic,  and  only  notice  the  metaphysical  meaning  of  the  expression. 

*  Even  if  a  different  reading  be  adopted  for  the  parallel  passage  in  Matthew  (xix.  16  f.), 
it  must  remain  questionable  whether  his  statement  deserves  the  preference  to  that  of  the  two 
other  Evangelists. 

T 
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It  is  true  that,  even  in  the  synoptical  gospels,  when  Jesus  answers  affirma- 
tively the  question  whether  he  be  the  Christ,  the  Son  of  the  living  God  (Matt 
xxvi.  65,  paralL),  the  high  priest  taxes  him  with  blasphemy;  but  he  refers 
merely  to  what  he  considers  the  unwarranted  arrogation  of  the  theocratic 
dignity  of  the  Messiah,  whereas  in  the  fourth  gospel,  when  Jesus  represents 
himself  as  the  Son  of  God  (v.  17  f.,  x.  30  if.),  the  Jews  seek  to  kill  him  for  the 
express  reason  that  he  thereby  makes  himself  urov  rtS  ^c^  nay  even  iavrov 
6€ov,  According  to  the  synoptical  writers,  the  high  pnest  so  unhesitatingly 
considers  the  idea  of  the  Son  of  God  to  pertain  to  that  of  the  Messiah,  that 
he  associates  the  two  tides  as  if  they  were  interchangeable,  in  the  question  he 
addresses  to  Jesus  :  on  the  contrary  the  Jews  in  the  Gospel  of  John  regard 
the  one  idea  as  so  far  transcending  the  other,  that  they  listen  patiently  to  the 
declaration  of  Jesus  that  he  is  the  Messiah  (x.  25),  but  as  soon  as  he  begins 
to  claim  to  be  the  Son  of  God,  tAey  take  up  stones  to  stone  him.  In  the 
synoptical  gospels  the  reproach  cast  on  Jesus  is,  that  being  a  common  man» 
he  gives  himself  out  for  the  Messiah ;  in  the  fourth  gospel,  that  being  a  mere 
man^  he  gives  himself  out  for  a  divine  being.  Hence  Olshausen  and  others 
have  justly  insisted  that  in  those  passages  of  the  latter  gospel  to  which  our 
remarks  have  reference,  the  vlos  rw  ^cov  is  not  synonymous  with  Messiah, 
but  is  a  name  far  transcending  the  ordinary  idea  of  the  Messiah ; '  they  are 
not,  however,  warranted  in  concluding  that  therefore  in  the  first  three  Evan- 
gelists also^  the  §ame  expression  imports  more  than  the  Messiah.  For  the 
only  legitimate  interpretation  of  the  high  priest's  question  in  Matthew  makes 
o  vcos  rov  $€ov  a  synonym  of  6  Xpurro^,  and  though  in  the  parallel  passage  of 
Luke,  the  judges  first  ask  Jesus  if  he  be  the  Christ  (xxii.  67)  ?  and  when  he 
declines  a  direct  answer, — predicting  that  they  will  behold  the  Son  of  man 
seated  at  the  right  band  of  God, — hastily  interrupt  him  with  the  question,  Art 
thou  the  Son  of  God  t  (v.  70) ;  yet,  after  receiving  what  they  consider  an 
affirmative  answer,  they  accuse  him  before  Pilate  as  one  who  pretends  to  be 
Christ,  a  king  (xxiiL  2),  thus  clearly  showing  that  Son  of  man,  Son  of  God, 
and  Messiah,  must  have  been  regarded  as  interchangeable  terms.  It  must 
therefore  be  conceded  that  there  is  a  discrepancy  on  this  point  between  the 
synoptical  writers  and  John,  and  perhap^^also  an  inconsistency  of  the  latter 
with  himself;  for  in  several  addresses  to  Jesus  he  retains  the  customary  form, 
which  associated  Son  of  God  with  Christ  or  King  of  Israel^  without  being 
conscious  of  the  distinction  between  the  signification  which  vio9  r.  B,  must 
have  in  such  a  connexion,  and  that  in  which  he  used  it  elsewhere — ^a  want  of 
perception  which  habitual  forms  of  expression  are  calculated  to  induce.  We 
have  before  cited  examples  of  this  oversight  in  the  fourth  Evangelist  (John  i. 
49,  vi.  69,  xi.  27). 

The  author  of  the  Probabilia  reasonably  considers  it  suspicious  that,  in  the 
fourth  gospel,  Jesus  and  his  opponents  should  appear  entirely  ignorant  of  the 
theocratic  sense  which  is  elsewhere  attached  to  the  expression  d  vw  rot)  ^cov, 
and  which  must  have  been  more  familiar  to  the  Jews  than  any  other,  unless 
we  suppose  some  of  them  to  have  partaken  of  Alexandrian  culture.  To  such, 
we  grant,  as  well  as  to  the  fourth  Evangelist,  judging  from  his  prologue,  the 
metaphysical  relation  of  the  Xoyos  /toKoycv^  to  God  would  be  the  most 
cherished  association. 

*  Bibl  Comm.  2,  &  130,  253. 
^  Olshausen,  ut  sup.  i,  s.  108  ff. 
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§  64. 
THE  DIVINE  MISSION   AND   AUTHORITY  OF  JESUS.      HIS   PRE- EXISTENCE. 

The  four  Evangelists  are  in  unison  as  to  the  declaration  of  Jesus  concerning 
his  divine  mission  and  authority.  Like  every  prophet,  he  is  sent  by  God 
(Matt.  X.  40 ;  John  v.  23  f ,  56  f.),  acts  and  speaks  by  the  authority,  and  under 
the  immediate  guidance  of  God  (John  v.  19  if.),  and  exclusively  possesses  an 
adequate  knowledge  of  God,  which  it  is  his  office  to  impart  to  men  (Matt  xi. 
27 ;  John  iii.  13).  To  him,  as  the  Messiah,  all  power  is  given  (Matt.  xi.  27) ; 
first,  over  the  kingdom  which  he  is  appointed  to  found  and  to  rule  with  all  its 
members  (John  x.  29,  xvil  6) ;  next,  over  mankind  in  general  (John  xvii.  2), 
and  even  external  nature  (Matt,  xxviii.  18) ;  consequently,  should  the  in- 
terests of  the  messianic  kingdom  demand  it,  power  to  effect  a  thorough  revo- 
lution in  the  whole  world.  At  the  future  commencement  of  his  reign,  Jesus, 
as  Messiah,  is  authorized  to  awake  the  dead  (John  v.  28),  and  to  sit  as  a 
judge,  separating  those  worthy  to  partake  of  the  heavenly  kingdom  from  the 
unworthy  (Matt  xxv.  31  if. ;  John  v.  22,  29) ;  offices  which  Jewish  opinion 
attributed  to  the  Messiah,^  and  which  Jesus,  once  convinced  of  his  Messiah- 
ship,  would  necessarily  transfer  to  himself. 

The  Evangelists  are  not  equally  unanimous  on  another  point     According 
to  the  synoptical  writers,  Jesus  claims,  it  is  true,  the  highest  human  dignity, 
and  the  most  exalted  relation  with  God,  for  the  present  and  future,  but  he 
never  refers  to  an  existence  anterior  to  his  earthly  career:  in  the  fourth 
gospel,  on  the  contrary,  we  find  several  discourses  of  Jesus  which  contain  the 
repeated  assertion  of  such  a  pre-existence.    We  grant  that  when  Jesus  de- 
scribes himself  as  coming^own  from  Tieaven  (John  iii.    13,  xvi.  28),  the 
expression,  taken  alone,  may  be  understood  as  a  merely  figurative  intimation 
of  his  superhuman  origin.     It  is  more  difficult,  but  perhaps  admissible,  to 
interpret,  with  the  Socinian  Crell,  the  declaration  of  Jesus,  Before  Abraham 
wasy  I  am,  irpiv  'APpaafA  ycvco-^oi,  cyw  tifu  (John  viii.  58),  as  referring  to  a 
purely  ideal  existence  in  the  pre-determination  of  God ;  but  scarcely  possible 
to  consider  the  prayer  to  the  Father  (John  xvii.  5)  to  confirm  the  Sofa  (glory) 
which  Jesus  haid  with  Him  before  the  world  was^  vpo  tov  tov  Koafwv  cTmi,  as 
an  entreaty  for  the  communication  of  a  glory  predestined  for  Jesus  from 
eternity.     But  the  language  of  Jesus,  John  vi.  62,  where  he  speaks  of  the 
Son  of  man  reascending  &vapaCv€Lv  where  he  was  before  ovov  ^v  to  Trporcpor,  is 
in  its  intrinsic  meaning,  as  well  as  in  that  which  is  reflected  on  it  from  other 
passages,  unequivocally  significative  of  actual,  not  merely  ideal,  pre-existence. 
It  has  been  already  conjectured  ^  that  these  expressions,  or  at  least  the 
adaptation  of  them  to  a  real  pre-existence,  are  derived,  not  from  Jesus,  but 
from  the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel,  with  whose  opinions,  as  propounded  in 
his  introduction,  they  specifically  agree ;  for  if  ihe  Word  was  in  the  beginning 
with  God  (€v  ctpxS  '^P^'  ^^^  ^€o»')>  Jesus,  in  whom  it  was  made  fleshy  might 
attribute  to  himself  an  existence  before  Abraham,  and  a  participation  of  glory 
with  the  Father  before  the  foundation  of  the  world.     Nevertheless,  we  are 
not  warranted  in  adopting  this  view,  unless  it  can  be  shown  that  neither  was 
the  idea  of  the  pre-exisience  of  the  Messiah  extant  among  the  Jews  of 
Palestine  before  the  time  of  Jesus,  nor  is  it  probable  that  Jesus  attained  such 
a  notion,  independently  of  the  ideas  peculiar  to  his  age  and  nation. 
The  latter  supposition,  that  Jesus  spoke  from  his  own  memory  of  his  pre- 

^  Bertholdt,  Christol.  Judseor.  §§  8.  35,  42. 
*  Bretschneider,  Probab.,  p.  59. 
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human  and  pre-mundane  existence,  is  liable  to  comparison  with  dangerous 
parallels  in  the  history  of  Pythagoras,  Ennius,  and  ApoUonius  of  Tyana, 
whose  alleged  reminiscences  of  individual  states  which  they  had  experienced 
prior  to  their  birth,^  are  now  generally  regarded  either  as  subsequent  fables, 
or  as  enthusiastic  self-delusions  of  those  celebrated  men.  For  the  other 
alternative,  that  the  idea  in  question  was  common  to  the  Jewish  nation,  a 
presumption  may  be  found  in  the  description,  already  quoted  from  Daniel,  of 
the  Son  of  man  coming  in  the  clouds  of  heaven,  since  the  author,  possibly, 
and,  at  all  events,  many  readers,  imagined  that  personage  to  be  a  superhuman 
being,  dwelling  beforehand  with  God,  like  the  angels.  But  that  every  one 
who  referred  this  passage  to  the  Messiah,  or  that  Jesus  in  particular,  asso- 
ciated with  it  the  notion  of  a  pre-e:Q^ence,  is  not  to  be  proved ;  for,  if  we 
exclude  the  representation  of  John, /Jesus  depicts  his  coming  in  the  clouds  of 
heaven,  not  as  if  he  had  come  as  a  visitant  to  earth  from  his  home  in  heaven, 
•^  but,  according  to  Matt.  xxvi.  65  (comp.  xxiv.  25),  as  if  he,  the  earth-born, 
after  the  completion  of  his  earthly  course,  would  be  received  into  heaven,  ana 
from  thence  would  return  to  establish  his  kingdom :  thus  making  the  coming 
from  heaven  not  necessarily  include  the  idea  of  pre-existence.l  We  find  in 
the  Proverbs,  in  Sirach,  and  the  Book  of  Wisdom,  the  idea^  or  a  personified 
and  even  hypostasized  Wisdom  of  God^  and  in  the  Psalms  and  Prophets, 
strongly  marked  personifications  of  the  Divine  word ;  ^  and  it  is  especially 
worthy  of  note,  that  the  later  Jews,  in  their  horror  of  anthropomorphism  in 
the  idea  of  the  Divine  being,  attributed  his  speech,  appearance,  and  imme- 
diate agency,  to  the  Word  (K"ID*D)  or  the  dwelling  place  (xruocO  of 
Jehovah,  as  may  be  seen  in  the  venerable  ^  Targum  of  Onkelos.^  These 
expressions,  at  first  mere  paraphrases  of  the  name  of  God,  soon  received  the 
mystical  signification  of  a  veritable  hypostasis,  of  a  being  at  once  distinct 
from,  and  one  with  God.  As  most  of  the  revelations  and  interpositions  of 
God,  whose  organ  this  personified  Word  was  considered  to  be,  were  designed 
in  favour  of  the  Israelitish  people,  it  was  natural  for  them  to  assign  to  the 
manifestation  which  was  still  awaited  from  Him,  and  which  was  to  be  the 
crowning  benefit  of  Israel, — (he  manifestation,  namely,  of  the  Messiah, — a 
peculiar  relation  with  the  Word  or  Shechina.^  From  this  germ  sprang  the 
opinion  that  with  the  Messiah  the  Shechina  would  appear,  and  that  what 
was  ascribed  to  the  Shechina  pertained  equally  to  the  Messiah  :  an  opinion 
not  confined  to  trhe  Rabbins,  but  sanctioned  by  the  Apostle  Paul  Accord- 
ing to  it,  the  Messiah  was,  even  in  the  wilderness,  the  invisible  guide  and 
benefactor  of  God's  people  (i  Cor.  x.  4,  9)  ;^  he  was  with  our  first  parents 
in  Paradise;'*  he  was  the  agent  in  creation  (Col.  L  16);  he  even  existed 
before  the  creation, ^^  and  prior  to  his  incarnation  in  Jesus,  was  in  a  glorious 
fellowship  with  God  (Phil.  iL  6). 

'  Porphyr.  Vita  Pythag.,  26  f.  Tacnblich.  14,  63.  Diog.  Laert.  viil  4  f.  14.  Baur, 
ApoUoiuus  von  Tyana,  pp.  64  £.  98  i.  185  f. 

^  See  a  notification  and  exposition  of  the  passages  in  Liicke,  Comm.  2um  £v.  Joh.,  I,  s. 
211  ff. 

^  Winer,  de  Onkeloso,  p.  10.    Comp.  De  Wette,  Einleit.  in  das  A.  T.,  §  58. 

'  Bertholdt,  Christol.  Judaeor.,  §§  23-25.    Comp.  Liicke  at  sup.,  s.  244,  note. 

7  Schottgen,  ii.  s.  6  f. 

*  Targ.  Jes.  xvL  I  :  Iste  {Messias)  in  deserto  Juit  ru^ts  eccUsia  Zionis,  In  Bertholdt,  ut 
sup.  p.  145. 

"  Sohar  chadasch  f.  Ixxxii.  4,  ap.  Schottgen,  ii.  s.  440. 

^^  Nezach  Israel  c.  xxxv.  f.  xlviit.  i.     Schmidt,  Bibl.  fiir  Kritik  u.  Exegese,  I,  s;.  38  : 

mm  ^3&K3  r\^\PD,  Sohar  Levit.  f.  xiv.  56.  Schottgen,  ii.  s.  436  :  Septem  {iumifia  condUa 
sunt,  antequam  mundus  conderetur)^  nimirum  ,  ,  .  et  lumen  Messia.  Here  we  have 
the  pre-existence  of  the  Messiah  represented  as  a  real  one  :  for  a  more  ideal  conception  of 
it,  see  Bereschith  Rabba,  sect,  i,  f.  iii.  3  (Schottgen). 
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As  it  is  thus  evident  that,  immediately  after  the  time  of  Jesus,  the  idea  of 
a  pre^xistence  of  the  Messiah  was  incorporated  in  the  higher  Jewish  theology, 
it  is  no  far-fetched  conjecture,  that  the  same  idea  was  afloat  when  the  mind 
of  Jesus  was  maturing,  and  that  in  his  conception  of  himself  as  the  Messiah, 
this  attribute  was  included.  But  whether  Jesus  were  as  deeply  initiated  in 
the  speculations  of  the  Jewish  schools  as  Paul,  is  yet  a  question,  and  as  the 
author  of  the  fourth  gospel,  versed  in  the  Alexandrian  doctrine  of  the  Aoyo?, 
stands  alone  in  ascribing  to  Jesus  the  assertion  of  a  pre-ezistence,  we  are 
unable  to  decide  whether  we  are  to  put  the  dogma  to  the  account  of  Jesus,  or 
of  his  biographer. 

§65. 

THE  MESSIANIC  PLAN  OF  JESUS.'     INDICATIONS  OP  A  POLITICAL  ELEMENT. 

The  Baptist  pointed  to  a  future  individual,  and  Jesus  to  himself,  as  the 
founder  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven.  The  idea  of  that  messianic  kingdom 
belonged  to  the  Israelitish  nation  ;  did  Jesus  hold  it  in  the  form  in  which  it 
existed  among  his  cotemporaries,  or  under  modifications  of  his  own  ? 

The  idea  of  the  Messiah  grew  up  amongst  the  Jews  in  soil  half  religious, 
half  political :  it  was  nurtured  by  national  adversity,  and  in  the  time  of  Jesus, 
according  to  the  testimony  of  the  gospels,  it  was  embodied  in  the  expectation 
that  the  Messiah  would  ascend  the  throne  of  his  ancestor  David,  free  the 
Jewish  people  from  the  Roman  yoke,  and  found  a  kingdom  which  would  last 
for  ever  (Luke  i.  32  f.,  68  ff. ;  Acts  i.  6).  Hence  our  first  question  must  be 
this.     Did  Jesus  include  this  political  elemenV^in  his  messianic  plan  ? 

That  Jesus  aspired  to  be  a  temporal  ruler,  has  at  all  times  been  an  allega- 
tion of  the  adversaries  of  Christianity,  but  has  been  maintained  by  none  with 
so  much  exegetlcal  acumen  as  by  the  author  of  the  Wolfenbiittel  Fragments,^ 
who,  be  it  observed,  by  no  means  denies  to  Jesus  the  praise  of  aiming  at  the 
moral  reformation  of  his  nation.  According  to  this  writer,  the  first  indication 
of  a  political  plan  on  the  part  q(  Jesus  is,  that  he  unambiguously  announced 
the  approaching  messianic  kingdom,  and  laid  down  the  conditions  on  which 
it  was  to  be  entered,  without  explaining  what  this  kingdom  was,  and  wherein 
it  consisted,'  as  if  he  supposed  the  current  idea  of  its  nature  to  be  correct 
Now  the  fact  is,  that  the  prevalent  conception  of  the  messianic  reign  had  a 
strong  political  bias;  hence^  when  Jesus  spoke  of  the  Messiah's  kingdom 
without  a  definition,  the  Jews  could  only  think  of  an  earthly  dominion,  and  as 
J  esus  could  not  have  presupposed  any  other  interpretatioJiof  "his  words,  he 
must  have  wished  to  be  so  understood.  But  in  opposition  to  this  it  may  be 
remarked,  that  in  the  Parables  by  which  Jesus  shadowed  forth  the  kingdom 
of  heaven ;  in  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount,  in  which  he  illustrates  the  duties 
of  its  citizens ;  and  lastly,  in  his  whole  demeanour  and  course  of  action,  we 
have  sufficient  evidence,  that  his  idea  of  the  messianic  kingdom  wa^peculiar 
to  himself,  Thgrp  is  not  so  rc3ll^  a  counterpoise  tor  the  ditnculty,  that  Jesus 
senWie  aposues,  with  whose  conceptions  he  could  not  be  unacquainted,  to 
announce  the  Messiah's  kingdom  throughout  the  land  (Matt  x.).  These,  who 
disputed  which  of  them  should  be  greatest  in  the  kingdom  of  their  master 
(Matt,  xviii.  i ;  Luke  xxii.  24);  of  whom  two  petitioned  for  the  seats  at  the 
right  and  left  of  the  messianic  king  (Mark  x.  35  ff.) ;  who,  even  after  the  death 
and  resurrection  of  Jesus,  expected  a  restoration  of  the  kingdom  to  Israel 
(Acts  L  6)  ] — these  had  clearly  from  the  beginning  to  the  end  of  their  interr 

*  Von  dem  Zweck  Jesu  und  seiner  Jiinger,  s.  108-157. 
'  Comp.  Fritzsche,  in  Matth.,  s.  114. 
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course  with  Jesus,  no  other  than  the  popular  notion  of  the  Messiah ;  when, 
therefore,  Jesus  despatched  them  as  heralds  of  his  kingdom,  it  seems  neces- 
sarily a  part  of  his  design,  that  they  should  disseminate  in  all  places  their 
political  messianic  idea. 

Among  the  discourses  of  Jesus  there  is  one  especially  worthy  of  note  in 
Matt.  xix.  28  (comp.  Luke  xxii.  30).  In  reply  to  the  question  of  Peter,  We 
have  left  all  and  followed  thee  ;  what  shall  we  have  therefore  t  Jesus  promises 
to  his  disciples  that  in  the  TnnXtyycvco-ui,  when  the  San  of  man  shall  sit  an  his 
throne,  they  also  shall  sit  on  iwelve  thronek  judging  the  twelve  tribes  of  Israel. 
That  the  literal  import  of  this  promise /formed  part  of  the  tissue  of  the 
messianic  hopes  cherished  by  the  Jews  of  that  period,  is  not  to  be  contro- 
verted. It  is  argued,  however,  that  Jesus  spoke  figuratively  on  this  occasion, 
and  only  employed  familiar  Jewish  images  to  convey  to  the  apostles  an  assur- 
ance, that  the  sacrifices  they  had  made  here  would  be  richly  compensated  in 
their  future  life  by  a  participation  in  his  glory.'  But  the  disciples  must  have 
understood  the  promise  literally^  when,  even  after  the  resurrection  of  Jesus, 
they  harboured  smticipations  of  worldly  greatness;  and  as  Jesus  had  had 
many  proofs  of  this  propensity,  he  would  hardly  have  adopted  such  lan- 
guage, had  he  not  intended  to  nourish  their  temporal  hopes.  The  supposition 
that  he  did  so  merely  to  animate  the  courage  of  his  disciples,  without  himself 
sharing  their  views,  imputes  duplicity  to  Jesus ; — a  duplicity  in  this  case  quite 
gratuitous,  since,  as  Olshausen  justly  observes,  Peter's  question  would  have 
been  satisfactorily  answered  by  any  other  laudatory  acknowledgment  of  the 
devotion  of  the  disciples.  Hence  it  appears  a  fair  inference,  that  Jesus  him- 
'  self  shared  the  Jewish  expectations  which  he  here  sanctions :  but  expositors 
>  ^  have  made  the  most  desperate  efforts  to  escape  from  this  unwelcome  conclu- 
sion. Some  have  resorted  to  an  arbitrary  alteration  of  the  reading  ;  ^  others 
to  the  detection  of  irony,  directed  against  the  disproportion  between  the 
pretensions  of  the  disciples,  and  their  trivial  services ; '  others  to  different 
expedients,  but  all  more  unnatural  than  the  admission,  that  Jesus,  in  accord- 
ance with  Jewish  ideas,  here  promises  his  disciples  the  dignity  of  being  his 
assessors  in  YA%  visible  messianic  judgment,  and  that  he  thus  indicates  the 
existence  of  a  national  element  in  his  notion  of  the  Messiah's  kingdom.  It 
is  observable,  too,  that  in  the  Acts  (i.  7),  Jesus,  even  after  his  resurrection, 
does  not  deny  that  he  will  restore  the  kingdom  to  Israel,  but  merely  discour- 
ages curiosity  as  to  the  times  and  seasonsx>f  its  restoration.  \ 
^  Among  the  actions  of  Jesus,  his  last  ix^^  into  Jerusalem^ Matt.  xxi.  iff.) 
is  especially  appealed  to  as  a  proof  that  his  plan  was  pardy  j^litical.  Accord- 
ing to  the  Fragmentist,  all  the  circumstances  point  to  a  politiod  design  :  the 
time  which  Jesus  chose, — after  a  sufficiently  long  preparation  of  the  people 
in  the  provinces ;  the  Passover,  which  they  visited  in  great  numbers ;  the 
animal  on  which  he  rode,  and  by  which,  from  a  popular  interpretation  of  a 
passage  in  Zechariah,  he  announced  himself  as  the  destined  King  of  Jeru- 
salem ;  the  approval  which  he  pronounces  when  the  people  receive  him  ^ith  a 
royal  greeting ;  the  violent  procedure  which  he  hazards  in  the  temple  j  and 
finally,  his  severe  philippic  on  the  higher  class  of  the  Jews  (Matt  xxiiL),  at 
the  close  of  which  he  seeks  to  awe  them  into  a  reception  of  him  as  their 
messianic  king,  by  the  threat  that  he  will  show  himself  to  them  no  more  in 
any  other  guise. 

*  Kainol,  Comm.  in  Matt.,  p.  518.     Olshausen  also,  p.  744,  understands  the  discourse 
symbolically,  though  he  attaches  to  it  a  diflferent  meaning. 

^  Paulus,  exeget.  Handb.  2,  s.  613  f. 

*  Liebe,  in  Winer's  exeg.  Studien,  i,  59  ff. 
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§66. 

DATA   FOR  THE  PURE  SPIRITUALITY  OF  THE   MESSIANIC  PLAN   OF  JESUS. 

BALANCE. 

Nowhere  in  our  evangelical  narratives  is  there  a  trace  of  Jesus  having 
sought  to  form  a  political  party.  On  the  contrary,  he  withdraws  from  the 
eagerness  of  the  people  to  make  him  a  king  (John  vi.  15);  he  declares  that 
the  messianic  kingdom  comes  not  with  observation,  but  is  to  be  sought  for  in 
the  recesses  _ofthe_soul  (Luke  xvii.  20  f.) ;  it  is  his  principle  to  unite  obedi- 
ence to  God  with  obedience  to  temporal  authority,  even  when  heathen  (Matt, 
xxii.  21) ;  on  his  solemn  entry  into  the  capital,  he  chooses  to  ride  the  animal 
of  peace,  and  afterwards  escapes  from  the  multitude,  instead  of  using  their 
excitement  for  the  purposes  of  his  ambition ;  lastly,  he  maintains  before  his 
judge,  that  his  kingdom  is  not  from  hence  ovk  ^ci)^€v,  is  not  of  this  world  ovk 
€K  Tov  Koo-fiov  TovTov  (John  xvi.  36),  aud  we  have  no  reason  in  this  instance  to 
question  either  his  or  the  Evangelist's  veracity. 

Thus  we  have  a  series  of  indications  to  counterbalance  those  detailed  in  the 
preceding  section.  The  adversaries  of  Christianity  have  held  exclusively  to 
the  arguments  for  a  political,  or  rather  a  revolutionary,  project,  on  the  part 
of  Jesus,  while  the  orthodox  theologians  adhere  to  those  only  which  tell  for 
the  pure  spirituality  of  his  plan  :  ^  and  each  party  has  laboured  to  invalidate 
by  hermeneutical  skill  the  passages  unfavourable  to  its  theory.  It  has  of 
late  been  acknowledged  that  both  are  equally  partial,  and  that  there  is  need 
of  arbitration  between  them. 
J  This  has  been  attempted  chiefly  by  supposing  an  earlier  and  a  later  form 
of  the  plan  of  Jesus.^  Although,  it  has  been  said,  the  moral  improvement  and 
religious  elevation  of  his  people  were  from  the  first  the  primary  object  of  Jesus, 
he  nevertheless,  in  the  beginning  of  his  puLlic  life,  cherished  llift  hopcf"  of 
reviving,  by  means  of  this  internal  regeneration,  the  External  glories^  of  the 
theocracy,  when  he  should  be  acknowledged  by  his  nation  as  the  Messiah, 
and  thereby  be  constituted  the  supreme  authority  in  the  state.  But  in  the 
disappointment  of  this  hope,  he  recognised  the  divine  rejection  of  every 
political  element  in  his  plan,  and  thenceforth  refined  it  into  pure  spirituality. 
It  is  held  to  be  a  presumption  in  favour  of  such  a  change  in  the  plan  of  Jesus, 
that  there  is  a  gladness  diffused  over  his  first  appearance,  which  gives  place 
to  melancholy  in  the  latter  period  of  his  ministry  ;  that  instead  of  the  accept- 
able year  of  the  Lord,  announced  in  his  initiative  address  at  Nazareth,  sorrow 
'  is  the  burthen  of  his  later  discourses,  and  he  explicitly  says  6f  Jerusalem)  that 
'  he  had  attempted  to  save  it,  but  that  now  its  fall,  both  religious  and  political, 
was  inevitable,  As,  however,  the  evangelists  do  not  keep  the  events  and 
discourses  proper  to  these  distinct  periods  within  their  respective  limits,  but 
happen  to  give  the  two  most  important  data  for  the  imputation  of  a  political 
design  to  Jesus  (namely  the  promise  of  the  twelve  thrones  and  the  public 
entrance  into  the  capital),  near  the  close  of  his  life ;  we  must  attribute  to 
these  writers  a  chronological  confusion,  as  in  the  case  of  the  relation  which 
the  views  of  Jesus  bore  to  the  messianic  idea  in  general :  unless  as  an  alter- 
native it  be  conceivable,  that  Jesus  uttered  during  the  same  period   the 

^  So  Reinhard,  uber  dea  Plan,  welchen  der  Stifter  der  christlichen  Religion  zum  Besten 
der  Menschheit  entwarf,  s.  57  ff.  (4te  Aufl.). 

'  Paulus,  Leben  Jesu  i,  b,  s.  85,  94,  106  ff. ;  Venturini,  2,  s.  310  f.  ;  Hase,  Leben  Jesu  i 
ed.  §§  68,  84.  Hase  has  modified  this  opinion  in  his  2nd  edition,  §§  49,  50  (comp.  theol. 
Streitschrift,  i,  s.  61  ff.),  though  with  apparent  reluctance,  and  he  now  maintains  that  Jesus 
had  risen  above  the  political  notion  of  the  messianic  kingdom  before  his  public  appearance. 
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declarations  which  seem  to  indicate,  and  those  which  disclaim,  a  political 
design. 

This,  in  our  apprehension,  is  not  inconceivable  ;  for  Jesus  might  anticipate 
a  Ka6ii€<r6ai  hrl  Opovovi  for  himself  and  his  disciples,  not  regarding  the  means 
of  its  attainment  as  a  political  revolution,  but  as  a  revolution  to  be  effected 
by  the  immediate  interposition  of  God.     That  such  was  his  view  may  be 
inferred  Trom  his  placing  that  judiciary  appearance  of  his  disciples  in  the 
iraXiyy€ywuL ;  for  this  was  not  a  political  revolution,  any  more  than  a  spiritual 
regeneration, — it  was  a  resurrection  of  the  dead,  which  God  was  to  effect 
through  the  agency  of  the  Messiah,  and  which  was  to  usher  in  the  messianic 
times.'    Jesus  certainly  expected  to  restore  the  throne  of  David,  and  with  his 
disciples  to  govern  a  liberated  people ;  in  no  degree,  however,  did  he  rest 
his  hopes  on  the  sword  of  human  adherents  (Luke  xxii.  38  ;  Matt.  xxvi.  52), 
I  but  on  the  legions  of  angels,  which  his  heavenly  Father  could  send  him  (Matt 
xxvi  53).     Wherever  he  speaks  of  coming  in  his  messianic  glory,  he  depicts 
'  himself  surrounded  by  angels  and  heavenly  powers  (Matt  xvi.  27,  xxiv.  30  f , 
3^v*  31  '}  John  i.  52) ;  before  the  majesty  of  the  Son  of  man,  coming  in  the 
clouds  of  heaven,  all  nations  are  to  bow  without  the  coercion  of  the  sword, 
and  at  the  sound  of  the  angel's  trumpet,  are  to  present  themselves,  with  the 
awakened  dead,  before  the  judgment-seat  of  the  Messiah  and  his  twelve 
aposdes.    All  this  Jesus  would  not  bring  to  pass  of  his  own  will,  but  he 
jwaited  for  a  signal  from  his  heavenly  Father,  who  alone  knew  the  appropriate 
'time  for  this  catastrophe  (Mark  xiii.  32),  and  he  apparently  was  not  discon- 
certed when  his  end  approached  without  his  having  received  the  expected 
intimation.     They  who  shrink  from  this  view,  merely  because  they  conceive 
>  that  it  makes  Jesus  an  enthusiast,^  will  do  well  to  reflect  how  closely  such 
hopes  corresponded  with  the  long  cherished  messianic  idea  of  the  Jews,^  and 
)how  easily,  in  that  day  of  supematuralism,  and  in  a  nation  segregated  by  the 
/peculiarities  of  its  faith,  an  idea,  in  itself  extravagant,  if  only  it  were  consist- 
ent, and  had,  |in  some  of  its  aspects,.-truth  and  dignity,  might  allure  even  a 
Reasonable  man  beneath  its  influence,  j 

With  respect  to  that  which  awaits  the  righteous  after  judgment, — everlasting 
life  in  the  kingdom  of  the  Father, — it  is  true  that  Jesus,  in  accordance  with 
Jewish  notions,^  compares  it  to  a  feast  (Matt  viii.  11,  xxii.  2  ff.),  at  which  he 
hopes  himself  to  taste  the  fruit  of  the  vine  (Matt  xxvi.  29),  and  to  celebrate 
the  Passover  (Luke  xxii.  16) ;  but  his  declaration  that  in  the  oiuik  /liXXiav  the 
organic  relation  between  the  sexes  will  cease,  and  men  will  be  h'ke  the  angels 
(urayycXoi,  Luke  XX.  35  ff.),  seems  more  or  less  to  reduce  the  above  discourses 
to  a  merely  symbolical  significance. 

Thus  we  conclude  that  the  messianic  hope  of  Jesus  was  not  political,  nor  ' 
even  merely  earthly,  for  he  referred  its  fulfilment  to  supernatural  means,  and  . 
to  a  supermundane  theatre  (the  regenerated-  earth) ;  as  little  was  it  a  purely 
spiritual  hope,  in  the  modern  Bense- of  the  term,  for  it  included  important  and 
unprecedented  chanj^es  in  the  external  condition  of  things :  but  it  was  the 
na^tiojial,  theocratic  hope,  spiritualized  and  ennobled  by  his  own  peculiar  ; 
moral  and  religious  views. 

*  Fritzsche,  in  Matt,  p.  606  f. 

«  De  Wette,  Bibl.  Dogm.,  §  216. 

*  Beitholdt,  Christol.  Judseor.,  §§  30  £ 

*  Ibid.,  §  39. 
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§67.     ^ 
THE   RELATION   OF  JESUS  TO  THE  MOSAIC   LAW. 

The  Mosaic  institutions  were  actually  extinguished  in  the  church  of  which     , 
Jesus  was  the  founder ;  hence  it  is  natural  to^suppose  that  their  abolition        / 
formed  a  part  of  his  design  : — a  reach  <^  vision,  beyond  the  horizon  of  the 
ceremonial  worship  of  his  age  and  counti^.^  which  apologists  have  been    ' 
ever  anxious  to  prove  that  he  was  possessed.^    Neither  are  there  wanting 
speeches  and  actions  df  Jesus  which  seem  to  favour  their  effort.     Whenever      ' 
he  details  the  conditions  of  participation  in  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  as  in  the 
Sermon  on  the  Mount,  he  insists,  not  on  the  observance  of  the  Mosaic  ritual, 
but  on  the  spirit  of  religion  and  morality ;  he  attaches  no  value  to  fasting, 
praying,  and  almsgiving,  unless  accompanied  by  a  corresponding  bent  of  mind 
(Matt  vi.  1-18);  the  two  main  elements  of  the  Mosaic  worship,  sacrifice  and   , 
the  keeping  of  sabbaths  and  feasts,  he  not  only  nowhere  enjoins,  but  puts  a 
marked  slight  on  the  former,  by  commending  the  scribe  who  declared  that  the 
love  of  God  and  one's  neighbour  was  more  than  wMe  burnt-offerings  and  sacri- 
ticeSy  as  one  not  far  from  the  kingdom  of  God  (Mark  xii.  23  f.),'  and  he  ran 
counter  in  action  as  well  as  in  speech  to  the  customary  mode  of  celebrating 
the  Sabbath  (Matt.  xii.  1-13 ;  Mark  ii.  23-28,   Hi.  1-5  ;  Luke  vi.  i-io,    xiii. 
10  ff.,    xiv.  I  flf. ;  John  v.  5  ff.,   vii.  22,   ix.  i  ff.),  of  which  in  his  character 
of  Son  of  Man  he  claimed  to  be   Lord.      The  Jews,  too,  appear  to  have 
expected  a  revision  of  the  Mosaic  law  by  their  Messiah.*    A  somewhat  analo- 
gous sense  is  couched  in  the  declarations  attributed  by  the  fourth  Evangelist 
to  Jesus  (ii.  19);  Matthew  (xxvi.  61)  and  Mark  (xiv.  58)  represent  him  as 
being  accused  by  false  witnesses  of  saying,  I  am  able  to  destroy  (John,  destroy) 
the  temple  of  God  (Mark,  that  is  made  with  hands\  and  to  build  it  in  three  days 
(Mark,  /  will  build  another  made  without  hands).    The  author  of  the  Acts  has 
something  similar  as  an  article  of  accusation  against  Stephen,  but  instead  of 
the  latter  half  of  the  sentence  it  is  thus  added,  and  (he,  i,e,  Jesus)  shall  change 
the  customs  which  Moses  delivered  us  ;  and  perhaps  this  may  be  regarded  as  an 
authentic  comment  on  the  less  explicit  text.  In  general  it  may  be  said  that  to  one\ 
who,  like  Jesus,  is  so  far  alive  to  the  absolute  value  of  the  internal  compared ' 
with  the  external,  of  the  bent  of  the  entire  disposition  compared  with  isolated 
acts,  that  he  pronounces  the  love  of  God  and  our  neighbour  to  be  the  essence  / 
of  the  law  (Matt  xxiL  36  fF.), — to  him  it  cannot  be  a  secret,  that  all  precepts 
of  the  law  which  do  not  bear  on  these  two  points  are  unessential.     But  the 
argument  apparently  most  decisive  of  a  design  on  the  part  of  Jesus  to  abolish 
the  Mosaic  worship,  is  furnished  by  his  prediction  that  the  temple,  the  centre 
of  Jewish  worship  (Matt  xxiv.  2  parall),  would  be  destroyed,  and  that  the 
adoration  of  God  would  be  freed  from  local  fetters,  and  become  purely 
spiritual  (John  iv.  21  flF.). 

The  above,  however,  presents  only  one  aspect  of  the  position  assumed  by 
Jesus  towards  the  Mosaic  law ;  there  are  also  data  for  the  belief  that  he  did 
not  meditate  the  overthrow  of  the  ancient  constitution  of  his  country.  This 
side  of  the  question  has  been,  at  a  former  period,  and  from  easily-conceived 
reasons,  the  one  which  the  enemies  of  Christianity  in  its  ecclesiastical  form, 
have  chosen  to  exhibit ;  ^  but  it  is  only  in  recent  times  that,  the  theological 

^  E.g.  Relnhard,  Plan  Jesu,  s.  14  AT. 

*  For  an  exaggeration  in  the  Ebionite  Gospel,  vid.  Epiphanius,  hseres.  xxx.  16. 
'  Bertholdt,  ut  sup.  |  31. 

^  This  is  done  the  most  concisely  in  the  Wolfenbiittel  Fragments,  von  dem  Zweck  u.  s.  f., 
s.66ff. 
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horizon  being  extended,  the  unprejudiced  expositors  of  the  church  ^  have 
acknowledged  its  existence.  In  the  first  place,  during  his  life  Jesus  remains 
^Jajtbful  to  tl^e  paternal  law ;  he  attends  the  synagogue  on  the  sabbath,  journeys 
to  Jerusalem  at  the  time  of  the  feast,  and  eats  of  the  paschal  lamb  with  his 
disciples.  It  is  true  that  he  heals  on  the  sabbath,  allows  his  disciples  to  pluck 
ears  of  com  (Matt.  xii.  i  if.),  and  requires  no  fasting  or  washing  before  meat 
in  his  society  (Matt  iv.  14,  xv.  2).  But  the  Mosaic  law  concerning  the 
sabbath  simply  prescribed  cessation  from  common  labour,  nDKpD  (Exod.  xx. 
8.  ff.,  xxxi.  12  ff.,  Deut.  v.  12  ff.),  including  ploughing,  reaping  (Exod.  xxxiv. 
21),  gathering  of  sticks  (Num.  xv.  32  ff.),  and  similar  work,  and  it  was  only 
the  spirit  of  petty  observance,  the  growth  of  a  later  age,  that  made  it  an 
offence  to  perform  cures,  or  pluck  a  few  ears  of  com.*  The  washing  of  hands 
before  eating  was  but  a  rabbinical  custom ;  ^  in  the  law  one  general  yearly  fast 
was  alone  prescribed  (Lev.  xvi.  29  ff.,  xxiii.  27  ff.)  and  no  private  fasting  re- 
quired ;  hence  Jesus  cannot  be  convicted  of  infringing  the  precepts  of  Moses.^ 
In  that  very  Sermon  on  the  Mount  in  which  Jesus  exalts  spiritual  religion  so 
far  above  all  ritual,  he  clearly  presupposes  the  continuation  of  sacrifices  (Matt 
\  V.  2  J  f.),  and  declares  that  he  is  not  come  to  destroy  the  law  and  the  prophets, 
l>ut.to  fulfil  (Matt  V.  17).  '  Even  if  vkrfpSkrai,  in  sdl  probability,  refers  chiefly 
to  the  accomplishment  of  the  Old  Testament  prophecies,  ovk  ^kSov  KoraXwrai 
must  at  the  same  time  be  understood  of  the  conservation  of  the  Mosaic  law, 
since  in  the  context,  perpetuity  is  promised  to  its  smallest  letter,  and  he  who 
represents  its  lightest  precept  as  not  obligatory,  is  threatened  with  the  lowest 
rank  in  the  kmgdom  of  heaven.^  In  accordance  with  this,  the  apostles 
^dhered  strictly  to  the  Mosaic  law,ybven  after  the  feast  of  Pentecost ;  they 
went  at  the  hour  of  prayer  into  the  temple  (Acts  iii.  i),  clung  to  the  syna- 
gogues and  to  the  Mosaic  injunctions  respecting  food  (x.  14),  and  were  unable 
to  appeal  to  any  express  declaration  of  Jesus  as  a  sanction  for  the  procedure 
of  Barnabas  and  Paul,  when  the  judaizing  party  complained  of  their  baptizing 
Gentiles  without  laying  on  them  the  burthen  of  the  Mosaic  law. 

This  apparent  contradiction  in  the  conduct  and  language  of  Jesus  has  been 
apologetically  explained  by  the  supposition,  that  not  only  the  personal  obedi- 
ence of  Jesus  to  the  law,  but  also  his  declarations  in  its  favour,  were  a 
^necessary  concession  to  the  views  of  his  cotemporaries,  who  would- at  once 
have  withdrawn  their  confidence  from  him,  had  he  announced  himself  as  the 
destroyer  of  their  holy  and  venerated  law.^®  We  allow  that  the  obedience  of 
Jesus  to  the  law  in  his  own  person,  might  be  explained  in  the  same  way  as 
that  of  Paul,  which,  on  his  own  showing,  was  a  measure  of  mere  expediency 
( I  Cor.  ix.  20,  comp.  Acts  xvi.  3).  But  the  strong  declarations  of  Jesus  con- 
cerning the  perpetuity  of  the  law,  and  the  guilt  of  him  who  dares  to  violate 
its  lightest  precept,  cannot  possibly  be  derived  from  the  principle  of  conces- 
sion ;  for  to  pronounce  that  indispensable,  which  one  secretly  holds  superfluous, 
and  which  one  even  seeks  to  bring  gradually  into  disuse,  would,  leaving 
honesty  out  of  the  question,  be  in  the  last  degree  injudicious. 

Hence  others  have  made  a  distinction  between  the  moral  and  the  ritual 
law,  and  referred  the  declaration  of  Jesus  that  he  wished  not  to  abrogate 
the  law,  to  the  former  alone,  which  he  extricated  from  a  web  of  trivial  cere- 

*  Especially  Fritzsche,  in  Matt.,  s.  214  ff. 

*  Winer,  bibl.  Realworterb.  2,  s.  406  ff. 

7  Comp.  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  2,  s.  273. 
'  Winer,  b.  Realw.,  I  Bd.  s.  426. 

*  Fritzsche,  s.  214  ff. 

^®  Reinhard,  s.  15  ff.  Planck,  Geschichte  des  Christenthums  in  der  Feriode  seiner 
Einfiihrung,  i,  s.  175  ff. 
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monies,  and  embodied  in  his  own  example.^^  But  such  a  distinction  is  not 
found  in  those  striking  passages  from  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount ;  rather  in 
the  v6fjL09  and  irpo^^ai,  tAe  law  and  the  prophets^  we  have  the  most  com- 
prehensive designation  of  the  whole  religious  constitution  of  the  Old  Testa- 
ment,^^ and  under  the  most  trivial  commandment,  and  the  smallest  letter  of 
the  law,  alike  pronounced  imperishable^  we  cannot  well  understand  anything 
else  than  the  ceremonial  precepts." 

A  happier  distinction  is  that  between  really  Mosaic  institutes,  and  their 
traditional  amplifications.^^  It  is  certain  that  the  sabbath  cures  of  Jesus,  his 
neglect  of  the  pedantic  ablutions  before  eating,  and  the  like,  ran  counter,  not 
to  Moses,  but  to  later  rabbinical  requirements,  and  several  discourses  of 
Jesus  turn  upon  this  distinction.  Matt  xv.  3  H,  Jesus  places  the  command- 
ment of  God  in  opposition  to  the  tradition  of  the  elders,  and  Matt  xxiii.  23, 
he  declares  that  where  they  are  compatible,  the  former  may  be  observed 
without  rejecting  the  latter,  in  which  case  he  admonishes  the  people  to  do 
all  that  the  scribes  and  Pharisees  enjoin ;  where,  on  the  contrary,  either  the 
one  or  the  other  only  can  be  respected,  he  decides  that  it  is  better  to  trans- 
gress the  tradition  of  the  elders,  than  the  commandment  of  God  as  given  by 
Moses  (Matt  xv.  3  ff.).  He  describes  the  mass  of  traditional  precepts,  as  a 
burthen  grievous  to  be  borne,  which  he  would  remove  from  the  oppressed 
people,  substituting  his  own  light  burthen  and  easy  yoke ;  whence  it  may  be 
seen,  that  with  all  his  forbearance  towards  existing  institutions,  so  far  as  they 
were  not  positively  pernicious,  it  was  his  intention  that  all  these  command- 
ments  ofmen^  as  plants  which  his  heavenly  Father  had  not  planted,  should  be 
rooted  up  (xv.  9,  13).  The  majority  of  the  Pharisaical  precepts  referred  to 
externals,  and  had  the  effect  of  burying  the  noble  morality  of  the  Mosaic  law 
uniler  a  heap  of  ceremonial  observances ;  a  gift  to  the  temple  sufficed  to 
absolve  the  giver  from  his  filial  duties  (xv.  5),  and  the  payment  of  tithe  of 
anise  and  cummin  superseded  justice,  mercy,  and  faith  (xxiii.  23).  Hence 
this  distinction  is  in  some  degree  identical  with  the  former,  since  in  the 
rabbinical  institutes  it  was  their  merely  ceremonial  tendency  that  Jesus 
censured,  while,  in  the  Mosaic  law,  it  was  the  kernel  of  religion  and  morality 
that  he  chiefly  valued.  It  must  only  not  be  contended  that  he  regarded  the 
Mosaic  law  as  permanent  solely  in  its  spiritual  part,  for  the  passages  quoted, 
especially  from  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount,  clearly  show  that  he  did  not  con- 
template the  abolition  of  the  merely  ritual  precepts. 

Jesus,  supposing  that  he  had  discerned  m^Iity  and  the  spiritual  worship 
of  God  to  be  the  sole  essentials  in  religion,  must  have  rejected  all  which, 
being  merely  ritual  and  formal,  had  usurped  the  importance  of  a  religious 
obligation,  and  under  this  description  must  fall  a  Large  proportion  of  the 
Mosaic  precepts ;  but  it  is  well  known  how  slowly  such  consequences  are 
deduced,  when  they  come  into  collision  with  usages  consecrated  by  antiquity. 
Even  Samuel,  apparently,  was  aware  that  obedience  is  better  than  sacrifice 
(i  Sam.  XV.  22),  and  Asaph,  that  an  offering  of  thanksgiving  is  more  accept- 
able to  God  than  one  of  slain  animals  (Ps.  1.);  yet  how  long  after  were 
sacrifices  retained  together  with  true  obedience,  or  in  its  stead  !  Jesus  was 
more  thoroughly  penetrated  with  this  conviction  than  those  ancients ;  with 
him,  the  true  commandments  of  God  in  the  Mosaic  law  were  simply.  Honour 
thy  father  and  thy  mother^  Thou  shait  not  Mll^  etc,  and  above  all,  Thou  shalt 
lave  the  Lord  thy  God  with  all  thy  hearty  and  thy  neighbour  as  thyself.     But 

"  De  Wette,  BibL  Dogm.,  §  210. 

^'  Fritzsche,  s.  214. 

**  Vid.  thtf  Fnigmentist,  s.  69. 

^*  Paulas,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  b,  s.  600  i,    Leben  Jesu,  i,  a,  s.  296,  312. 
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his  deep-rooted  respect  for  the  sacred  book  of  the  law,  caused  him,  for  the 
sake  of  these  essential  contents,  to  honour  the  unessential ;  which  was  the 
more  natural,  as  in  comparison  with  the  absurdly  exaggerated  pedantry  of 
the  traditional  observances,  the  ritual  of  the  Pentateuch  must  have  appeared 
highly  simple.  To  honour  this  latter  part  of  the  law  as  of  Divine  origin,  but 
to  declare  it  abrogated  on  the  principle,  that  in  the  education  of  the  human 
race,  God  finds  necessary  for  an  earlier  period  an  arrangement  which  is 
superfluous  for  a  later  one,  implies  that  idea  of  the  law  as  a  schoolmaster^ 
v6fjL09  iratSaycoyos  (Gal.  iii.  24),  which  seems  first  to  have  been  developed  by 
the- Apostle  Paul ;  nevertheless,  its  germ  lies  in  the  declaration  of  Jesus,  that 
God  had  permitted  to  the  early  Hebrews,  on  aaount  of  the  hardness  of  their 
hearts  (Matt  xix.  8  f ),  many  things  which,  in  a  more  advanced  state  of 
culture,  were  inadmissible. 

A  similar  limitation  of  the  duration  of  the  law  is  involved  in  the  pre- 
dictions of  Jesus  (if  indeed  they  were  uttered  by  Jesus,  a  point  which  we 
have  to  discuss),  that  the  temple  would  be  destroyed  at  his  approaching 
advent  (Matt  xxiv.  parall.),  and  that  devotion  would  be  freed  from  all  local 
restrictions  (John  iv.) ;  for  with  these  must  fall  the  entire  Mosaic  systeni  of 
external  worship.     This  is  not  contradicted  by  the  declaration  that  the  law 
would  endure  until  heaven  and  earth  should  pass  away  (Matt.  v.  18),  for  the 
Hebrew  associated  the  fall  of  his  state  and  sanctuary  with  the  end  of  the  old 
world  or  dispensation,  so  that  the  expressions,  so  long  as  the  temple  stands, 
and  so  long  as  the  world  stands,  were  equivalent^*     It  is  true  that  the  words 
of  Jesus,  Luke  xvi.  16,  o  v6fio%  lau  ol  TrptHfuYJnu  ccds  laxiwov,  seem  to  imply, 
that  the  appearance  of  the  Baptist  put  an  end  to  the  validity  of  the  law ;  but 
this  passage  loses  its  depreciatory  sense  when  compared  with  its  parallel. 
Matt  xi.  13.      On  the  other  hand,  Luke  xvi.  17  controls  Matt  v.  18,  and 
reduces  it  to  a  mere  comparison  between  the  stability  of  the  law,  and  that  of 
heaven  and  earth.     The  only  question  then  is,  in  which  of  the  gospels  are 
the  two  passages  more  correctly  stated  ?    As  given  in  the  first,  they  intimate 
that  the  law  would  retain  its  supremacy  until,  and  not  after,  the  close  of  the 
old  dispensation.     With  this  agrees  the  prediction,  that  the  temple  would  be 
destroyed ;  for  the  spiritualization  of  religion,  and,  according  to  Stephen's 
interpretation,  the  abolition  <5f  the  Mosaic  law,  which  were  to  be  the  results 
of  that  event,  were  undoubtedly  identified  by  Jesus  with  the  commencement 
of  the  aUlav  /xiKXwv  of  the  Messiah.    Hence  it  appears,  that  the  only  difference 
/  between  the  view  of  Paul  and  that  of  Jesus  is  this :  that  the  latter  antici- 
pated the  extinction  of  the  Mosaic  system  as  a  concomitant  of  his  glorious 
advent  or  return  to   the  regenerated  earth,  while   the  former  believed  its 
abolition  permissible  on   the  old,   unregenerated  earth,   in  virtue  of  the 
Messiah's  first  advent^* 

§  68. 

SCOPE   OF   THE   MESSIANIC   PLAN   OF  JESUS.       RELATION   TO  THE   GENTILES. 

Although  the  church  founded  by  Jesus  did,  in  fact,  early  extend  itself 
beyond  the  limits  of  the  Jewish  people,  there  are  yet  indications  which  might 
induce  a  belief  that  he  did  not  contemplate  such  an  extension.^  When  he 
sends  the  twelve  on  their  first  mission,  his  command  is,  Go  not  into  the  way 

'*  Comp.  Pauliis,  exeg.  Handb.  I,  b,  s.  598  f. 
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of  the  Gentiles — Go  rather  to  the  lost  sheep  of  the  house  of  Israel  (Matt  x.  5  f.). 
That  Matthew  alone  has  this  injunction,  and  not  the  two  other  synoptists,  is 
less  probably  explained  by  the  supposition  that  the  Hebrew  author  of  the 
first  gospel  interpolated  it,  than  by  the  opposite  one,  namely,  that  it  was 
wilfully  omitted  by  the  Hellenistic  authors  of  the  second  and  third  gospels. 
For,  as  the  judaizing  tendency  of  Matthew  is  not  so  marked  that  he  assigns 
to  Jesus  the  intention  of  limiting  the  messianic  kingdom  to  the  Jews ;  as,  on 
the  contrary,  he  makes  Jesus  unequivocally  foretell  the  calling  of  the  Gentiles 
(viii.  II  f.,  xxi.  33  ff.,  xxii.  i  ff.,  xxviii.  19  f.) :  he  had  no  motive  for  fabricating 
this  particularizing  addition  \  but  the  two  other  Evangelists  had  a  strong  one 
for  its  omission,  in  the  offence  which  it  would  cause  to  the  Gentiles  already 
within  the  fold.  Its  presence  in  Matthew,  however,  demands  an  explanation, 
and  expositors  have  thought  to  furnish  one  by  supposing  the  injunction  of 
Jesus  to  be  a  measure  of  prudence.^  It  is  unquestionable  that,  even  if  the 
plan  of  Jesus  comprehended  the  Gentiles  as  well  as  the  Jews,  he  must  at 
first,  if  he  would  not  for  ever  ruin  his  cause  with  his  fellow-countrymen, 
adopt,  and  prescribe  to  the  disciples,  a  rule  of  national  exclusiveness.  This 
necessity  on  his  part  might  account  for  his  answer  to  the  Canaanitish  woman, 
whose  daughter  he  refuses  to  heal,  because  he  was  only  sent  to  the  lost  sheep 
of  the  house  of  Israel  (Matt.  xv.  24),  were  it  not  that  the  boon  which  he 
here  denies  is  not  a  reception  into  the  messianic  kingdom,  but  a  temporal 
bene6t,  such  as  even  Elijah  and  Elisha  had  conferred  on  those  who  were 
not  Israelites  (i  Kings  xviL  9  flf. ;  2  Kings  v.  1  ff.)-— examples  to  which  Jesus 
elsewhere  appeals  (Luke  iv.  25  ff.).  Hence  the  disciples  thought  it  natural 
and  unobjectionable  to  grant  the  woman's  petition,  and  it  could  not  be 
prudential  considerations  that  withheld  Jesus,  for  a  time,  from  compliance. 
That  an  aversion  to  the  Gentiles  may  not  appear  to  be  his  motive,  it  has 
been  conjectured  ^  that  Jesus,  wishing  to  preserve  an  incognito  in  that  country, 
avoided  the  performance  of  any  messianic  work.  But  such  a  design  of  con- 
cealment is  only  mentioned  by  Mark  (vii.  25),  who  represents  it  as  being 
defeated  by  the  entreaties  of  the  woman,  contrary  to  the  inclinations  of 
Jesus ;  and  as  this  Evangelist  omits  the  declaration  of  Jesus,  that  he  was  not 
sent  but  to  the  lost  sheep  of  the  house  of  Israel,  we  must  suspect  that  he 
was  guided  by  the  wish  to  supply  a  less  offensive  motive  for  the  conduct  of 
Jesus,  rather  than  by  historical  accuracy.  Had  Jesus  really  been  influenced 
by  the  motive  which  Mark  assigns,  he  must  at  once  have  alleged  it  to  his 
disciples  instead  of  a  merely  ostensible  one,  calculated  to  strengthen  their 
already  rigid  exclusiveness.  We  should  therefore  rather  listen  to  the  opinion 
that  Jesus  sought,  by  his  repeated  refusal,  to  prove  the  faith  of  the  woman, 
and  furnish  an  occasion  for  its  exhibition,^  if  we  could  find  in  the  text  the 
slightest  trace  of  mere  dissimulation  ;  and  none  of  a  real  change  of  mind.^ 
Even  Mark,  bent  as  he  was  on  softening  the  features  of  the  incident,  cannot 
have  thought  of  a  dissimulation  of  this  kind ;  otherwise,  instead  of  omitting 
the  harsh  words  and  making  the  inadequate  addition,  and  would  have  no  man 
know  ity  he  would  have  removed  the  oflence  in  the  most  satisfactory  manner, 
by  an  observation  such  as,  he  said  this  to  prove  her  (comp.  John  vi.  6).  Thus 
it  must  be  allowed  that  Jesus  in  this  case  seems  to  share  the  antipathy  of 
his  countrymen  towards  the  Gentiles,  nay,  his  antipathy  seems  to  be  of  a 
deeper  stamp  than  that  of  his  disciples ;  unless  their  advocacy  of  the  woman 
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be  a  touch  from  the  pencil  of  tradition,   for  the  sake  of  contrast  and 
grouping. 

This  narrative,  however,  is  neutralized  by  another,  in  which  Jesus  is  said 
to  act  in  a  directly  opposite  manner.  The  centurion  of  Capernaum,  also 
a  Gentile  (as  we  gather  from  the  remarks  of  Jesus),  has  scarcely  complained 
of  a  distress  similar  to  that  of  the  Canaanitish  woman,  when  Jesus  himself 
volunteers  to  go  and  heal  his  servant  (Matt.  viii.  5).  If,  then,  Jesus  has  no 
hesitation,  in  this  instance,  to  exercise  his  power  of  healing 'in  favour  of  a 
heathen,  how  comes  it  that  he  refuses  to  do  so  in  another  quite  analogous 
case  ?  Truly  if  the  relative  position  of  the  two  narratives  in  the  gospels  have 
any  weight,  he  must  have  shown  himself  more  harsh  and  narrow  at  the  later 
period  than  at  the  earlier  one.  Meanwhile,  this  single  act  of  benevolence  to 
a  Gentile,  standing  as  it  does  in  inexplicable  contradiction  to  the  narrative 
above  examined,  cannot  prove,  in  opposition  to  the  command  expressly 
given  to  the  disciples,  not  to  go  to  the  Gentiles,  that  Jesus  contemplated 
their  admission  as  such  into  the  messianic  kingdom. 

£ven  the  prediction  of  Jesus  that  the  kingdom  of  heaven  would  be  taken 
from  the  Jews  and  given  to  the  Gentiles,  does  not  prove  this.  In  the  above 
interview  with  the  centurion  of  Capernaum,  Jesus  declares  that  many  shall 
come  from  the  east  and  the  west,  and  sit  down  with  the  patriarchs  in  the 
kingdom  of  heaven^  while  the  children  of  the  kingdom  (obviously  the  Jews), 
for  whom  it  was  originally  designed,  will  be  cast  out  (Matt.  viii.  11  f ).  Yet 
more  decidedly,  when  applying  the  parable  of  the  husbandmen  in  the  vineyard, 
he  warns  his  countrymen  that  the  kingdom  of  God  shall  be  taken  from  them^ 
and  given  to  a  nation  bringing  forth  the  fruits  thereof  (Malt.  xxi.  43).  All 
this  may  be  understood  in  the  sense  intended  by  the  prophets,  in  their 
promises  that  the  messianic  kingdom  would  extend  to  all  nations ;  namely, 
that  the  Gentiles  would  turn  to  the  worship  of  Jehovah,  embrace  the  Mosaic 
religion  in  its  entire  form,  and  afterwards  be  received  into  the.  Messiah's 
kingdom.  It  would  accord  very  well  with  this  expectation,  that,  prior  to 
such  a  conversion,  Jesus  should  forbid  his  disciples  to  direct  their  announce- 
ment of  his  kingdom  to  the  Gentiles. 

But  in  the  discourses  concerning  his  re-appearance,  Jesus  regards  the 
publication  of  the  gospel  to  all  nations  as  one  of  the  circumstances  that 
must  precede  that  event  (Matt,  xxi  v.  14 ;  Mark  xiii.  10) ;  and  after  his  resur- 
rection, according  to  the  synoptists,  he  gave  his  disciples  the  command,  Go 
yCy  and  teach  all  nations,  baptizing  them,  etc.  (Matt,  xxviii.  19  ;  Mark  xvi.  15  ; 
Luke  xxiv.  47) ;  i.e.  go  to  them  with  the  offer  of  the  Messiah's  kingdom,  even 
though  they  may  not  beforehand  have  become  Jews.  Not  only,  however, 
do  the  disciples,  after  the  first  Pentecost,  neglect  to  execute  this  command, 
but  when  a  case  is  thrust  on  them  which  offers  them  an  opportunity  for 
compliance  with  it,  they  act  as  if  they  were  altogether  ignorant  that  such  a 
direction  had  been  given  by  Jesus  (Acts  x.,  xi.).  The  heathen  centurion 
Cornelius,  worthy,  from  his  devout  life,  of  a  reception  into  the  messianic 
community,  is  pointed  out  by  an  angel  to  the  Apostle  Peter.  But  because  it 
was  not  hidden  from  God,  with  what  difficulty  the  apostle  would  be  induced 
to  receive  a  heathen,  without  further  preliminary,  into  the  Messiah's  kingdom, 
he  saw  it  needful  to  prepare  him  for  such  a  step  by  a  symbolical  vision.  In 
consequence  of  such  an  admonition  Peter  goes  to  Cornelius ;  but  to  impel 
him  to  baptize  him  and  his  family,  he  needs  a  second  sign,  the  pouring  out 
of  the  Holy  Ghost  on  these  uncircumcised.  When,  subsequently,  the  Jewish 
Christians  in  Jerusalem  call  him  to  account  for  this  reception  of  Gentiles, 
Peter  appeals  in  his  justification  solely  to  the  recent  vision,  and  to  the  Holy 
Ghost  given  to  the  centurion's  family.    Whatever  judgment  we  may  form 
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of  the  credibility  of  this  history,  it  is  a  memorial  of  the  many  deliberations 
and  contentions  which  it  cost  the  apostles  after  the  departure  of  Jesus,  to 
convince  themselves  of  the  eligibility  of  Gentiles  for  a  participation  in  the 
kingdom  of  their  Christ,  and  the  reasons  which  at  last  brought  them  to  a 
decision.  Now  if  Jesus  had  given  so  explicit  a  command  as  that  above  , 
quoted,  what  need  was  there  of  a  vision  to  encourage  Peter  to  its  fulfilment  ? 
or,  supposing  the  vision  to  be  a  legendary  investiture  of  the  natural  delibera- 
tions of  the  disciples,  why  did  they  go  about  in  search  of  the  reflection,  that 
all  men  ought  to  be  baptized,  because  before  God  all  men  and  all  animals,  as 
his  creatures;  are  clean,  if  they  could  have  appealed  to  an  express  injunction 
of  Jesus  ?/  Here,  then,  is  the  alternative :  if  Jesus  himself  gave  this  com- 
mand, the  disciples  cannot  have  been  led  to  the  admission  of  the  Gentiles  by 
the  means  narrated  in  Acts  x.,  xi. ;  if,  on  the  other  hand,  that  narrative  is 
authentic,  the  alleged  command  of  Tesus  cannot  be  historical.  Our  canon 
decides  for  the  latter  proposition.  /^For  that  the  subsequent  practice  and  ^ 
pre-eminent  distinction  of  the  Christian  Church,  its  accessibility  to  all  nations/ 
and  its  indifference  to  circumcision  or  uncircumcision,  should,  have  lain  in 
the  mind  of  its  founder,  is  the  view  best  adapted  to  exalt  and  adorn.  Jesus ; 
while  that,  after  his  death,  and  through  the  gradual  development  of  relations, 
the  church,  which  its  Founder  had  designed  for  the  Gentiles  only  in  so  far 
as  they  became  Jews,  should  break  through  these  limits,  is  in  the  simple, 
natural,  auiji  llieieli^Ttithe  probable  course  of  things. 


§  69. 

RELATION   OF  THE  MESSIANIC   PLAN   OF  JESUS  TO  THE   SAMARITANS.      HIS 

INTERVIEW   WITH   THE   WOMAN   OF   SAMARIA. 

There  is  the  same  apparent  contradiction  in  the  position  which  Jesus  took, 
and  prescribed  to  his  diisciples,  towards  the  inhabitants  of  Samaria.  While 
in  his  instructions  to  his  disciples  (Matt.  x.  5),  he  forbids  them  to  visit  any 
city  of  the  Samaritans,  we  read  in  John  (iv.)  that  Jesus  himself  in  his  journey 
through  Samaria  laboured  as  the  Messiah  with  great  effect,  and  ultimately 
stayed  two  days  in  a  Samaritan  town ;  and  in  the  Acts  (i.  8),  that  before  his 
ascension  he  charged  the  disciples  to  be  his  witnesses,  not  only  in  Jerusalem 
and  in  all  Judea,  but  also  in  Samaria.  That  Jesus  did  not  entirely  shun 
Samaria,  as  that  prohibition  might  appear  to  intimate,  is  evident  from  Luke  ix. 
52  (comp.  xvii.  if),  where  his  disciples  bespeak  lodgings  for  him  in  a 
Samaritan  village,  when  he  has  determined  to  go  to  Jerusalem ;  a  circum- 
stance which  accords  with  the  information  of  Josephus,  that  those  Galileans 
who  journeyed  to  the  feasts  usually  went  through  Samaria.^  That  Jesus  was 
not  unfavourable  to  the  Samaritans,  nay,  that  in  many  respects  he  acknow- 
ledged their  superiority  to  the  Jews,  is  evident  from  his  parable  of  the  Good 
Samaritan  (Luke  x.  30  ff.) ;  he  also  bestows  a  marked  notice  on  the  case  of  a 
Samaritan,  who,  among  ten  cleansed,  was  the  only  one  that  testified  his 
gratitude  (Luke  xvii.  16) ;  and,  if  we  may  venture  on  such  a  conclusion  from 
John  iv.  25,  and  subsequent  records,^  the  inhabitants  of  Samaria  themselves 
had  some  tincture  of  the  messianic  idea. 

However  natural  it  may  appear  that  Jesus  should  avail  himself  of  this 
susceptible  side  of  the  Samaritans,  by  opportunely  announcing  to  them  the 

'  Antiq.  zx.  vi.  I.     For  some  rabbinical  rales  not  quite  in  accordance  with  this,  see 
Lightfoot,  p.  99i« 
*  Bertholdt,  Christol.  Judseor.,  §  7. 
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messianic  kingdom  ;  the  aspect  which  the  four  Evangelists  bear  to  each  other 
on  this  subject  must  excite  surprise.  Matthew  has  no  occasion  on  which 
Jesus  comes  in  contact  with  the  Samaritans,  or  even  mentions  them,  except 
in  the  prohibition  above  quoted ;  Mark  is  more  neutral  than  Matthew,  and 
has  not  even  that  prohibition ;  Luke  has  two  instances  of  contact,  one  of 
them  unfavourable,  the  other  favourable,  together  with  the  parable  in  which 
Jesus  presents  a  Samaritan  as  a  model,  and  his  approving  notice  of  the 
gratitude  of  one  whom  he  had  healed  ;  John,  finally,  has  a  narrative  in  which 
Jesus  appears  in  a  very  intimate  and  highly  favourable  relation  to  the 
Samaritans.  Are  all  these  various  accounts  well  founded  ?  If  so,  how  could 
Jesus  at  one  time  prohibit  his  disciples  from  including  the  Samaritans  in  the 
messianic  plan,  and  at  another  time,  himself  receive  them  without  hesitation  ? 
Moreover,  if  the  chronological  order  of  the  Evangelists  deserve  regard,  the 
ministry  of  Jesus  in  Samaria  must  have  preceded  the  prohibition  contained 
in  his  instructions  to  his  disciples  on  their  first  mission.  For  the  scene  of 
that  mission  being  Galilee,  and  there  being  no  space  for  its  occurrence 
during  the  short  stay  which,  according  to  the  fourth  Evangelist,  Jesus  made 
in  that  province  before  the  first  Passover  (ii.  1-13),  it  must  be  placed  after 
that  Passover ;  and,  as  the  visit  to  Samaria  was  made  on  his  journey,  after 
that  visit  also.  How,  then,  could  Jesus,  after  having  with  the  most  desirable 
issue,  personally  taught  in  Samaria,  and  presented  himself  as  the  Messiah, 
forbid  his  disciples  to  carry  thither  their  messianic  tidings  ?  On  the  other 
hand,  if  the  scenes  narrated  by  John  occurred  after  the  command  recorded 
by  Matthew,  the  disciples,  instead  of  wondering  that  Jesus  talked  so  earnestly 
with  a  woman  (John  iv.  27),  ought  rather  to  have  wondered  that  he  held  any 
converse  with  a  Samaritan,^ 

Since  then  of  the  two  extreme  narratives  at  least,  in  Matthew  and  John, 
neither  presupposes  the  other,  we  must  either  doubt  the  authenticity  of  the 
exclusive  command  of  Jesus,  or  of  his  connexion  with  the  inhabitants  of 
Samaria. 

In  this  conflict  between  the  gospels,  we  have  again  the  advantage  of 
appealing  to  the  Book  of  Acts  as  an  umpire.  Before  Peter,  at  the  divine 
instigation,  had  received  the  firstfruits  of  the  Gentiles  into  the  Messiah's 
kingdom,  Philip  the  deacon,  being  driven  from  Jerusalem  by  the  persecution 
of  which  Stephen's  death  was  the  commencement,  journeyed  to  the  city  of 
Samaria,  where  he  preached  Christ,  and  by  miracles  of  all  kinds  won  the 
Samaritans  to  the  faith,  and  to  the  reception  of  baptism  (Acts  viiL  5  ff.). 
This  narrative  is  a  complete  contrast  to  that  of  the  first  admission  of  the 
Gentiles :  while  in  the  one  there  was  need  of  a  vision,  and  a  special  inti- 
mation from  the  Spirit,  to  bring  Peter  into  communication  with  the  heathens ; 
in  the  other,  Philip,  without  any  precedent,  unhesitatingly  baptizes  the 
Samaritans.  And  lest  it  should  be  said  that  the  deacon  was  perhaps  of  a 
more  liberal  spirit  than  the  apostle,  we  have  Peter  himself  coming  forthwith 
to  Samaria  in  company  with  John, — an  incident  which  forms  another  point 
of  opposition  between  the  two  narratives ;  for,  while  the  first  admission  of 
the  Gentiles  makes  a  highly  unfavourable  impression  on  the  mother  church 
at  Jerusalem,  the  report  that  Samaria  had  received  the  ward  of  God  meets 
with  so  warm  an  approval  there,  that  the  two  most  distinguished  apostles 
are  commissioned  to  confirm  and  consummate  the  work  begun  by  Philip. 
The  tenor  of  this  proceeding  makes  it  not  improbable  that  there  was  a 
precedent  for  it  in  the  conduct  of  Jesus,  or  at  least  a  sanction  in  his 
expressions. 

'  Some  enoneously  attribute  this  meanmg  to  their  question  ;  see  in  Liicke  i,  s.  533. 
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The  narrative  in  the  fourth  Gospel  (iv.)  would  form  a  perfect  precedent  in 
the  conduct  of  Jesus,  but  we  have  yet  to  examine  whether  it  bears  the  stamp 
of  historical  credibility.  We  do  not,  with  the  author  of  the  Probabilia, 
stumble  at  the  designation  of  the  locality,  and  the  opening  of  the  conversa- 
tion between  Jesus  and  the  woman  ;^  but  from  v.  16  inclusively,  there  are, 
as  impartial  expositors  confess,^  many  grave  difficulties.  The  woman  had 
entreated  Jesus  to  give  her  of  the  water  which  was  for  ever  to  extinguish 
thirst,  and  Jesus  immediately  says,  Go^  call  thy  husband.  Why  so?  It  has 
been  said  that  Jesus,  well  knowing  that  the  woman  had  no  lawful  husband, 
sought  to  shame  her,  and  bring  her  to  repentance.®  Liicke,  disapproving  the 
imputation  of  dissimulation  to  Jesus,  conjectures  that,  perceiving  the  woman's 
dulness,  he  hoped  by  summoning  her  husband,  possibly  her  superior  in  in- 
telligence, to  create  an  opportunity  for  a  more  beneficial  conversation.  But 
if  Jesus,  as  it  presently  appears,  knew  that  the  woman  had  not  at  the  time 
any  proper  husband,  he  could  not  in  earnest  desire  her  to  summon  him ;  and 
if,  as  Liicke  allows,  he  had  that  knowledge  in  a  supernatural  manner,  it  could 
not  be  hidden  from  him,  who  knew  what  was  in  man,  that  she  would  be  little 
inclined  to  comply  with  his  injunction.  If,  however,  he  had  a  prescience  that 
what  he  required  would  not  be  done,  the  injunction  was  a  feint,  and  had 
some  latent  object  But  that  this  object  was  the  penitence  of  the  woman 
there  is  no  indication  in  the  text,  for  the  ultimate  effect  on  her  is  not  shame 
and  penitence,  but  faith  in  the  prophetic  insight  of  Jesus  (v.  19).  And  this 
was  doubtless  what  Jesus  wished,  for  the  narrative  proceeds  as  if  he  had 
attained  his  purpose  with  the  woman,  and  the  issue  corresponded,  to  the 
design.  The  difficulty  here  lies,  not  so  much  in  what  Liicke  terms  dissimula- 
tion,— since  this  comes  under  the  category  of  blameless  temptation  (ircipafciv), 
elsewhere  occurring, — as  in  the  violence  with  which  Jesus  wrests,  an  oppor- 
tunity for  the  display  of  his  prophetic  gifts. 

By  a  transition  equally  abrupt,  the  woman  urges  the  conversation  to  a  point 
at  which  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus  may  become  fully  evident  As  soon  as 
she  has  recognised  Jesus  to  be  a  prophet,  she  hastens  to  consult  him  on  the 
controversy  pending  between  the  Jews  and  Samaritans,  as  to  the  place  appro- 
priated to  the  true  worship  of  God  (v.  2o)w  That  so  vivid  an  interest  in 
this  national  and  religious  question  is  not  consistent  wilh  the  limited  mental 
and  circumstantial  condition  of  the  woman^  the  majority  of  modern  com- 
mentators virtually  confess,  by  their  adoption  of  the  opinion,  that  her  drift  in 
this  remark  was  to  turn  away  the  conversation  from  her  own  affairs.^  ]f 
then  the  implied  query  concerning  the  place  for  the  true  worship  of  God, 
had  no  serious  interest  for  the  woman,  but  was  prompted  by  a  false  shame 
calculated  to  hinder  confession  and  repentance,  those  expositors  should 
remember  what  they  elsewhere  repeat  to  satiety,^  that  in  the  Gospel  of  John 
the  answers  of  Jesus  refer  not  so  much  to  the  ostensible  meaning  of  questions, 
as  to  the  under  current  of  feeling  of  which  they  are  the  indications.  In 
accordance  with  this  method,  Jesus  should  not  have  answered  the  artificial 
question  of  the  woman  as  if  it  had  been  one  of  deep  seriousness ;  he  ought 
rather  to  have  evaded  it,  and  recurred  to  the  already  detected  stain  on  her 
conscience,  which  she  was  now  seeking  to  hide,  in  order  if  possible  to  bring 
her  to  a  full  conviction  and  open  avowal  of  her  guilt  But  the  fact  is  that 
the  object  of  the  Evangelist  was  to  show  that  Jesus  had  been  recognised, 

^  Bretschneider,  ut  sup.  s.  47  ff.  97  f. 

^  Liicke,  l»  s.  520  ff. 

^  Tholiick,  in  loc 

7  Lucke  and  Tholuck,  in  loc     Hase,  L.  J.,  67. 

'  E.g.  Tholiick,  in  many  passages. 
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not  merely  as  a  prophet,  but  as  the  Messiah,  and  he  believed  that  to  turn 
the  conversation  to  the  question  of  the  legitimate  place  for  the  worship  of 
God,  the  solution  of  which  was  expected  from  the  Messiah,^  would  best 
conduce  to  that  end 

Jesus  evinces  (v.  17)  an  acquaintance  with  the  past  history  and  present 
position  of  the  woman.  The  rationalists  have  endeavoured  to  explain  this 
by  the  supposition,  that  while  Jesus  sat  at  the  well,  and  the  woman  was 
advancing  from  the  city,  some  passer-by  hinted  to  him  that  he  had  better 
not  engage  in  conversation  with  her,  as  she  was  on  the  watch  to  obtain  a 
sixth  husband.^^  But  not  to  insist  on  the  improbability  that  a  passer-by 
should  hold  a  colloquy  with  Jesus  on  the  character  of  an  obscure  woman, 
the  friends  as  well  as  the  enemies  of  the  fourth  gospel  now  agree,  that  every 
natural  explanation  of  that  knowledge  on  the  part  of  Jesus,  directly  counter- 
acts the  design  of  the  Evangelist.^^  For,  according  to  him,  the  disclosure 
which  Jesus  makes  of  his  privity  to  the  woman's  intimate  concerns,  is  the 
immediate  cause,  not  only  of  her  own  faith  in  him,  but  of  that  of  many 
inhabitants  of  the  city  (v.  39),  and  he  obviously  intends  to  imply  that  they 
were  not  too  predpitate  in  receiving  him  as  a  prophet,  on  that  ground  alone. 
Thus  in  the  view  of  the  Evangelist,  the  knowledge  in  question  was  an 
effluence  of  the  higher  nature  of  Jesus,  and  modern  supranaturalists  adhere 
to  this  explanation,  adducing  in  its  support  the  power  which  John  attributes 
to  him  (ii.  24  f.),  of  discerning  what  is  in  man  without  the  aid  of  external 
testimony.^*  But  this  does  not  meet  the  case ;  for  Jesus  here  not  only  knows 
what  is  in  the  woman, — ^her  present  equivocal  state  of  mind  towards  him 
who  is  not  her  husband, — he  has  cognizance  also  of  the  extrinsic  fact  that 
she  has  had  Rve  husbands,  of  whom  we  cannot  suppose  that  each  had  left 
a  distinct  image  in  her  mind  traceable  by  the  observation  of  Jesus.  That  by 
means  of  the  penetrative  acumen  with  which  he  scrutinized  the  hearts  of 
those  with  whom  he  had  to  do,  Jesus  should  also  have  a  prophetic  insight 
into  his  own  messianic  destiny,  and  the  fortunes  of  his  kingdom,  may  under 
a  certain  view  of  his  person  appear  probable,  and  in  any  case  must  be 
deemed  in  the  highest  degree  dignified ;  but  that  he  should  be  acquainted, 
even  to  the  most  trivial  details,  with  the  adventitious  history  of  obscure 
individuals,  is  an  idea  that  degrades  him  in  proportion  to  the  exaltation  of 
his  prophetic  dignity.  Such  empirical  knawingness  (not  omniscience)  would 
moreover  annihilate  the  human  consciousness  which  the  orthodox  view  sup- 
poses to  co-exist  in  Jesus.'*  But  the  possession  of  this  knowledge,  however 
it  may  clash  with  our  conception  of  dignity  and  wisdom,  clbsely~iEorresponds 
to  the  Jewish  notion  of  a  prophet,  more  especially  of  the,  Messiah ;  in  the 
Old  Testament,  Daniel  recites  a  dream  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  which  that 
monarch  himself  had  forgotten  (Dan.  ii.);  in  the  Clemefiline  Homilies,  the 
true  prophet  is  6  Wvrorc  iravra  ciSd>s*  ra  ficv  ^cyovora  <&s  iyiveroy  ra  8c  yivofitva 
«tf«  ytVcToi,  ra  8c  ia-6/xtva  m  ccrrai ;  **  and  the  rabbins  number  such  a  know- 
ledge of  personal  secrets  among  the  signs  of  the  Messiah,  and  observe  that 
from  the  want  of  it,  Bar-Cocheba  was  detected  to  be  a  pseudo-Messiah.^* 

Farther  on  (v.  23)  Jesus  reveals  to  the  woman  what  Hase  terms  the 
sublimest  principle  of  his  religion,  namely,  that  the  service  of  God  consists 

*  Comp.  Schottgen,  horse,  i.  s.  970  f.     Wetstein,  &  863. 
^^  Paulus,  Leben  Jesu,  i,  a,  187 ;  Comment.  4,  in  loc. 
^^  Comp.  Olshausen  in  loc.,  and  Bretschneider,  Probab.,  s.  50. 
^'  Olshausen,  Liicke,  in  loc. 
i>  Comp.  Bretschneider,  ut  sup.  s.  49  f. 
^^  Homil.  ii.  6,  comp.  iii.  12. 
^^  Schottgen,  horse,  ii.  p.  371  f. 
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in  a  life  of  piety;  tells  her  that  all  ceremonial  worship  is  about  to  be 
abolished;  and  that  he  is  the  personage  who  will  effect  this  momentous 
change,  that  is,  the  Messiah.  We  have  already  shown  it  to  be  improbable 
that  Jesus,  who  did  not  give  his  disciples  to  understand  that  he  was  the 
Messiah  until  a  comparatively  late  period,  should  make  an  early  and  distinct 
disclosure  on  the  subject  to  a  Samaritan  woman.  In  what  respect  was  she 
worthy  of  a  communication  more  explicit  than  ever  fell  to  the  lot  of  the 
disciples  ?  What  could  induce  Jesus  to  send  roaming  into  the  futurity  of 
religious  history,  the  contemplation  of  a  woman,  whom  he  should  rather  have 
induced  to  examine  herself,  and  to  ponder  on  ttie  corruptions  of  her  own 
heart  ?  Nothing  but  the  wish  to  elicit  from  her,  at  any  cost,  and  without 
regard  to  her  moral  benefit,  an  acknowledgment^  not  only  of  his  prophetic 
gifts,  but  of  his  Messiahship ;  to  which  end  it  was  necessary  to  give  the  con- 
versation the  above  direction.  But  so  contracted  a  design  can  never  be 
imputed  to  Jesus,  who»  on  other  occasions,  exemplifies  a  more  suitable  mode 
of  dealing  with  mankind :  it  is  the  design  of  the  glorifying  legend,  or  of  an 
idealizing  biographer. 

Meanwhile,  continues  the  narrative  (v.  27),  the  disciples  of  Jesus  returned 
from  the  city  with  provisions,  and  marvelled  that  he  talked  with  a  woman, 
contrary  to  rabbinical  rule.^^  While  the  woman,  excited  by  the  last  dis- 
closure of  Jesus,  hastens  homeward  to  invite  her  fellow-citizens  to  come  and 
behold  the  Messiah-like  stranger,  the  disciples  entreat  him  to  partake  of  the 
food  they  have  procured ;  he  answers,  /  Aave  meat  to  eat  that  ye  know  not  of 
(v.  32).  They,  misunderstanding  his  words,  imagine  that  some  person  has 
supplied  him  with  food  in  their  absence :  one  of  those  carnal  interpretations 
of  expressions  intended  spiritually  by  Jesus,  which  are  of  perpetual  recurrence 
in  the  fourth  gospel,  and  are  therefore  suspicious.  Then  follows  a  discourse 
on  sowing  and  reaping  (v.  35  flf.),  which,  compared  with  v.  37,  can  only  mean 
that  what  Jesus  has  sown,  die  disciples  will  reap.^^  We  admit  that  this  is 
susceptible  of  the  general  interpretation,  that  the  germ  of  the  kingdom  of 
God,  which  blossomed  and  bore  fruit  under  the  cultivation  of  the  apostles, 
was  first  deposited  in  the  world  by  Jesus :  but  it  cannot  be  denied  that  a 
special  application  is  also  intended.  Jesus  foresees  that  the  woman,  who  is 
hastening  towards  the  city,  will  procure  him  an  opportunity  of  sowing  the 
seed  of  the  gospel  in  Samaria,  and  he  promises  the  disciples  that  they  at  a 
future  time  shall  reap  the  fruits  of  his  labours.  Who  is  not  here  reminded 
of  the  propagation  of  Christianity  in  Samaria  by  Philip  and  the  apostles^  as 
narrated  in  the  Acts  ?  ^^  That,  even  abstracting  all  supematuralism  from  our 
idea  of  the  person  of  Jesus,  he  might  have  foreseen  this  progress  of  his  cause 
in  Samaria  from  his  knowledge  of  its  inhabitants,  is  not  to  be  denied ;  but  as 
the  above  figurative  prediction  forms  part  of  a  whole  more  than  improbable 
in  an  historical  point  of  view,  it  is  equally  liable  to  suspicion,  especially  as  it 
is  easy  to  show  how  it  might  originate  without  any  foundation  in  fact 
According  to  the  prevalent  tradition  of  the  early  church,  as  recorded  in  the 
synoptical  gospels,  Jesus  laboured  personally  in  Galilee,  Judea,  and  Perea 
f  only, — not  in  Samaria,  which,  however,  as  we  learn  from  the  Acts,  embraced 
/  the  gospel  at  no  remote  period  from  his  death.  How  natural  the  tendency 
I  to  perfect  the  agency  of  Jesus,  by  representing  him  to  have  sown  the  heavenly 
seed  in  Samaria,  thus  extending  his  ministry  through  all  parts  of  Palestine ; 
to  limit  the  glory  of  the  apostles  and  other  teachers  to  that  of  being  the 

^"  Lightfoot,  p.  1002. 

"  Liicke,  I,  &  542. 

^  Liicke,  s.  540^  note.    Bretscfaieider,  s.  52 
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mere  reapers  of  the  harvest  in  Samaria ;  and  to  put  this  distinction,  on  a 
suitable  occasion,  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus  I 

The  result,  then,  of  our  examination  of  John's  Samaritan  narrative  is,  that 
we  cannot  receive  it  as  a  real  history :  and  the  impression  which  it  leaves  as 
a  whole  tends  to  the  same  conclusion.     Since  Heracleon  and  Origen,i^  the 
more  ancient  commentators  have  seldom  refrained  from  giving  the  interview 
of  Jesus  with  the  woman  of  Samaria  an  allegorical  interpretation,  on  the 
ground  that  the  entire  scene  has  a  legendary  and  poetic  colouring.    Jesus  is 
seated  at  a  well, — ^that  idyllic  locality  with  which  the  old  Hebrew  legend 
associates  so  many  critical  incidents ;  at  the  identical  well,  moreover,  which 
a  tradition,  founded  on  Gen.  xxxiii.  19,  xlviii.  22 ;  Josh.  xxiv.  32,  reported 
to  have  been  given  by  Jacob  to  his  son  Joseph ;  hence  the  spot^  in  addition 
to  its  idyllic  interest,  has  the  more  decided  consecration  of  national  and 
patriarchal  recollections,  and  is  all  the  more  worthy  of  being  trodden  by  the 
Messiah.     At  the  well  Jesus  meets  with  a  woman  who  has  come  out  to  draw 
water,  just  as,   in  the  Old  Testament,  the  expectant  Eliezer  encounters 
Rebekah  with  her  pitcher^  and  as  Jacob  meets  with  Rachel,  the  destined 
ancestress  of  Israel,  or  Moses  with  his  future  wife.    Jesus  begs  of  the  woman 
to  let  him  drink ;  so  does  Eliezer  of  Rebekah ;  after  Jesus  has  made  himself 
known  to  the  woman  as  the  Messiah,  she  runs  back  to  the  city,  and  fetches 
her  neighbours :  so  Rebekah,  after  Eliezer  has  announced  himself  as  Abra- 
ham's steward,   and  Rachel,  after  she  has  discovered  that  Jacob  is  her 
kinsman,   hastein  homeward  to  call  their  friends  to  welcome  the  honoured 
guest.     It  is,  certainly,  not  one  blameless  as  those  early  mothers  in  Israel, 
whom  Jesus  here  encounters ;  for  this  woman  came  forth  as  the  representative 
of  an  impure  people,  who  had  been  faithless  to  their  marriage  bond  with 
Jehovah,  and  were  then  living  in  the  practice  of  a  false  worship ;  while  her 
good-will,  her  deficient  moral  strength,  and  her  obtuseness  in  spiritual  things, 
/^perfectly  typify  the  actual  state  of  the  Samaritans.     Thus,  the  interview  of 
Jesus  with  the  woman  of  Samaria  is  only  a  poetical  representation  of  his 
ministry  among  the  Samaritans  narrated  in  the  sequel ;  and  this  is  itself  a 
legendary  prelude  to  the  propagation  of  the  gospel  in  Samaria  after  the  death 
of  Jesus. 

Renouncing  the  event  in  question  as  unhistorical,  we  know  nothing  of  any 
connexion  formed  by  Jesus  with  the  Samaritans,  and  there  remain  as  indica- 
tions of  his  views  regarding  them,  only  his  favourable  notice  of  an  individual 
from  among  them  (Luke  xviL  16);  his  unpropitious  reception  in  one  of  their 
villages  (Luke  ix.  53) ;  the  prohibition  with  respect  to  them,  addressed  to  his 
disciples  (Matt.  x.  5);  the  eulogistic  parable  (Luke  x.  30  ff.);  and  his 
valedictory  command,  that  the  gospel  should  be  preached  in  Samaria  (Acts 
L  8).  This  express  command  being  subsequent  to  the  resurrection  of  Jesus, 
its  reality  mu$t  remain  problematical  for  us  until  we  have  examined  the 
evidence  for  that  capital  fact ;  and  it  is  to  be  questioned  whether  without  it, 
and  notwithstanding  the  alleged  prohibition,  the  unhesitating  conduct  of  the 
apostles.  Acts  viii.,  can  be  explained.  Are  we  then  to  suppose  on  the  part 
of  the  apostolic  history,  a  cancelling  of  hesitations  and  deliberations  that 
really  occurred ;  or  on  the  part  of  Matthew,  an  unwarranted  ascription  of 
national  bigotry  to  Jesus;  or,  finally,  on  the  part  of  Jesus,  a  progressive 
enlargement  of  view  ? 

^*  Comm.  in  Joan,  torn.  13. 
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CALLING   OF  THE   FIRST  COMPANIONS  OF  JESUS.      DIFFERENCE  BETWEEN  THE 

FIRST  TWO   EVANGELISTS  AND  THE   FOURTH. 

The  first  two  Evangelists  agree  in  stating  that  Jesus,  when  walking  by  the  sea 
of  Galilee,  called,  first,  the  two  brothers  Andrew  and  Peter,  and  immediately 
after,  James  and  John,  to  forsake  their  fishing  nets,  and  to  follow  him  (Matt 
iv.  18-22  ;  Mark  i.  16-20).  The  fourth  Evangelist  also  narrates  (L  35-51), 
how  the  first  disciples  came  to  attach  themselves  to  Jesus,  and  among  them 
we  find  Peter  and  Andrew,  and,  in  all  probability,  John,  for  it  is  generally 
agreed  that  the  nameless  companion  of  Andrew  was  that  ultimately  favourite 
apostle.  James  is  absent  from  this  account,  and  instead  of  his  vocation,  we 
have  that  of  Philip  and  Nathanael.  But  even  when  the  persons  are  the  same, 
all  the  particulars  of  their  meeting  with  Jesus  are  variously  detailed.  In  the 
two  synoptical  gospels,  the  scene  is  the  coast  of  the  Galilean  sea :  in  the 
fourth,  Andrew,  Peter,  and  their  anonymous  friend,  unite  themselves  to  Jesus 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  Jordan ;  Philip  and  Nathanael,  on  the  way  from  thence 
into  Galilee.  In  the  former,  again,  Jesus  in  two  instances  calls  a  pair  of 
brothers  ;  in  the  latter,  it  is  fii^t  Andrew  and  his  companion,  then  Peter,  and 
anon  Philip  and  Nathanael,  who  meet  with  Jesus.  But  the  most  important 
difference  is  this  :  while,  in  Matthew  and  Mark,  the  brethren  are  called  from 
their  fishing  immediately  by  Jesus  ;  in  John,  nothing  more  is  said  of  the  re- 
spective situations  of  those  who  were  summoned,  than  that  they  conu^  and  are 
founds  and  Jesus  himself  calls  only  Philip ;  Andrew  and  his  nameless  com- 
panion being  directed  to  him  by  the  Baptist,  Peter  brought  by  Andrew,  and 
Nathanael  by  Philip. 

Thus  the  two  narratives  appear  to  refer  to  separate  events ;  and  if  it  be 
asked  which  of  those  events  was  prior  to  the  other,  we  must  reply  that  John 
seems  to  assign  the  earlier  date  to  his  incidents,  for  he  represents  them  as 
taking  place  before  the  return  of  Jesus  from  the  scene  of  his  baptism  into 
Galilee ;  while  the  synoptists  place  theirs  after  that  journey,  especially  if, 
according  to  a  calculation  often  adopted,  we  regard  the  return  into  Galilee, 
which  they  make  so  important  an  epoch,  as  being  that  from  the  first  Passover, 
not  firom  the  baptism.  It  is  evident,  too,  from  the  intrinsic  nature  of  the 
occurrences  reported  by  the  fourth  Evangelist,  that  they  could  not  have  suc- 
ceeded those  in  Matthew  and  Mark.  For  if,  as  these  writers  tells  us,  Andrew 
and  John  had  alteady  followed  Jesus,  they  could  not  again  be  in  the  train  of 
the  Baptist,  as  we  see  them  in  the  fourth  gospel,  nor  would  it  have  been  neces- 
sary for.  that  teacher  to  have  directed  their  attention  to  Jesus ;  neither  if  Peter 
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had  already  been  called  by  Jesus  himself  to  become  a  fisher  of  men,  was  there 
any  need  for  his  brother  Andrew  to  bring  him  to  his  already  elected  master. 
Nevertheless,  expositors  with  one  voice  declare  that  the  two  narratives  are 
equally  adapted  to  precede,  or  follow,  each  other.  The  fourth  gospel,  say 
they,i  recounts  merely  the  first  introduction  of  these  men  to  Jesus ;  they  did 
not  forthwith  become  his  constant  followers,  but  were  first  installed  by  Jesus 
in  their  proper  discipleship  on  the  occasion  which  the  synoptists  have  pre- 
served. 

Let  us  test  the  justness  of  their  view.  In  the  synoptical  narrative  Jesus 
says  to  his  future  disciples,  Come  after  me^  Scvrc  oirio-o)  /aov,  and  the  result 
is  that  they  follow  him  (^icoXou^crav  avr^).  If  we  understand  from  this  that 
the  disciples  thenceforth  constantly  followed  Jesus,  how  can  we  give  a  differ- 
ent interpretation  to  the  similar  expression  in  the  fourth  gospel,  Follow  me, 
dxoXov^ci  /Aoi  ?  It  is  therefore  a  laudable  consistency  in  Paulus,  to  see,  in  both 
instances,  merely  an  invitation  to  a  temporary  companionship  during  a  walk 
in  the  immediate  neighbourhood.^  But  this  interpretation  is  incompatible 
with  the  synoptical  history.  How  could  Peter,  at  a  later  period,  say  so  em- 
phatically to  Jesus,  We  have  left  all,  and  followed  thee :  what  shall  we  have 
therefore? — how  could  Jesus  promise  to  him  and  to  every  one  who  had  for- 
saken houses,  etc,  a  hundredfold  recompense  (Matt.  xix.  27  if.),  if  this  forsak- 
ing and  following  had  been  so  transient  and  interrupted?  From  these 
considerations  alone  it  is  probable  that  the  cucoXov^ci  fuu  in  John  also  denotes 
the  commencement  of  a  permanent  connexion ;  but  there  are  besides  the 
plainest  indications  that  this  is  the  case  in  the  context  to  the  narrative.  Pre- 
cisely as  in  the  synoptical  gospels,  Jesus  appears  alone  before  the  scene  of  the 
vocation,  but  after  this  on  every  fit  occasion  the  attendance  of  his  disciples  is 
mentioned :  so  in  the  fourth  gospel,  from  the  time  of  the  occurrence  in  ques- 
tion, the  previously  solitary  Jesus  appears  in  the  company  of  his  disciples 
(ii.  2,  xii.  17,  iii.  22,  iv.  8,  27,  etc.).  To  say  that  these  disciples,  acquired 
in  Peraea,  again  dispersed  themselves  after  the  return  of  Jesus  into  Galilee^' 
is  to  do  violence  to  the  gospels  out  of  harmonistic  zeal.  But  even  supposing 
such  a  dispersion,  they  could  not,  in  the  short  time  which  it  is  possible  to  allow 
for  their  separation  from  Jesus,  have  become  so  completely  strangers  to  him, 
that  he  would  have  been  obliged  to  re-open  an  acquaintance  with  them  after 
the  manner  narrated  by  the  synoptical  writers.  Still  less  probable  is  it  that 
Jesus,  after  having  distinguished  Simon  in  the  most  individual  manner  by  the 
surname  Cephas  on  their  first  interview,  would  on  a  later  occasion  address  to 
him  the  summons  to  be  z.  fisher  of  men — a  destination  which  was  common  to 
all  the  disciples. 

The  rationalistic  commentators  perceive  a  special  advantage  in  their  posi- 
tion of  the  two  narratives.  It  accounts,  say  they,  for  what  must  otherwise  be 
in  the  highest  degree  surprising,  namely,  that  Jesus  merely  in  passing,  and  at 
the  first  glance,  should  choose  four  fishermen  for  his  disciples,  and  that  among 
them  he  should  have  alighted  on  the  two  most  distinguished  apostles ;  that, 
moreover,  these  four  men,  actively  employed  in  their  business,  should  leave 
it  on  the  instant  of  their  receiving  an  enigmatical  summons  from  a  man  with 
whom  they  had  no  intimate  acquaintance,  and  devote  themselves  to  him  as  his 
followers.  Now  on  comparing  the  fourth  gospel,  we  see  that  Jesus  had  learned 
to  know  these  men  long  before,  and  that  they,  too,  had  had  demonstration  of 
his  excellence,  whence  it  is  easy  to  understand  the  felicity  of  his  choice,  and  their 

^  Kuinol,  Comm.  in  Matth.,  s.  100 ;  Lucke,  Comm.  z.  Joh.  i,  t.  388 ;  OUhausen,  bibl. 
Comm.  I,  s.  197  ;  Hase,  Leben  Jesu,.§§  56,  61. 
'  Leben  Jesu,  I,  a,  s.  212. 
'  Panlus,  Leben  Jesa,  i,  a,  a.  213 ;  Siefiert,  iiber  den  Urspning  a.  s.  f.,  s.  72. 
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readiness  to  follow  him.  But  this  apparent  advantage  i»  the  condemning  cir- 
cumstance in  the  above  position :  for  nothing  can  more  directly  counteract 
the  intention  of  the  first  two  Evangelists,  than  to  suppose  a  previous  acquaint- 
ance between  Jesus  and  the  brethren  whom  he  summons  to  follow  him.  In 
both  Gospels,  great  stress  is  laid  on  the  fact  that  they  immediately  cv^ecos  left 
their  nets,  resolved  to  follow  Jesus  :  the  writers  must  therefore  have  deemed 
this  something  extraordinary,  which  it  certainly  was  not,  if  these  men  had  pre- 
viously been  in  his  train.  In  relation  to  Jesus  also,  the  point  of  the  narrative 
lies  in  his  having,  with  a  prophetic  spirit,  and  at  the  first  glance,  selected  the 
right  individuals,  not  needing  that  any  should  testify  of  nian^for  he  knew  what 
7vas  in  man^  according  to  John  ii.  25,  and  thus  presenting  one  of  the  charac- 
teristics which  the  Jews  expected  in  their  Messiah. 

If,  then,  each  of  these  two  diverse  narratives  professes  to  describe-  the  first 
acquaintance  of  Jesus  with  his  most  distinguished  disciples,  it  follows  that  one 
only  can  be  correct,  while  the  other  is  necessarily  erroneous.^  It  is  our  task 
to  inquire  which  has  the  more  intrinsic  proofs  of  veracity.  With  oespect  to 
the  synoptical  representation,  we  share  the  difficulty  which  is  felt  by  Paulus, 
in  regarding  it  as  a  true  account  of  the  first  interview  between  the  parties^  A 
penetration  into  the  character  of  men  at  the  first  glance,  such  as  is  here  sup- 
posed to  have  been  evinced  by  Jesus,  transcends  all  that  is  naturally  possible 
to  the  most  fortunate  and  practised  knowledge  of  mankind.  The  nature  of 
man  is  only  revealed  by  his  words  and  actions ;  the  gift  of  discerning  it  with- 
out these  means,  belongs  to  the  visionary,  or  to  that  species  of  intuitioa  for 
which  the  rabbinical  designation  of  this  messianic  attribute,  odorandb  judi- 
care^^  is  not  at  all  too  monstrous.  Scarcely  less  improbable  is  the  unhesitating 
obedience  of  the  disciples,  for  Jesus  had  not  yet  acquired  his  Galilean  fame  ; 
and  to  account  for  this  promptitude  we  must  suppose  that  the  voice  and  will 
of  Jesus  had  a  coercive  influence  over  minds,  independently  of  preparation 
and  motives,^  which  would  be  to  complete  the  incredibility  of  the  narrative 
by  adding  a  magical  trait  to  the  visionary  one  already  exposed. 

If  these  negative  arguments  are  deemed  strong  enough  to  annul  the  pre- 
tensions of  the  narrative  to  an  historical  character,  the  alternative  is  to  assign  to 
it  a  mythical  interpretation,  if  we  can  show  on  positive  grounds  that  it  might 
have  been  constructed  in  a  traditional  manner  without  historical  foundation. 
As  adequate  inducements  to  the  formation  of  such  a  legend,  we  may  point, 
not  only  to  the  above  cited  Jewish  notion  of  the  Messiah  as  the  searcher  of 
hearts,  but  to  a  specific  type  of  this  vocation  of  the  apostles,  contained  in  the 
narrative  (i  Kings  xix.  19-21)  of  the  mode  in  which  the  prophet  Elijah  sum- 
moned Elisha  to  become  his  follower.  Here  Jesus  calls  the  brethren  from 
their  nets  and  their  fishing ;  there  the  prophet  calls  his  future  disciple  from 
the  oxen  and  the  plough  ;  in  both  cases  there  is  a  transition  from  simple  phy- 
sical labour  to  the  highest  spiritual  office — a  contrast  which,  as  is  exemplified 
in  the  Roman  history,  tradition  is  apt  either  to  cherish  or  to  create.  Further, 
the  fishermen,  at  the  call  of  Jesus,  forsake  their  nets  and  follow  him  ;  so  Elisha, 
when  Elijah  cast  his  mantle  over  him,  left  the  oxen^  and  ran  after  Elijah,  This 
is  one  apparent  divergency,  which  is  a  yet  more  striking  proof  of  the  relation 
between  the  two  narratives,  than  is  their  general  similarity.  The  prophet's 
disciple  entreated  that  before  he  attached  himself  entirely  to  Elijah,  he  might 
be  permitted  to  take  leave  of  his  father  and  mother ;  and  the  prophet  does 
not  hesitate  to  grant  him  this  request,  on  the  understood  condition  that  Elisha 
should  return  to  him.    Similar  petitions  are  offered  to  Jesus  (Luke  ix.  59  ff. ; 

*  See  Fritzsche,  in  Matt.,  p.  189. 

*  Schottgen,  faorae,  u.  p.  372. 

*  Paulus,  ut  sup. 
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Matt.  viii.  21  f.)  by  some  whom  he  had  called,  or  who  had  volunteered  to 
follow  him ;  but  Jesus  does  not  accede  to  these  requests  :  on  the  contrary,  he 
enjoins  the  one  who  wished  previously  to  bury  his  father^  to  enter  on  his  dis- 
cipleship  without  delay ;  and  the  other,  who  had  begged  permission  to  bid 
farewell  to  his  friends,  he  at  once  dismisses  as  unfit  for  the  kingdom  of  God. 
In  strong  contrast  with  the  divided  spirit  manifested. by  these  feeble  proselytes, 
it  is  said  of  the  apostles,  that  they,  without  asking  any  delay,  immediately 
forsook  their  occupation,  and,  in  the  case  of  James  and  John,  their  father. 
Could  anything  betray  more  clearly  than  this  one  feature,  that  the  narrative 
is  an  embellished  imitation  of  that  in  the  Old  Testament  intended  to  show 
that  Jesus,  in  his  character  of  Messiah,  exacted  a  more  decided  adhesion,  ac- 
companied with  greater  sacrifices,  than  Elijah,  in  his  character  of  Prophet 
merely,  required  or  was  authorized  to  require  ?  '  The  historical  germ  of  the 
narrative  may  be  this :  several  of  the  most  eminent  disciples  of  Jesus,  particu* 
larly  Peter,  dwelling  on  the  shores  of  the  sea  of  Galilee,  had  been  fishermen, 
whence  Jesus  during  their  subsequent  apostolic  agency  may  have  sometimes 
styled  them^^^^x  of  men.  But  without  doubt,  their  relation  with  Jesus  was 
formed  gradually,  like  other  human  relations,  and  is  only  elevated  into  a 
marvel  through  the  obliviousness  of  tradition. 

By  removing  the  synoptical  narrative  we  make  room  for  that  of  John ;  but 
whether  we  are  to  receive  it  as  historical,  can  only  be  decided  by  an  examina- 
tion of  its  matter.  At  the  very  outset,  it  excites  no  favourable  prejudice,  that 
John  the  Baptist  is  the  one  who  directs  the  first  two  disciples  to  Jesus ;  for  if 
there  be  any  truth  in  the  representation  given  in  a  former  chapter  of  the  rela- 
tion between  Jesus  and  the  Baptist,  some  disciples  of  the  latter  might,  indeed, 
of  their  own  aocord  attach  themselves  to  Jesus,  formerly  their  fellow-disciple, 
but  nothing  oould  be  farther  from  the  intention  of  the  Baptist  than  to  resign 
his  own  adherents  to  Jesus.  This  particular  seems  indebted  for  its  existence 
to  the  apologetic  interest  of  the  fourth  gospel,  which  seeks  to  strengthen  the 
cause  of  Jesus  by  the  testimony  of  the  Baptist.  Further,  that  Andrew,  after 
one  evening's  intercourse  with  Jesus,  should  announce  him  to  his  brother  with 
the  words,  We  have  found  the  Messiah  (i.  42) ;  that  Philip  too,  immediately 
after  his  call,  should  speak  of  him  in  a  similar  manner  to  Nathanael  (v.  46)  ; 
is  an  improbability  which  I  know  not  how  to  put  strongly  enough.  We  gather 
from  the  synoptical  statement,  which  we  have  above  decided  to  be  trustworthy, 
that  some  time  was  necessary  for  the  disciples  to  recognise  Jesus  as  the  M  es- 
siah,  and  openly  confess  their  belief  through  their  spokesman  Peter,  whose 
tardy  discernment  Jesus  would  have  been  incorrect  in  panegyrizing  as  a  divine 
revelation,  if  it  amounted  to  no  more  than  what  was  communicated  to  him  by 
his  brother  Andrew  at  the  commencement  of  his  discipleship.  Equally  un- 
natural is  the  manner  in  which  Jesus  is  said  to  have  received  Simon.  He 
accosts  him  with  the  words,  T?wu  art  Simony  the  son  ofjona^ — a  mode  of  salu- 
tation which  seems,  as  Bengel  has  well  remarked,^  to  imply  that  Jesus  had  a 
supernatural  acquaintance  with  the  name  and  origin  of  a  man  previously  un- 
known to  him,  analogous  to  his  cognizance  of  the  number  of  the  Samaritan 
woman's  husbands,  and  of  Nathanael's  presence  under  the  fig-tree.  Jesus  then 
preceeds  to  bestow  on  Simon  the  significant  surname  of  Cephas  or  Peter.  If 
we  are  not  inclined  to  degrade  the  speech  of  Jesus  into  buffoonery,  by  referring 
this  appellation  to  the  bodily  organization  of  the  disciple,*  we  must  suppose 
that  Jesus  at  the  first  glance,  with  the  eye  of  him  who  knew  hearts,  penetrated 
into  the  inmost  nature  of  Simon,  and  discovered  not  only  his  general  fitness 

7  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  b,  s.  464. 

Gnomon,  in  loc. 
*  Paulus,  Leben  Jesu,  i,  a,  s.  168. 
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for  the  apostleship,  but  also  the  special,  individual  qualities  which  rendered 
him  comparable  to  a  rock.  According  to  Matthew,  it  was  not  until  after  long 
intercourse  with  Jesus,  and  after  he  had  given  many  manifestations  of  his 
peculiar  character,  that  this  surname  was  conferred  on  Simon,  accompanied  by 
an  explanation  of  its  meaning  (xvi.  18) :  evidently  a  much  more  natural  ac- 
count of  the  matter  than  that  of  the  fourth  Evangelist,  who  makes  Jesus  discern 
at  the  first  glance  the  future  value  of  Simon  to  his  cause,  an  odorando  judUare 
which  transcends  the  synoptical  representation  in  the  same  ratio  as  the  declara- 
tion, Thou  shait  be  called  Cephas^  presupposes  a  more  intimate  knowledge, 
than  the  proposal,  I  will  make  you  fishers  of  men.  Even  after  a  more  length- 
ened conversation  with  Peter,  such  as  Liicke  supposes,'^  Jesus  could  not 
pronounce  so  decidedly  on  his  character,  without  being  a  searcher  of  hearts, 
or  falling  under  the  imputation  of  forming  too  precipitate  a  judgment  It  is 
indeed  possible  that  the  Christian  legend,  attracted  by  the  significance  of  the 
name,  may  have  represented  Jesus  as  its  author,  while,  in  fact,  Simon  had 
borne  it  from  his  birth. 

The  entire  narrative  concerning  Nathanael  is  a  tissue  of  improbabilities. 
When  Philip  speaks  to  him  of  a  Messiah  from  Nazareth,  he  makes  the  cele- 
brated answer.  Can  any  good  thing  come  out  of  Natareth  (v.  47)  ?    There  is 
no  historical  datum  for  supposing  that  Nazareth,  when  Jesus  began  his  minis- 
try, was  the  object  of  particular  odium  or  contempt,^^  and  there  is  every 
probability  that  the  adversaries  of  Christianity  were  the  first  to  cast  an  asper- 
sion on  the  native  city  of  the  Messiah  whom  they  rejected.     In  the  time  of 
Jesus,  Nazareth  was  only  depreciated  by  the  Jews,  as  being  a  Galilean  city — 
a  stigma  which  it  bore  in  common  with  many  others :  but  in  this  sense  it  could 
not  be  despised  by  Nathanael,  for  he  was  himself  a  Galilean  ^xxL  2).     The 
only  probable  explanation  is  that  a  derisive  question,  which,  at  tne  time  of  the 
composition  of  the  fourth  gospel,  the  Christians  had  often  to  hear  from  their 
opponents,  was  put  into  the  mouth  of  a  cotemporary  of  Jesus,  that  by  the 
manner  in  which  he  was  divested  of  his  doubt,  others  might  be  induced  to 
comply  with  the  invitation,  to  come  and  see.     As  Nathanael  approaches  Jesus, 
the  latter  pronounces  this  judgment  on  his  character,  Behold  an  Israelite  indeed 
in  whom  is  no  guile  (v.  48) !     Paulus  is  of  opinion  that  Jesus  might  have  pre- 
viously gathered  some  intimations  concerning  Nathanael  at  Cana,  where  he 
had  just  been  attending  a  marriage  of  some  relations. ^^     But  if  Jesus  had  be- 
come acquainted  with  Nathanael's  character  in  a  natural  way,  he  must,  in 
answer  to  the  question  Whence  knowest  thou  me  f  either  have  reminded  him  of 
the  occasion  on  which  they  had  had  an  earlier  interview,  or  referred  to  the 
favourable  report  of  others.     Instead  of  this  he  speaks  of  his  knowledge  that 
Nathanael  had  been  tarrying  under  a  fig-tree :  a  knowledge  which  from  its 
result  is  evidently  intended  to  appear  supernatural.     Now  to  use  information, 
obtained  by  ordinary  means,  so  as  to  induce  a  belief  that  it  has  been  commu- 
nicated supematurally,  is  charlatanism,  if  anything  deserve  the  name.     As, 
however,  the  narrator  certainly  did  not  mean  to  impute  such  artifice  to  Jesus, 
it  is  undeniably  his  intention  to  ascribe  to  him  a  supernatural  knowledge  of 
Nathanael's  character.     As  litde  are  the  words,  fVhen  thou  wast  under  the  fig- 
tree^  I  saw  thecy  explained  by  the  exclamation  of  Paulus,  "  How  often  one  sees 
and  observes  a  man  who  is  unconscious  of  one's  gaze  !  "     Liicke  and  Tholiick 
are  also  of  opinion,  that  Jesus  observed  Nathanael  under  the  fig-tree  in  a 
natural  manner ;  they  add,  however,  the  conjecture,  that  the  latter  was  en- 
gaged in  some  occupation,  such  as  prayer  or  the  study  of  the  law,  which 
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afforded  Jesus  a  key  to  his  character.  But  if  Jesus  meant  to  imply,  "  How 
can  I  fail  to  be  convinced  of  thy  virtue,  having  watched  thee  during  thy  ear- 
nest study  of  the  law,  and  thy  fervent  prayer  under  the  fig-tree  ?  "  he  would  not 
have  omitted  the  word  vpofrevxafuvov  (praying),  or  avayivwa-Kovra  {reading)^  for 
want  of  which  we  can  extract  no  other  sense  from  his  declaration  than  this  : 
'*  Thou  mayest  be  assured  of  my  power  to  penetrate  into  thy  inmost  soul, 
from  the  fact  that  I  beheld  thee  when  thou  wast  in  a  situation  from  which  all 
merely  human  observers  were  excluded."  Here  the  whole  stress  is  thrown  not 
on  any  peculiarity  in  the  situation  of  the  person  seen,  but  on  the  fact  that 
Jesus  saw  him,  whence  it  is  necessarily  inferred  that  he  did  so  by  no  ordinary, 
natural  means.  To  imagine  that  Jesus  possessed  such  a  second  sight,  is,  we 
grant,  not  a  little  extravagant ;  but  for  that  very  reason,  il  is  Ihe  m6r(raccord- 
ant  with  the  then  existing  notions  of  a  prophet,  and  of  the  Messiah.  A  like 
power  of  seeing  and  hearing  beyond  the  limits  assigned  to  human  organs,  is 
attributed  to  Elisha  in  the  Old  Testament.  When  (2  Kings  vL  8,  ff.)  the 
king  of  Syria  makes  war  against  Israel,  Elisha  indicates  to  the  king  of  Israel 
every  position  of  the  enemy's  camp ;  and  when  the  king  of  Syria  expresses  his 
suspicion  that  he  is  betrayed  by  deserters,  he  is  told  that  the  Israelitish  pro- 
phet knows  all  the  words  that  he,  the  king  of  Syria,  speaks  in  his  private 
chamber.  Thus  also  (xxi.  32),  Elisha  knows  that  Joram  has  sent  out  mes- 
sengers to  murder  him.  How  could  it  be  endured  that  the  Messiah  should 
fall  short  of  the  prophet  in  his  powers  of  vision  ?  This  particular,  too,  en- 
ables our  Evangelist  to  form  a  climax,  in  which  Jesus  ascends  from  the  pene- 
tration of  one  immediately  present  (v.  42),  to  that  of  one  approaching  for  the 
first  time  (v.  48),  and  finally,  to  the  perception  of  one  out  of  the  reach  of 
human  eyesight  That  Jesus  goes  a  step  farther  in  the  climax,  and  says,  that 
this  proof  of  his  messianic  second  sight  is  a  trifle  compared  with  what  Nathanael 
has  yet  to  see, — that  on  him,  the  Son  of  man,  the  angels  of  God  shall  descend 
from  the  opened  heavens  (v.  51), — in  nowise  shows,  as  Paulus  thinks,  that 
there  was  nothing  miraculous  in  that  first  proof,  for  there  is  a  gradation  even 
in  miracles. 

Thus  in  the  narrative  of  John  we  stumble  at  every  step  on  difficulties,  in 
some  instances  greater  than  those  with  which  the  synoptical  accounts  are  en- 
cumbered :  hence  we  learn  as  little  from  the  one  as  the  other,  concerning  the 
manner  in  which  the  first  disciples  attached  themselves  to  Jesus.  I  cannot 
agree  with  the  author  of  the  Probabilia,  **  in  deriving  the  divergency  of  the 
fourth  Evangelist  from  his  predecessors,  from  the  wish  to  avoid  mentioning  the 
derided  fishing  trade  of  the  most  distinguished  apostles;  since  in  chap,  xxi., 
which  Bretschneider  allows  to  be  by  the  same  hand  as  the  rest  of  the  gospel, 
he  unhesitatingly  introduces  the  obnoxious  employment.  I  rather  surmise 
that  the  idea  of  their  having  received  their  decisive  apostolic  call  while 
actually  engaged  with  their  fishing-nets,  was  not  afloat  in  the  tradition  from 
which  the  fourth  Evangelist  drew ;  and  that  this  writer  formed  his  scenes, 
partly  on  the  probably  historical  report  that  some  disciples  of  Jesus  had 
belonged  to  the  school  of  the  Baptist,  and  partly  from  the  wish  to  represent 
in  the  most  favourable  light  the  relation  between  Jesus  and  the  Baptist,  and 
the  supernatural  gifts  of  the  former. 
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§  71.- 

Peter's  draught  of  fishes. 

We  have  hitherto  examined  only  two  accounts  of  the  vocation^of  Peter  and 
his  companions ;  there  is  a  third  given  by  Luke  (v.  i-ii).  I  shall  not  dilate 
on  the  minor  points  ofdiflference^  between  his  narrative  and  that  of  the  first 
two  Evangelists ;  the  essential  distinction  is,  that  in  Luke  the  disciples  do  not, 
as  in  Matthew  and  Mark,  unite  themselves  to  Jesus  on  a  simple  invitation,  but 
in  consequence  of  a  plentiful  draught  of  fishes,  to  which  Jesus  has  assisted 
Simon.  If  this  feature  be  allowed  to  constitute  Luke's  narrative  a  separate 
one  from  that  of  his  predecessors,  we  have  next  to  inquire  into  its  intrinsic 
credibility,  and  then  to  ascertain  its  relation  to  that  of  Matthew  and  Mark. 

Jesus,  oppressed  by  the  throng  of  people  on  the  shore  of  the  Galilean  sea, 
enters  into  a  ship,  that  he  may  address  them  with  more  ease  at  a  little  distance 
Jrom  land.  Having  brought  his  discourse  to  a  close,  he  desires  Simon,  the 
owner  of  the  boat,  to  launch  out  into  the  deep,  and  let  down  his  nets  for  a 
draught  Simon,  although  little  encouraged  by  the  poor  result  of  the  last 
night's  fishing,  declares  himself  willing,  and  is  rewarded  by  so  extraordinary  a 
draught,  that  Peter  and  his  partners,  James  and  John  (Andrew  is  not  here 
mentioned),  are  struck  with  astonishment,  the  former  even  with  awe,  before 
Jesus,  as  a  superior  being.  Jesus  then  says  to  Simon,  Fear  not;  from  hence- 
forth thou  sha/t  catch  men^  and  the  issue  is  that  the  three  fishermen  forsake  all, 
and  follow  him. 

The  rationalistic  commentators  take  pains  to  show  that  what  is  above  nar- 
rated might  occur  in  a  natural  way.  According  to  them,  the  astonishing 
consequence  of  letting  down  the  net  was  the  result  of  an  accurate  observation 
on  the  part  of  Jesus,  assisted  by  a  happy  fortuity.  Paulus*  supposes  that 
Jesus  at  first  wished  to  launch  out  farther  into  the  deep  merely  to  escape 
trom  the  crowd,  and  that  it  was  not  until  after  sailing  to  some  distance,  that, 
descrying  a  place  where  the  fish  were  abundant,  he  desired  Peter  to  let  down 
the  net  £ut  he  has  fallen  into  a  twofold  contradiction  of  the  evangelical 
narrative.  In  close  connexion  with  the  command  to  launch  out  into  the 
deep,  Jesus  adds.  Let  down  your  nets  for  a  draught  (hravdyay€  ets  to  pdOo^y 
KoX  xaL\d<raT€  ra  Sucrvo,  k,  t.  X.),  as  if  this  were  one  of  his  objects  in  changing 
the  locality ;  and  if  he  spoke  thus  when  at  a  little  distance  only  from  the  shore, 
his  hope  of  a  successful  draught  could  not  be  the  effect  of  his  having  observed 
a  place  abundant  in  fish  on  the  main  sea,  which  the  vessel  had  not  yet  reached. 
Our  rationalists  must  therefore  take  refuge  in  the  opinion  of  the  author  of  the 
Natural  Histoiy  of  the  Great  Prophet  of  Nazareth,  who  says,  Jesus  conjectured 
on  general  grounds,  that  under  existing  circumstances  (indicative  probably  of 
an  approaching  storm),  fishing  in  the  middle  of  the  sea  would  succeed  better 
than  it  had  done  in  the  night  But,  proceeding  from  the  natural  point  of  view, 
how  could  Jesus  be  a  better  judge  in  this  matter  than  the  men  who  had  spent 
half  their  life  on  the  sea  in  the  employment  of  fishing  ?  Certainly  if  the 
fishermen  observed  nothing  which  could  give  them  hope  of  a  plentiful  draught, 
neither  in  a  natural  manner  could  Jesus;  and  the  agreement  between  his 
words  and  the  result,  must,  adhering  to  the  natural  point  of  view,  be  put  down 
wholly  to  the  account  of  chance.  But  what  senseless  audacity,  to  promise 
at  random  a  success,  which,  judging  from  the  occurrences  of  the  past  night, 
was  little  likely  to  follow  1    It  is  said,  however,  that  Jesus  only  desires  Peter 

^  Storr,  iieber  den  Zweck  der  ev.  Gesch.  und  der  Br.  Joh«,  s.  350. 
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to  make  another  attempt,  without  giving  any  definite  promise.  But,  we  must 
rejoin,  in  the  emphatic  injunction,  which  Peter's  remark  on  the  inauspicious 
aspect  of  circumstances  for  fishing  does  not  induce  him  to  revoke,  there  is  a 
latent  promise,  and  the  words,  Let  down  your  nets^  etc,  in  the  present  passage, 
can  hardly  have  any  other  meaning  than  that  plainly  expressed  in  the  similar 
scene,  John  xxL  6,  Cast  the  net  on  the  right  side  of  the  ship^  and  ye  shall  find. 
When,  moreover,  Peter  retracts  his  objection  in  the  words.  Nevertheless  at  thy 
word  I  will  let  down  the  net^  cn-l  Sc  r^  prjfwri  cov  ;(aXa(r(o  ro  Suctvov^  though 
(^fia  may  be  translated  by  command  raiiher  than  by  promisey  in  either  case  he 
implies  a  hope  that  what  Jesus  enjoins  will  not  be  without  result.  If  Jesus 
had  not  intended  to  excite  this  hope,  he  must  immediately  have  put  an  end  to 
it,  if  he  would  not  expose  himself  to  disgrace  in  the  event  of  failure ;  and  on 
no  account  ought  he  to  have  accepted  the  attitude  and  expressions  of  Peter 
as  his  due,  if  he  had  only  merited  them  by  a  piece  of  lucky  advice  given  at  a 
venture. 

The  drift  of  the  narrative,  then,  obliges  us  to  admit  that  the  writer  intended 
to  signalize  a  miracle.  This  miracle  may  be  viewed  either  as  one  of  power, 
or  of  knowledge.  If  the  former,  we  are  to  conceive  that  Jesus  by  his  super- 
natural power,  caused  the  fish  to  congregate  in  that  part  of  the  sea  where  he 
commanded  Peter  to  cast  in  his  net.  Now  that  Jesus  should  be  able,  by  the 
immediate  action  ofhis  will,  to  influence  men,  in  the  nature  of  whose  minds 
his  spiritual  energy  might  find  a  fulcrum,  may  to  a  certain  extent  be  conceived, 
without  any  wide  deviation  from  psychological  laws ;  but  that  he  could  thus 
influence  irrational  beings,  and  those  not  isolated  animals  immediately  present 
to  him,  but  shoals  of  fish  in  the  depths  of  the  sea,  it  is  impossible  to  imagine 
out  of  the  domain  of  magic.  Olshausen  compares  this  operation  of  Jesus  to 
that  of  the  divine  omnipotence  in  the  annual  migrations  of  fish  and  birds  ;^ 
but  the  comparison  is  worse  than  lame, — it  lacks  all  parallelism  ;  for  the  latter 
is  an  effect  of  the  divine  agency,  linked  in  the  closest  manner  with  all  the 
Other  operations  of  God  in  external  nature,  with  the  change  of  seasons,  etc. ; 
while  the  former,  even  presupposing  Jesus  to  be  actually  God,  would  be  an 
isolated  act,  interrupting  the  chain  of  natural  phenomena;  a  distinction  that 
removes  any  semblance  of  parallelism  between  the  two  cases.  Allowing  the 
possibility  of  such  a  miracle  (and  from  the  supranaturalistic  point  of  view, 
nothing  is  in  itself  impossible),  did  it  subserve  any  apparent  object,  adequate 
to  determine  Jesus  to  so  extravagant  a  use  of  his  miraculous  powers  ?  Was  it 
so  important  that  Peter  should  be  inspired  by  this  incident  with  a  super- 
stitious fear,  not  accordant  with  the  spirit  of  the  New  Testament  ?  Was  this 
the  only  preparation  for  engrafting  the  true  faith?  or  did  Jesus  believe  that  it 
was  only  by  such  signs  that  he  could  win  disciples  ?  How  little  faith  must  he 
then  have  had  in  the  force  of  mind  and  of  truth  !  how  much  too  meanly  must 
he  have  estimated  Peter,  who,  at  a  later  period  at  least  (John  vL  68),  clung  to 
his  society,  not  on  account  of  the  miracles  which  he  beheld  Jesus  perform,  but 
for  the  sake  of  the  words  0/ eternal  life  which  came  from  his  lips  ! 

Under  the  pressure  of  these  difficulties,  refuge  may  be  sought  in  the  other 
supposition  as  the  more  facile  one ;  namely,  that  Jesus,  by  means  of  his  super- 
human knowledge,  was  merely  aware  that  in  a  certain  place  there  was  then  to 
be  found  a  multitude  of  fishes,  and  that  he  communicated  this  information  to 
Peter.  If  by  this  it  be  meant  that  Jesus,  through  the  possession  of  an  omni- 
science such  as  is  commonly  attributed  to  God,  knew  at  all  times,  all  the  fish, 
in  all  seas,  rivers  and  lakes ;  there  is  an  end  to  his  human  consciousness.  If, 
however,  it  be  merely  meant  that  when  he  crossed  any  water  he  became  cog- 

*  Bibl.  Comm.  i,  p.  283. 
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nizant  of  its  various  tribes  of  fish,  with  their  relative  position ;  even  this  would 
be  quite  enough  to  encumber  the  space  in  his  mind  that  was  due  to  more 
weighty  thoughts.  Lastly,  if  it  be  meant  that  he  knew  this,  not  constantly 
and  necessarily,  but  as  often  as  he  wished ;  it  is  impossible  to  understand 
how,  in  a  mind  like  that  of  Jesus,  a  desire  for  such  knowledge  should  arise, — 
how  he,  whose  vocation  had  reference  to  the  depths  of  the  human  heart, 
should  be  tempted  to  occupy  himself  with  the  fish-frequented  depths  of  the 
waters. 

But  before  we  pronounce  on  this  narrative  of  Luke,  we  must  consider  it  in 
relation  to  the  cognate  histories  in  the  first  two  synoptical  gospels.  The 
chronological  relation  of  the  respective  events  is  the  first  point  The  sup- 
position that  the  miraculous  draught  of  fishes  in  Luke  was  prior  to  the  vocation 
narrated  by  the  two  other  Evangelists,  is  excluded  by  the  consideration,  that 
the  firm  attachment  which  that  miracle  awakened  in  the  disciples,  would 
render  a  new  call  superfluous ;  or  by  the  still  stranger  objection,  tliat  if  an 
invitation,  accompanied  by  a  miracle,  had  not  sufficed  to  ally  the  men  to 
Jesos,  he  could  hardly  flatter  himself  that  a  subsequent  bare  summons,  unsup- 
ported by  any  miracle,  would  have  a  better  issue.  The  contrary  chronologic 
cal  position  presents  a  better  climax ;  but  why  a  second  invitation,  if  the  first 
had  succeeded  ?  For  to  suppose  that  the  brethren  who  followed  him  on  the 
first  summons,  again  left  him  until  the  second,  is  to  cut  the  knot,  instead  of 
untying  it  Still  more  complicated  is  the  difficulty,  when  we  take  in  addition 
the  narrative  of  the  fourth  Evangelist :  for  what  shall  we  think  of  the  connexion 
between  Jesus  and  his  diciples,  if  it  began  in  the  manner  described  by  John  ; 
if,  after  this,  the  disciples  having  from  some  unknown  cause  separated  from 
their  master,  he  again  called  them,  as  if  nothing  of  the  kind  had  before  oc- 
curred, on  the  shore  of  the  Galilean  sea ;  and  if,  this  invitation  also  producing 
no  permanent  adherence,  he  for  the  third  time  summoned  them  to  follow  him, 
fortifying  this  final  experiment  by  a  miracle?  The  entire  drift  of  Luke's 
narradve  is  such  as  to  exclude,  rather  than  to  imply,  any  earlier  and  more 
intimate  relation  between  Jesus  and  his  ultimate  disciples.  For  the  indifferent 
mention  of  two  ships  on  the  shore,  whose  owners  were  gone  out  of  them  to 
wash  their  nets,  Simon  being  unnamed  until  Jesus  chooses  to  avail  himself  of 
his  boat,  seems,  as  Schleiermacher  has  convincingly  shown,^  to  convey  the 
idea  that  the  two  parties  were  entire  strangers  to  each  other,  and  that  these 
incidents  were  preparatory  to  a  relation  yet  to  be  formed,  not  indicative  of  one 
already  existing  :  so  that  the  healing  of  Peter's  mother-in-law,  previously  re- 
counted by  Luke,  either  occurred,  like  many  other  cures  of  Jesus,  without 
producing  any  intimate  connexion,  or  has  too  early  a  date  assigned  to  it  by 
that  Evangelist  The  latter  conjecture  is  supported  by  the  fact  that  Matthew 
places  the  miracle  later. 

Thus,  it  fares  with  the  narrative  of  Luke,  when  viewed  in  relation  to  that  of 
Matthew  and  Mark,  as  it  did  with  that  of  John,  when  placed  in  the  same 
light ;  neither  will  bear  the  other  to  precede,  or  to  follow  it, — in  short,  they 
exclude  each  other. ^  Which  then  is  the  correct  narrative?  Schleiermacher 
prefers  that  of  the  Evangelist  on  whom  he  has  commented,  because  it  is  more 
particular  ' ;  and  Siefifert''  has  recently  asserted  with  great  emphasis,  that  no 
one  has  ever  yet  doubted  the  superiority  of  Luke's  narrative,  as  a  faithful 
picture  of  the  entire  occurrence,  the  number  of  its  special,  dramatic,  and  in- 

*  Ueber  den  Lukas,  s.  7a 

*  This,  with  the  legendary  character  of  both  narratives,  is  acknowledged  by  De  Wette, 
cxeg.  Handb.  I,  i,  s.  37,  i,  2,  s.  38  f. 

*  Neander  is  of  the  same  opinion,  L.  J.,  s.  249  € 
'  Uber  den  Ursprung  des  ersten  kan.  £v.,  s.  73. 
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trinsically  authenticated  details,  advantageously  distinguishing  it  from  the 
account  in  the  first  (and  second)  gospel,  which  by  its  omission  of  the  critical 
incident,  the  turning  point  in  the  narrative  (the  draught  of  fishes),  is  char- 
acterized as  the  recital  of  one  who  was  not  an  eye-witness.  I  have  already 
presented  myself  elsewhere^  to  this  critic,  as  one  hardy  enough  to  express  the 
doubt  of  which  he  denies  the  existence,  and  I  here  repeat  the  question  :  sup- 
posing one  only  of  the  two  narratives  to  have  been  modified  by  oral  tradition, 
which  alternative  is  more  in  accordance  with  the  nature  of  that  means  of 
transmission, — ^that  the  tangible  fact  of  a  draught  of  fishes  should  evaporate 
into  a  mere  saying  respecting  fishers  of  men,  or  that  this  figurative  expression 
should  be  condensed  into  a  literal  history  ?  The  answer  to  this  question 
cannot  be  dubious ;  for  when  was  it  in  the  nature  of  the  legend  to  spiritualize? 
to  change  the  real,  such  as  the  story  of  a  miracle,  into  the  ideal,  such  as  a 
mere  verbal  image  ?  The  stage  of  human  culture  to  which  the  legend  belongs, 
and  the  mental  faculty  in  which  it  originates,  demand  that  it  should  give  a 
stable  body  to  fleeting  thought,  that  it  should  counteract  the  ambiguity  and 
changeableness  of  words,  by  affixing  them  to  the  permanent  and  universally 
understood  symbol  of  action. 

It  is  easy  to  show  how,  out  of  the  expression  preserved  by  the  first  Evange- 
list, the  miraculous  story  of  the  third  might  be  formed.  If  Jesus,  in  allusion 
to  the  former  occupation  of  some  of  his  apostles,  had  called  them  fishers  of 
men ;  if  he  had  compared  the  kingdom  of  heaven  to  a  net  cast  into  the  sea, 
in  which  all  kinds  of  fish  were  taken  (Matt.  xiii.  47) ;  it  was  but  a  following 
out  of  these  ideas  to  represent  the  apostles  as  those  who,  at  the  word  of  Jesus, 
cast  out  the  net,  and  gathered  in  the  miraculous  multitude  of  fishes.^  If  we 
add  to  this,  that  the  ancient  legend  was  fond  of  occupying  its  wonder-workers 
with  affairs  of  fishing,  as  we  see  in  the  story  related  of  Pythagoras  by  Jamblichus 
and  Porphyry ;  ^^  it  will  no  longer  appear  improbable,  that  Peter's  miraculous 
draught  of  fishes  is  but  the  expression  about  the  fishers  of  men,  transmuted 
into  the  history  of  a  miracle,  and  this  view  will  at  once  set  us  free  from  all 
the  difficulties  that  attend  the  natural,  as  well  as  the  supranatural  interpretation 
of  the  narrative. 

A  similar  miraculous  draught  of  fishes  is  recorded  in  the  appendix  to  the 
fourth  gospel,  as  having  occurred  after  the  resurrection  (ch.  xxl).  Here 
again  Peter  is  fishing  on  the  Galilean  sea,  in  company  with  the  sons  of 
Zebedee  and  some  other  disciples,  and  again  he  has  been  toiling  all  night, 
and  has  taken  nothing. ^^  Early  in  the  morning,  Jesus  comes  to  the  shore, 
and  asks,  without  their  recognising  him,  if  they  have /any  meat?  On  their 
answering  in  the  negative,  he  directs  them  to  cast  the  net  on  the  right  side 
of  the  ship,  whereupon  they  have  an  extremely  rich  draught,  and  are  led  by 
this  sign  to  recognise  Jesus.  That  this  history  is  distinct  from  the  one  given 
by  Luke,  is,  from  its  great  similarity,  scarcely  conceivable ;  the  same  narrative 
has  doubtless  been  placed  by  tradition  in  different  periods  of  the  life  of 
Jesus.  ^* 

^  Berliner  JahrbUcher  fur  wisseoschaftliche  Kritik,  1834  Nov. ;  now  in  the  Chaiakteristi- 
ken  u.  Kritiken,  s.  264  f. 

*  According  to  De  Wette,  the  copious  draught  of  fishes  was  a  symbolical  miracle,  typifying 
the  rich  fruits  of  the  apostolic  ministry. 

*®  Porphyr.  vita  Pythagorse,  no.  25,  ed.  Kiessling ;  Jamblich.  ▼.  P.  no.  36.  der3.  Ausg* 
It  is  fair  to  adduce  this  history,  because,  being  less  marvellous  than  the  gospel  narrative,  it 
can  hardly  be  an  imitation,  but  must  have  arisen  independently,  and  nence  it  evinces  a 
common  tendency  of  the  ancient  legend. 

**  Luke  V.  5 :  81  SKiis  t^  wwcrot  Kmridaaprtt  ouWr  AdjSu^y.    John  xxi.  $1  xalip  iic^U^  TJf 

*■  Comp.  de  Wettc,  exeg.  Handb.,  I,  3,  s.  213. 
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Let  us  now  compare  these  three  fishing  histories, — the  two  narrated  of 
Jesus,  and  that  narrated  of  Pythagoras, — and  their  mythical  character  will  be 
obvious.  That  which,  in  Luke,  is  indubitably  intended  as  a  miracle  of  power, 
is,  in  the  history  of  Jamblichus,  a  miracle  of  knowledge ;  for  Pythagoras 
merely  tells  in  a  supernatural  manner  the  number  of  fish  already  caught  by 
natural  means.  The  narrative  of  John  holds  a  middle  place,  for  in  it  also 
the  number  of  the  fish  (153)  plays  a  part;  but  instead  of  being  predetermined  by 
the  worker  of  the  miracle,  it  is  simply  stated  by  the  narrator.  One  legendary 
feature  common  to  all  the  three  narratives,  is  the  manner  in  which  the  multitude 
and  weight  of  the  fishes  are  described ;  especially  as  this  sameness  of  manner 
accompanies  a  diversity  in  particulars.  According  to  Luke,  the  multitude  is 
so  great  that  the  net  is  broken,  one  ship  will  not  hold  them,  and  after  they 
have  been  divided  between  the  two  vessels,  both  threaten  to  sink.  In  the 
view  of  the  tradition  given  in  the  fourth  gospel,  it  was  not  calculated  to  magnify 
the  power  of  the  miraculous  agent,  that  the  net  which  he  had  so  marvellously 
filled  should  break  ;  but  as  here  also  the  aim  is  to  exalt  the  miracle  by  cele- 
brating the  number  and  weight  of  the  fishes,  they  are  said  to  be  /AcyaXoi 
(great),  and  it  is  added  that  the  men  were  not  able  to  draw  the  net  for  the 
multitude  of  fishes :  instead,  however,  of  lapsing  out  of  the  miraculous  into  the 
common  by  the  breaking  of  the  net,  a  second  miracle  is  ingeniously  made, — 
that  for  all  there  were  so  many,  yet  was  not  the  net  broken,  Jamblichus  pre- 
sents a  further  wonder  (the  only  one  he  has,  besides  the  knowledge  of 
Pythagoras  as  to  the  number  of  the  fish) :  namely,  that  while  the  fish  were 
being  counted,  a  process  that  must  have  required  a  considerable  time,  not 
one  of  them  died.  If  there  be  a  mind  that,  not  perceiving  in  the  narratives 
we  have  compared  the  finger-marks  of  tradition,  and  hence  the  legendary 
character  of  these  evangelical  anecdotes,  still  leans  to  the  historical  interpre- 
tation, whether  natural  or  supernatural ;  that  mind  must  be  alike  ignorant 
of  the  true  character  both  of  legend  and  of  history,  of  the  natural  and  the 
supernatural. 

§  72. 

CALLING   OF   MATTHEW.      CONNEXION   OF  JESUS   WITH   THE  PUBLICANS. 

The  first  gospel  (ix.  9  flf.)  tells  of  a  man  named  Matthew,  to  whom,  when 
sitting  at  the  receipt  of  custom,  Jesus  said.  Follow  me.  Instead  of  Matthew, 
the  second  and  third  gospels  have  Levi,  and  Mark  adds  he  that  was  the  son 
of  Alphceus  (Mark  iL  14  ff. ;  Luke  v.  27  fif.).  At  the  call  of  Jesus,  Luke  says 
that  he  left  all ;  Matthew  merely  states,  that  he  followed  Jesus  and  prepared 
a  meal,  of  which  many  publicans  and  sinners  partook,  to  the  great  scandal  of 
the  Pharisees. 

From  the  difference  of  the  names  it  has  been  conjectured  that  the  Evange- 
lists refer  to  two  different  events ;  ^  but  this  difference  of  the  name  is  more 
than  counterbalanced  by-  the  similarity  of  the  circumstances.  In  all  the  three 
cases  the  call  of  the  publican  is  preceded  and  followed  by  the  same  occur- 
.  rences ;  the  subject  of  the  narrative  is  in  the  same  situation  ;  Jesus  addresses 
him  in  the  same  words ;  and  the  issue  is  the  same.'  Hence  the  opinion  is 
pretty  general,  that  the  three  synoptists  have  in  this  instance  detailed  only 
one  event.  But  did  they  also  understand  only  one  person  under  different 
names,  and  was  that  person  the  Apostle  Matthew  ? 

^  Vid.  Kuinol,  in  Matth.,  p.  255. 
'  Sieffert,  ut  sup.  p.  55. 
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This  is  commonly  represented  as  conceivable  on  the  supposition  that  Levi 
was  the  proper  name  of  the  individual,  and  Matthew  merely  a  surname ;  ^  or 
that  after  he  had  attached  himself  to  Jesus,  he  exchanged  the  former  for  the 
latter.^  To  substantiate  such  an  opinion,  there  should  be  some  indication  that 
the  Evangelists  who  name  the  chosen  publican  Levi,  intend  under  that  desig- 
nation no  other  than  the  Matthew  mentioned  in  their  catalogues  of  the 
apostles  (Mark  iii.  i8  ;  Luke  vi.  15 ;  Acts  i.  13).  On  the  contrary,  in  these 
catalogues,  where  many  surnames  and  double  names  occur,  not  only  do  they 
omit  the  name  of  Levi  as  the  earlier  or  more  proper  appellation  of  Matthew^ 
but  they  leave  him  undistinguished  by  the  epithet,  6  rtXmn/f^  {the  publu:an\ 
added  by  the  first  Evangelist  in  his  catalogue  (x.  3)  \  thus  proving  that  they 
<to  not  consider  the  Apostle  Matthew  to  be  identical  with  the  Levi  summoned 
from  the  receipt  of  custom.* 

If  then  the  Evangelists  describe  the  vocation  of  two  different  men  in  a 
precisely  similar  way,  it  is  improbable  that  there  is  accuracy  on  both  sides, 
since  an  event  could  hardly  be  repeated  in  its  minute  particulars.  One  of  the 
narratives,  therefore,  is  in  error ;  and  the  burthen  has  been  thrown  on  the 
first  Evangelist,  because  he  places  the  calling  of  Matthew  considerably  after 
ihe Sermon  on  the  Mount;  while  according  to  Luke  (vi.  13  ff.),  all  the  twelve 
liad  been  chosen  before  that  discourse  was  delivered.^  But  this  would  only 
prove,  at  the  most,  that  the  first  gospel  gives  a  wrong  position  to  the  history  ; 
not  that  it  narrates  that  history  incorrectly.  It  is  therefore  unjust  to  impute 
special  difficulties  to  the  narrative  of  the  first  Evangelist :  neither  are  such  to 
be  found  in  that  of  Mark  and  Luke,  unless  it  be  thought  an  inconsistency  in 
the  latter  to  attribute  z,  forsaking  of  all^  KaroXi^v  airavr<x,  to  one  whom  he  does 
not  include  among  the  constant  followers  of  Jesus.^  The  only  question  is, 
do  they  not  labour  under  a  common  difficulty,  sufficient  to  stamp  both  accounts 
as  unhistorical  ? 

The  close  analogy  between  this  call  and  that  of  the  two  pairs  of  brethren, 
must  excite  attention.  They  were  summoned  from  their  nets ;  he  from  the 
custom-house;  as  in  their  case,  so  here,  nothing  further  is  needed  than  a  simple 
Follow  me ;  and  this  call  of  the  Messiah  has  so  irresistible  a  power  over  the 
mind  of  the  called,  that  the  publican,  like  the  fishermen,  leaves  ail^  and  follows 
him.  It  is  not  to  be  denied,  that  as  Jesus  had  been  for  a  considerable  time 
exercising  his  ministry  in  that  country,  Matthew  must  have  long  known  him ; 
and  this  is  the  argument  with  which  Fritzsche  repels  the  accusation  of  Julian 
and  Porphyry,,  who  maintain  that  Matthew  here  shows  himself  rash  and  mcon- 
siderate.  But  the  longer  Jesus  had  observed  him,  the  more  easily  might  he 
have  found  opportunity  for  drawing  him  gradually  and  quietly  into  his  train, 
instead  of  hurrying  him  in  so  tumultuary  a  manner  from  the  midst  of  his 
business.  Paulus  indeed  thinks  that  no  call  to  discipleship,  no  sudden 
forsaking  of  a  previous  occupation,  is  here  intended,  but  that  Jesus  having 
brought  his  teaching  to  a  close,  merely  signified  to  the  friend  ,who  had  given 
him  an  invitation  to  dinner,  that  he  was  now  ready  to  go  home,  with  him,  and 
sit  down  to  table.^  But  the  meal  appears,  especially  in  Luke,  to  be  the  con- 
sequence, and  not  the  cause,  of  the  summons ;  moreover^  a  n^odest  guest 
would  say  to  the  host  who  had  invited  him,  /  will  follow  thee^  a#(oA,ovdi7<ra}  o-oi, 
not  Follow  nuy  oKoKovOti  fioi;  and  in  fine,  this  interpretation  renders  the  whole 

*  Kuinol,  ut  sup.    Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.,  I,  b^  s.  513.    L.  J.,  i,  a,  240J^ 
^  Bertholdt,  Einleitung,  3,  s.  1255  f.    Fritzsche,  s.  340. 

^  Sieflfert,  s.  56;  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.,  I,  I,  s.  91. 

*  Sieffert,  s.  60. 

^  De  Wette,  ut  sup. 

*  Exeg.  Handb.,  i,  b,  s.  510.    L.  J.,  i,  a,  240. 
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anecdote  so  trivial,  that  it  would  have  been  better  omitted.^  Hence  the 
abruptness  and  impetuosity  of  the  scene  return  upon  us,  and  we  are  compelled 
to  pronounce  that  such  is  not  the  course  of  real  life,  nor  the  procedure  of  a 
man  who,  like  Jesus,  respects  the  laws  and  formalities  of  human  society ;  it  is 
the  procedure  of  legend  and  poetry,  which  love  contrasts,  and  efifective  scenes, 
which  aim  to  give  a  graphic  conception  of  a  man's  exit  from  an  old  sphere  oif 
life,  and  his  entrance  into  a  new  one,  by  representing  him  as  at  once  discard- 
ing the  implements  of  his  former  trade,  leaving  the  scene  of  his  daily  business, 
and  straightway  commencing  a  new  life.  The  historical  germ  of  the  story  may 
be,  that  Jesus  actually  had  publicans  among  his  disciples,  and  possibly  that 
Matthew  was  one.  These  men  had  truly  left  the  custom-house  to  follow  Jesus ; 
but  only  in  the  figurative  sense  of  this  concise  expression,  not  in  the  literal  one 
depicted  by  the  legend. 

It  is  not  less  astonishing  that  the  publican  should  have  a  great  feast  in 
readiness  for  Jesus  immediately  after  his  call  For  that  this  feast  was  not 
prepared  until  the  following  day,^^  is  directly  opposed  to  the  narratives,  the 
two  first  especially.  But  it  is  entirely  in  the  tone  of  the  legend  to  demonstrate 
the  joy  of  the  publican,  and  the  condescension  of  Jesus,  and  to  create  an 
occasion  for  the  reproaches  cast  on  the  latter  on  account  of  his  intimacy  with 
sinners,  by  inventing  a  great  feast,  given  to  the  publicans  at  the  house  of  their 
late  associate  immediately  after  his  call. 

Another  circumstance  connected  with  this  narrative  merits  particular  atten- 
tion. According  to  the  common  opinion  concerning  the  author  of  the  first 
gospel,  Matthew  therein  narrates  his  own  call  We  may  consider  it  granted 
that  there  are  no  positive  indications  of  this  in  the  narrative ;  but  it  is  not  so 
clear  that  there  are  no  negative  indications  which  render  it  impossible  or 
improbable.  That  the  Evangelist  does  not  here  speak  in  the  first  person,  nor 
when  describing  events  in  which  he  had  a  share  in  the  first  person  plural,  like 
the  author  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  proves  nothing ;  for  Josephus  and 
other  historians  not  less  classical,  write  of  themselves  in  the  third  person,  and 
the  we  of  the  pseudo-Matthew  in  the  Ebionite  gospel  has  a  very  suspicious 
sound.  The  use  of  the  expression,  auOfHoirov,  Mar^atov  XcyoVcvoi',  which  the 
Manicheans  made  an  objection,^'  as  they  did  the  above-mentioned  circum-' 
stance,  is  not  without  a  precedent  in  the  writings  of  Xenophon,  who  in  his 
Anabasis  introduces  himself  as  Xmophon^  a  certain  Athenian^  Bevo^v  rcg 
'A^ip/ai09."  The  Greek,  however,  did  not  fall  into  this  style  from  absorption 
in  his  subject,  nor  from  unaffected  freedom  from  egotism, — causes  which 
Olshausen  supposes  in  the  Evangelist ;  but  either  from  a  wish  not  to  pass  for 
the  author^  as  an  old  tradition  states,'*  or  from  considerations  of  taste,  neither 
of  which  motives  will  be  attributed  to  Matthew.  Whether  we  are  therefore 
to  consider  that  expression  as  a  sign  that  the  author  of  the  first  gospel  was  not 
Matthew,  may  be  difficult  to  decide  :  ^^  but  it  is  certain  that  this  history  of  the 
publican's  call  is  throughout  less  clearly  narrated  in  that  gospel  than  in  the 
third.  In  the  former,  we  are  at  a  loss  to  understand  why  it  is  abruptly  said 
that  Jesus  sat  at  meat  in  the  house,  if  the  Evangelist  were  himself  the  hospit- 
able publican,  since  it  would  then  seem  most  natural  for  him  to  let  his  joy  on 
account  of  his  call  appear  in  the  narrative,  by  telling,  as  Luke  does,  that  he 
immediately  made  a  great  feast  in  his  house.    To  say  that  he  withheld  this 

*  Schkiermacher,  iiber  den  Lukas,  s.  76. 
^®  Giatz,  Comm.  z.  Matth.  i,  s.  470. 
^^  Augnstin  c.  Faust.  Manich.  xvii.  I. 
*■  m.  1.  4. 

^*  Plutarch,  de  gloria  Atheniens.,  at  the  begiuning. 
^^  Scbuli,  Ueber  das  Abendmahl,  s.  308. 


322  PART  II.      CHAPTER  V.      §   72. 

from  modesty,  is  to  invest  a  rode  Galilean  of  that  age  with  the  affectation  be- 
longing to  the  most  refined  self-consciousness  of  modem  days. 

To  this  feast  at  the  publican's,  of  which  many*  of  the  same  obnoxious  class 
partook,  the  Evangelists  annex  the  reproaches  cast  at  the  disciples  by  the 
Pharisees  and  Scribes,  because  their  master  ate  with  publicans  and  sinners. 
Jesus,  being  within  hearing  of  the  censure,  repelled  it  by  the  well-known  text 
on  the  destination  of  the  physician  for  the  sick,  and  the  Son  of  Man  for 
sinners  (Matt.  ix.  11  ff.  paralL).  That  Jesus  should  be  frequently  taunted  by 
his  Pharisaical  enemies  with  his  too  great  predilection  for  the  despised  class 
of  publicans  (comp.  Matt  xi.  19),  accords  fully  with  the  nature  of  his  position, 
and  is  therefore  historical,  if  anything  be  so :  the  answer,  too,  which  is  here 
put  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus,  is  from  its  pithy  and  concise  character  well 
adapted  for  literal  transmission.  Further,  it  is  not  improbable  that  the  reproach 
in  question  may  have  been  especially  called  forth,  by  the  circumstance  that 
Jesus  ate  with  publicans  and  sinners,  and  went  under  their  roofs.  But  that 
the  cavils  of  his  opponents  should  have  been  accompaniments  of  the  publican's 
dinner,  as  the  evangelical  account  leads  us  to  infer,  especially  that  of  Mark 
•(v.  16),  is  not  so  easily  conceivable.^^  For  as  the  feast  was  in  the  house  (cv  rg 
oiiciigi),  and  as  the  disciples  also  partook  of  it,  how  could  the  Pharisees  utter  their 
reproaches  to  them,  while  the  meal  was  going  forward,  without  defiling  them- 
selves by  becoming  the  guests  of  a  man  that  was  a  sinner ^ — ^the  very  act  which 
they  reprehended  in  Jesus  ?  (Luke  xix.  7).  It  will  hardly  be  supposed  that 
they  waited  outside  until  the  feast  was  ended.  It  is  difficult  for  Schleiermacher 
to  maintain,  even  on  the  representation  of  Luke  taken  singly,  that  the  evangelical 
narrative  only  implies,  that  the  publican's  feast  was  the  cause  of  the  Pharisees' 
censure,  and  not  that  they  were  contemporary.^®  Their  immediate'  connexion 
might  easily  originate  in  a  legendary  manner;  in  fact,  one  scarcely  knows  how 
tradition,  in  its  process  of  transmuting  the  abstract  into  the  concrete,  could 
represent  the  general  idea  that  the  Pharisees  had  taken  offence  at  the  friendly 
intercourse  of  Jesus  with  the  publicans,  otherwise  than  thus :  Jesus  once 
feasted  in  a  publican's  house,  in  company  with  many  publicans ;  the  Pharisees 
saw  this,  went  to  the  disciples  and  expressed  their  censure,  which  Jesus  also 
heard,  and  parried  by  a  laconic  answer. 

After  the  Pharisees,  Matthew  makes  the  disciples  of  John  approach  Jesus 
with  the  question,  why  his  disciples  did  not  fast,  as  they  did  (v.  14  f.) ;  in 
Luke  (v.  33  ff.)  it  is  still  the  Pharisees  who  vaunt  their  own  fasts  and  those 
of  John's  disciples,  as  contrasted  with  the  eating  aand  drinking  of  the  dis- 
ciples of  Jesus ;  Mark's  account  is  not  clear  (v.  18).  According  to  Schleier- 
macher, every  unprejudiced  person  must  perceive  in  the  statement  of  Matthew 
compared  with  that  of  Luke,  the  confusing  emendations  of  a  second  editor, 
who  could  not  explain  to  himself  how  the  Pharisees  came  to  appeal  to  the 
disciples  of  John ;  whereas,  thinks  Schleiermacher,  the  question  would  have 
been  puerile  in  the  mouth  of  the  latter ;  but  it  is  easy  to  imagine  that  the 
Pharisees  might  avail  themselves  of  an  external  resemblance  to  the  disciples 
of  John  when  opposing  Jesus,  who  had  himself  received  baptism  of  that 
teacher.  It  is  certainly  surprising  that  after  the  Pharisees,  who  were  offended 
because  Jesus  ate  with  publicans,  some  disciples  of  John  should  step  forth  as 
if  they  had  been  cited  for  the  purpose,  to  censure  generally  the  unrestricted 
eating  and  drinking  of  Jesus  and  his  disciples.  The  probable  explanation  is, 
that  evangelical  tradition  associated  the  two  circumstances  from  their  intrinsic 
similarity,  and  that  the  first  Evangelist  erroneously  gave  them  the  additional 

^*  Comp.  de  Wette,  ezeg.  Handb.  I,  2,  p.  134. 
w  Ut  siip.|  p.  77. 
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connexion  of  time  and  place.  But  the  manner  in  which  the  third  Evangelist 
fiises  the  two  particulars,  appears  a  yet  more  artificial  combination,  and  is 
certainly  not  historical,  because  the  reply  of  Jesus  could  only  be  directed  to 
John's  disciples,  or  to  friendly  inquirers  :  to  Pharisees,  he  would  have  given 
another  and  a  more  severe  answer. ^^ 

Another  narrative,  which  is  peculiar  to  Luke  (xix.  x-io),  treats  of  the 
same  relation  as  that  concerning  Matthew  or  Levi.  When  Jesus,  on  his  last 
journey  to  the  feast,  passes  through  Jericho,  a  chief  among  the  publicans^ 
dpxirtXMviffiy  named  Zaccha&us,  that  he  might,  notwithstanding  his  short  stature, 
get  a  sight  of  Jesus  among  the  crowd,  climbed  a  tree,  where  Jesus  observed 
him,  and  immediately  held  him  worthy  to  entertain  the  Messiah  for  the  night. 
Here,  ag:ain,  the  favour  shown  to  a  publican  excites  the  discontent  of  the 
more  rigid  spectators ;  and  when  Zacchseus  has  made  vows  of  atonement  and 
beneficence,  Jesus  again  justifies  himself,  on  the  ground  that  his  office  had 
reference  to  sinners.  The  whole  scene  is  very  dramatic,  and  this  might  be 
deemed  by  some  an  argument  for  its  historical  character ;  but  there  are 
certain  internal  obstacles  to  its  reception.  We  are  not  led  to  infer  that  Jesus 
previously  knew  Zacchseus,  or  that  some  one  pointed  him  out  to  Jesus  by 
name ;  *^  but,  as  Olshausen  truly  says,  the  knowledge  of  Zacchaeus  that  Jesus 
here  suddenly  evinced,  is  to  be  referred  to  his  power  of  discerning  what  was 
in  men  without  the  aid  of  testimony.  We  have  before  decided  that  this 
power  is  a  legendary  attribute ;  hence  the  above  particular,  at  least,  cannot 
be  historical,  and  the  narrative  is  possibly  a  variation  on  the  same  theme  as 
that  treated  of  in  connexion  with  the  account  of  Matthew's  call,  namely,  the 
friendly  relation  of  Jesus  to  the  publicans. 


§  73. 

THE  TWELVE  APOSTLES. 

The  men  whose  vocation  we  have  been  considering,  namely,  the  sons  of 
Jonas  and  Zebedee,  with  Philip  and  Matthew  (Nathanael  alone  being  excepted, 
form  the  half  of  that  narrow  circle  of  disciples  which  appears  throughout  the 
New  Testament  under  the  name  of  the  twelve^  ol  8a)3cKa,  the  twelve  disciples  or 
apostles^  01  8a)3£Ka  fiaS^at  or  dirooToXoi.  The  fundamental  idea  of  the  New 
Testament  writers  concerning  the^  twelve,  is  that  Jesus  himself  chose,  them 
(Mark  iii.  13  f. ;  Luke  vL  13  ;  John  vi.  70,  xv.  x6).  Matthew  does  not  give 
us  the  history  of  the  choice  of  all  the  twelve,  but  he  tacitly  presupposes  it  by 
introducing  them  as  a  college  already  instituted  (x.  i).  Luke,  on  the  con- 
trary, narrates  how,  after  a  night  spent  on  the  mountain  in  vigils  and  prayer, 
Jesus  selected  twelve  from  the  more  extensive  circle  of  his  adherents,  and  then 
descended  with  them  to  the  plain,  to  deliver  what  is  called  the  Sermon  on  the 
Mount  (vi.  12).  Mark  also  tells  us  in  the  same  connexion,  that  Jesus  when 
on  a  mountain  made  a  voluntary  choice  of  twelve  from  the  mass  of  his 
disciples  (iii.  13).  According  to  Luke,  Jesus  chose  the  twelve  immediately 
before  he  delivered  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount,  and  apparently  with  reference 
to  it ;  but  there  is  no  discoverable  motive  which  can  explain  this  mode  of 
associating  the  two  events,  for  the  discourse  was  not  specially  addressed  to  the 
apostles,^  neither  had  they  any  office  to  execute  during  its  delivery.  Mark's 
representation,  with  the  exception  of  the  vague  tradition  from  which  he  sets 

*7  De  Wette,  txeg.  Handb.  i,  i»  p.  93. 

'*  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.,  3,  a,  s.  48.     Kulnol,  in  Luc.,  p.  632. 

'  Schiciermacher,  iiber  den  Lukas,  8.  85. 
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out,  that  Jesus  chose  the  twelve,  seems  to  have  been  wrought  out  of  his 
own  imagination,  and  furnishes  no  distinct  notion  of  the  occasion  and 
manner  of  the  choice.'  Matthew  has  adopted  the  best  method  in  merely 
presupposing,  without  describing,  the  particular  vocation  of  the  apostles ;  and 
John  pursues  the  same  plan,  beginning  (vi.  67)  to  speak  of  the  twelve^  without 
any  previous  notice  of  their  appointment 

Strictly  speaking,  therefore,  it  is  merely  presupposed  in  the  gospels,  that 
Jesus  himself  fixed  the  number  of  the  apostles.  Is  this  presupposition  cor- 
rect ?  There  certainly  is  little  doubt  that  this  number  was  fixed  during  the  life- 
time of  Jesus ;  for  not  only  does  the  author  of  the  Acts  represent  the  twelve 
as  so  compact  a  body  immediately  after  the  ascension  of  their  master,  that 
they  think  it  incumbent  on  them  to  fill  up  the  breach  made  by  the  apostasy 
of  Judas  by  the  election  of  a  new  member  (i.  15  ff.)  ;  but  the  Apostle  Paul 
also  notices  an  appearance  of  the  risen  Jesus,  specially  to  the  twelve  (i  Cor. 
XV.  5).  Schleiermacher,  however,  doubts  whether  Jesus  himself  chose  the 
twelve,  and  he  thinks  it  more  probable  that  the  peculiar  relation  ultimately 
borne  to  him  by  twelve  from  amon^^st  his  disciples,  gradually  and  spon- 
taneously formed  itself^  We  have,  indeed,  no  warrant  for  supposing  that 
the  appointment  of  the  twelve  was  a  single  solemn  act ;  on  the  contrary,  the 
gospels  explicitly  narrate,  that  six  of  them  were  called  singly,  or  by  pairs,  and 
on  separate  occasions ;  but  it  is  still  a  question  whether  the  number  twelve 
was  not  determined  by  Jesus,  and  whether  he  did  not  willingly  abide  by  it  as 
an  expedient  for  checking  the  multiplication  of  his  familiar  companions.  The 
number  is  the  less  likely  to  have  been  fortuitous,  the  more  significant  it  is, 
and  the  more  evident  the  inducements  to  its  choice  by  Jesus.  He  himself, 
in  promising  the  disciples  (Matt  xix.  28)  that  they  shall  sit  on  twelve  thrones^ 
judging  the  twelve  tribes  of  Israel,  gives  their  number  a  relation  to  that  of  the 
tribes  of  his  people ;  and  it  was  the  opinion  of  the  highest  Christian  antiquity 
that  this  relation  determined  his  choice.^  If  he  and  his  disciples  were 
primarily  sent  to  the  lost  sheep  of  the  house  of  Israel  (Matt  x.  6,  xv.  24),  it 
might  seem  appropriate  that  the  number  of  the  shepherds  should  correspond 
to  that  of  the  shepherdless  tribes  (Matt  ix.  36). 

The  destination  of  the  twelve  is  only  generaHy  intimated  in  John  (xv.  16) ; 
in  Mark,  on  the  contrary,  it  is  particularly,  and  without  doubt  accurately, 
stated.  He  ordained  twelve,  it  is  here  said,  that  they  should  be  with  him,  that 
is,  that  he  might  not  be  without  companionship,  aid,  and  attendance  on  his 
journeys ;  and  accordingly  we  find  them  helpful  to  him  in  procuring  lodgings 
(Luke  ix.  32;  Matt  xxvi.  xy  f),  food  (John  iv.  8),  and  other  travelling 
requisites  (Matt  xxl  i  ff.) ;  but  above  all  they  were  in  his  society  to  become 
scribes  well  instructed  unto  the  hingdom  of  heaven  (Matt  xiii.  52).  To  this 
end  they  had  the  opportunity  of  being  present  at  most  of  the  discourses  of 
Jesus,  and  even  of  obtaining  private  elucidations  of  their  meaning  (Matt  xiii. 
10  ff.,  36  ff.) ;  of  purifying  their  minds  by  his  severe  but  friendly  discipline 
(Matt  viii.  26,  xvi.  23,  xviii.  i  ff.  21  ff. ;  Luke  ix.  50,  55  f. ;  John  xiii.  12  ff. 
etc.),  and  of  elevating  their  souls  by  the  contemplation  of  his  example  (John 
xiv.  19).  Another  motive  of  Jesus  in  choosing  the  twelve,  was,  according  to 
Mark,  that  he  might  send  them  forth  to  preach,  that  is,  to  preach  the  kingdom 
of  heaven  during  his  life,  according  to  the  immediate  meaning  of  Mark ;  but 
the  promulgation  of  his  cause  after  his  death,  must  be  supposed  as  an  addi- 
tional object  on  the  part  of  Jesus.    (Mark  proceeds  to  enumerate  the  powers. 

*  Schleiermacher,  iiber  den  Lukas,  s.  85. 

*  Ut  sup.,  8.  88. 

*  £p.  Bamab.  8,  and  the  Gospel  of  the  Ebionites  ap.  Epiphanius,  hser.  zxx.  13. 
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of  healing  and  of  casting  out  devils ;  but  on  these  points  we  cannot  dilate 
until  we  reach  a  future  stage  of  our  inquiry.) 

It  was  this  latter  destination  that  won  for  them  the  distinguished  name  of 
apostles^  dvooToXoi  (Matt  x.  2;  Mark  vL  30 ;  Luke  vii.  13,  etc).  It  has  been 
doubted  whether  Jesus  himself  conferred  this  name  on  the  twelve,  according 
to  Luke  vL  13,  and  it  has  been  suggested  that  it  was  not  given  them  until 
later,  ex  eventu}  But  that  Jesus  should  have  called  them  his  envoys  cannot 
be  improbable,  if  he  really  sent  them  on  a  journey  to  announce  the  approach- 
ing kingdom  of  the  Messiah.  We  grant  that  it  is  possible  to  regard  this 
journey  as  an  event  transposed  from  the  period  after  the  death  of  Jesus  to  his 
lifetime,  in  order  that  a  sort  of  rehearsal  of  the  subsequent  mission  of  the 
apostles  might  pass  under  the  eye  of  Jesus ;  but  as  it  is  not  improbable  that 
Jesus,  perhaps  even  before  he  had  a  full  conviction  of  his  own  Messiahship, 
sent  out  messengers  to  announce  the  Messiah's  kingdom,  we  are  not  warranted 
to  urge  such  a  doubt 

John  knows  nothing  of  this  mission,  recorded  by  the  synoptists.  On  the 
other  hand,  they  are  ignorant  of  a  circumstance  alleged  by  John,  namely,  that 
the  disciples  baptized  during  the  life  of  Jesus  (iv.  2).  According  to  the 
synoptical  Evangelists,  it  was  not  until  after  the  resurrection,  that  Jesus  gave 
his  disciples  ^'authority  to  baptize  (Matt  xxviiL  19,  paralL).  As,  however,  the 
rite  of  baptism  was  introduced  by  John,  and  we  have  reason  to  believe  that 
Jesus,  for  a  time,  made  that  teacher  his  model,  it  is  highly  probable  that  he 
and  his  disciples  also  practised  baptism,  and  hence  that  the  positive  statement 
of  the  fourth  gospel  is  correct  But  the  negative  statement  that  Jesus  himself 
baptised  not  (iv.  2),  has  the  appearance  of  an  after- thought,  intended  to 
correct  the  import  of  the  previous  passages  (iii.  22,  i v.  i),  and  is  most 
probably  to  be  accounted  for  by  the  tendency  of  the  fourth  gospel  to  exalt  / 
Jesus  above  the  Baptist,  and  by  a  corresponding  dread  of  making  Jesus  exer- 
cise the  function  of  the  mere  forerunner.  The  question  whether  Jesus  did 
not  baptize  at  least  the  apostles,  afterwards  occasioned  much  demur  in  the 
church. 

With  the  exception  of  the  mission  mentioned  above,  the  gospels  speak  of 
no  important  separation  between  Jesus  and  his  twelve  disciples,  for  there  is 
nothing  certain  to  be  gathered  from  the  resumption  of  their  business  after  his 
death  (John  xxL  2  ff.).  No  one  could  detect  in  our  gospels  any  indications 
of  a  repeated  interruption  to  the  intercourse  of  Jesus  with  his  disciples,  but 
theologians,  whose  harmonistic  zeal  wished  to  find  room  for  a  second  and 
third  vocation ;  or  expositors,  who,  in  their  unwearied  application  to  details, 
cast  about  for  a  means  of  subsistence  for  so  many  indigent  men,  and  thought 
it  necessary  to  suppose  that  they  were  occasionally  provided  for  by  a  return 
to  their  secular  labours.  As  to  the  subsistence  of  Jesus  and  his  disciples,  we 
have  sufficient  sources  for  it  in  the  hospitality  of  the  East,  which,  among  the 
Jews,  was  especially  available  to  the  rabbins ;  in  the  companionship  of  rich 
women  who  ministered  unto  him  of  their  substance  (Luke  viii.  2  f.) ;  and  finally 
in  the  yXjtoa-a'OKOfUJVy  mentioned,  it  is  true,  only  by  the  fourth  Evangelist  (xiL 
6,  xiii.  29),  which  was  ample  enough  to  furnish  assistance  to  the  poor,  as 
well  as  to  supply  the  wants  of  the  society,  and  in  which,  it  is  probable, 
presents  from  wealthy  fiiends  of  Jesus  were  deposited.  They  who  do  not 
hold  these  means  adequate  without  the  labour  of  the  disciples,  or  who  think, 
on  more  general  grounds,  that  the  total  renunciation  of  their  secular  employ* 
inent  on  the  part  of  the  twelve,  is  improbable,  must  not  try  to  force  their 
opinion  on  the  Evangelists,  who  by  the  stress  which  they  lay  on  the  expression 

'  Schletermacher,  ut  sup.  s.  87. 
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of  the  apostles,  we  have  left  all  (Matt  xix.  27  fid),  plainly  intiiiiate  the  opposite 
view. 

We  gather,  as  to  the  lank  of  the  twelve  disciples  of  Jesus,  that  they  all 
belonged  to  the  lower  class  :  four,  or  perhaps  vaxx^  (John  xxL  2),  were  fi^er- 
men,  one  a  publican,  and  for  the  others,  it  is  probable  from  the  d^ree  of 
cultivation  they  evince,  and  the  preference  always  ex{»essed  by  Jesos  for  the 
poor  vTo^ovf,  and  the  little  ones^  mpruns  (Matt  v.  3,  xL  5,  25),  that  they  were 
of  a  similar  grade. 

§  74. 

THE  TWELVE  CONSIDERED   INDIVIDUALLY.      THE  THREE  OR   FOUR  MOST 

CONFIDENTIAL  DISCIPLES  OF  JESUS. 

We  have  in  the  New  Testament  four  catalogues  of  the  apostles ;  one  in 
each  of  the  synoptical  gospels,  and  one  in  the  Acts  (Matt  z.  2-4 ;  Mark  iii. 
6-10;  Luke  vi.  14-16  ;  Acts  L  13).  Each  of  these  four  lists  may  be  divided 
into  three  quaternions ;  in  each  corresponding  quaternion  the  first  member  is 
the  same ;  and  in  the  last,  the  concluding  member  also,  if  we  except  Acts  L 
13,  where  he  is  absent:  but  the  intermediate  members  are  differently  arranged, 
and  in  the  concluding  quaternions  there  is  a  difference  of  names  or  of 
persons. 

At  the  head  of  the  first  quaternion  in  all  the  catalogues,  and  in  Matthew 
with  the  prefix  wpSn-oi  {the first),  stands  Simon  Peter,  the  son  of  Jonas  (Matt 
xvi.  1 7) ;  according  to  the  fourth  gospel,  of  Bethsaida  (L  45) ;  according  to 
the  synoptists,  resident  in  Capernaum  ^  (Matt  viii.  14,  paralL).  We  hear  an 
echo  of  the  old  polemical  dispute,  when  Protestant  exp>ositors  ascribe  this 
position  to  mere  chance, — an  assumption  which  is  op[K)sed  by  the  fact  that 
all  four  of  the  catalogues  agree  in  giving  the  precedence  to  Peter,  though  they 
differ  in  other  points  of  arrangement ;  or  when  those  expositors  allege,  in  ex- 
planation, that  Peter  was  first  called^^  which,  according  to  the  fourth  gospel, 
was  not  the  case.  That  this  invariable  priority  is  indicative  of  a  certain  pre- 
eminence of  Peter  among  the  twelve,  is  evident  from  the  part  he  plays  else- 
where in  the  evangelical  history.  Ardent  by  nature,  he  is  always  beforehand 
with  the  rest  of  the  apostles,  whether  in  speech  (Matt  xv.  15,  xvL  16,  22, 
xvii.  4,  xviii.  21,  xxvi.  33;  John  vi.  68),  or  in  action  (Matt  xiv.  28,  xxvi. 
58 ;  John  xviii.  16)  \  and  if  it  is  not  seldom  the  case  that  the  speech  and 
action  are  faulty,  and  that  his  prompt  courage  quickly  evaporates,  as  his 
denial  shows,  yet  he  is,  according  to  the  synoptical  statement,  the  first  who 
expresses  a  decided  conviction  of  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus  (Matt.  xvL  16, 
paralL).  It  is  true  that  of  the  eulogies  and  prerogatives  bestowed  on  him  on 
that  occasion,  that  which  is  implied  in  his  surname  is  the  only  one  that 
remains  peculiarly  his ;  for  the  authority  to  hind  and  to  loose^  that  is,  to  forbid 
and  to  permit,''  in  the  newly-founded  Messianic  kingdom,  is  soon  after 
extended  to  all  the  apostles  (xviii.  18).  Yet  more  decidedly  does  this  pre- 
eminence of  Peter  among  the  original  apostles  appear  in  the  Acts,  and  in  the 
Epistles  of  Paul. 

Next  to  Peter,  the  catalogue  of  the  first  and  third  gospels  places  his  brother 
Andrew  \  that  of  the  second  gospel  and  the  Acts,  James,  and  after  him,  John. 

^  If  ^  r6Xcf  *Aydf)4w  Kcd  TUrpov,  John  i.  45,  mean  the  same  as  ^  ISla  r6>as,  Matth.  iz.  I,  that 
is,  the  place  where  they  were  resident,  there  exists  a  contradiction  on  this  point  between  John 
and  the  synoptists. 

*  Comp.  Fritzsche,  in  Matt.,  p.  358. 

'  Comp.  Lightfoot,  in  loc. 
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The  first  iaind  third  Evangelists  are  evidently  guided  by  the  propriety  of 
uniting  the  couples  of  brethren ;  Mark  and  the  author  of  the  Acts,  by  that  of 
preferring  the  two  apostles  next  in  distinction  to  Peter  to  the  less  conspicuous 
Andrew,  whom  they  accordingly  put  last  in  the  quaternion.  We  have  already 
considered  the  manner  in  which  these  four  apostles  are  signalized  in  the 
Christian  legend  by  a  special  history  of  their  vocation.  They  appear  to- 
gether in  other  passages  of  Mark ;  first  (i.  29),  where  Jesus,  in  company  with 
the  sons  of  Zebedee,  enters  the  house  of  Simon  and  Andrew :  as,  however, 
the  other  Evangelists  only  mention  Peter  on  this  occasion,  Mark  may  have 
added  the  other  names  inferentially,  concluding  that  the  four  fishermen,  so 
recently  called,  would  not  be  apart  from  Jesus,  and  that  Andrew  had  a  share 
in  his  brother's  house,  a  thing  in  itself  probable.^  Again,  Mark  xiii.  3,  our 
four  apostles. concur  in  asking  Jesus  privately  (mx  tSiav)  concerning  the  time 
of  the  destruction  of  the  temple,  and  of  his  second  advent  But  the  parallel 
passages  in  the  other  gospels  do  not  thus  particularize  any  of  the  disciples. 
Matthew  says,  The  disciples  came  to  him  privately  (xxiv.  3) ;  hence  it  is  prob- 
able that  Mark's  limitation  is  an  erroneous  one.  Possibly  the  words  icar 
iSiav,  being  used  in  the  document  to  which  he  referred  to  denote  the  separa- 
ation  of  the  twelve  from  the  multitude,  appeared  to  him,  from  association,  an 
introductory  form,  of  which  there  are  other  examples  (Matt.  xvii.  i ;  Mark 
ix.  2),  to  a  private  conference  of  Jesus  with  Peter,  James  and  John,  to  whom  he 
might  add  Andrew  on  account  of  the  fraternity.  Luke,  on  the  other  hand, 
in  his  account  of  the  miraculous  draught  of  fishes,  and  the  vocation  of  the 
fishermen  (v.  10),  omits  Andrew,  though  he  is  included  in  the  corresponding 
narratives,  probably  because  he  does  not  elsewhere  appear  as  one  of  the 
select  apostles ;  for  except  on  the  occasions  already  noticed,  he  is  only  men- 
tioned by  John  (vL  9,  xii.  22),  and  that  in  no  very  important  connexion. 

The  two  sons  of  Zebedee  are  the  only  disciples  whose  distinction  rivals 
that  of  Peter.  Like  him,  they  evince  an  ardent  and  somewhat  rash  zeal 
(Luke  ix.  54 ;  once  John  is  named  alone,  Mark  ix.  38 ;  Luke  ix.  49) ; 
and  it  was  to  this  disposition,  apparently,  that  they  owed  the  surname  Sons  of 
Thunder^  K^Jl  ^33  viol  jffpovr^s  (Mark  iii.  17),'  conferred  on  them  by  Jesus. 
So  high  did  they  stand  among  the  twelve,  that  either  they  (Mark  xi.  35  ff.), 
or  their  mother  for  them  (Matt  xx.  20  fT.\  thought  they  might  claim  the  first 
place  in  the  Messiah's  kingdom.  It  is  worthy  of  notice  that  not  only  in  the 
four  catalogues,  but  elsewhere  when  the  two  brothers  are  named,  as  in  Matt 
iv.  21,  xvii.  i;  Mark  i.  19,  29,  v.  37,  ix.  2,  x.  35,  xiii.  3,  xiv.  33;  Luke 
V.  10,  ix.  54;  with  the  exception  of  Luke  viii.  51,  ix.  28;  James  is  always 
metioned  first,  and  John  is  appended  to  him  as  his  brother  (6  d3cX^9  avrov). 
This  is  surprising ;  because,  while  we  know  nothing  remarkable  of  James, 
John  is  memorable  as  the  favourite  disciple  of  Jesus.  Hence  it  is  supposed 
that  this  precedence  cannot  possibly  denote  a  superiority  of  James  to  John, 
and  an  explanation  has  been  sought  in  his  seniority.^  Nevertheless,  it 
remains  a  doubt  whether  so  constant  a  precedence  do  not  intimate  a  pre- 
eminence on  the  part  of  James ;  at  least,  if,  in  the  apprehension  of  the 
synoptists,  John  had  been  as  decidedly  preferred  as  he  is  represented  to  have 
been  in  the  fourth  gospel,  we  are  inclined  to  think  that  they  would  have 
named  him  before  his  brother  James,  even  allowing  him  to  be  the  younger. 
This  leads  us  to  a  difference  between  the  first  three  Evangelists  and  the  fourth 
which  requires  a  closer  examination. 

^  Comp.  Saanier,  iiber  die  Quellen  des  Markus,  s.  55  f. 

•  Comp.  de  Wettc,  in  loc. 

*  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  b,  s.  556. 
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In  the  synoptical  gospels,  as  we  have  observed,  Peter,  James,  and  John,  form 
the  select  circle  of  disciples  whom  Jesus  admits  to  certain  scenes,  which  the 
rest  of  the  twelve  were  not  spiritually  mature  enough  to  comprehend ;  as  the 
transfiguration,  the  conflict  in  Gethsemane,  and,  according  to  Mark  (v.  37), 
the  raising  of  the  daughter  of  Jairus.7  After  the  death  of  Jesus,  also,  a  James, 
Peter  and  John  appear  as  the  pillars  of  the  church  (Gal.  ii.  9) ;  this  James, 
however,  is  not  the  son  of  Zebedee,  who  had  been  early  put  to  death  (Acts 
xii.  2),  but  James,  the  brother  of  the  Lord  (Gal.  i.  19),  who  even  in  the  first 
apostolic  council  appears  to  have  possessed  a  predominant  authority, 
and  whom  many  hold  to  be  the  second  James  of  the  apostolic  catalogue 
given  in  Acts  i.^  It  is  observable  from  the  beginning  of  the  Acts,  Uiat 
James  the  son  of  Zebedee  is  eclipsed  by  Peter  and  John.  As,  then,  this 
James  the  elder  was  not  enough  distinguished  or  even  known  in  the  primitive 
church,  for  his  early  martyrdom  to  have  drawn  much  lustre  on  his  name, 
tradition  had  no  inducement,  from  subsequent  events,  to  reflect  an  unhistorical 
splendour  on  his  relation  to  Jesus ;  there  is  therefore  no  reason  to  doubt  the 
statement  as  to  the  prominent  position  held  by  James,  in  conjunction  with 
Peter  and  John,  among  the  twelve  apostles. 

So  much  the  more  must  it  excite  surprise  to  find,  in  the  fourth  gospel  the 
triumvirate  almost  converted  into  a  monarchy  :  James,  like  another  Lepidus, 
is  wholly  cast  out,  while  Peter  and  John  are  in  the  position  of  Antony  and 
Octavius,  the  latter  having  nearly  stripped  his  rival  of  all  pretensions  to  an 
equal  rank  with  himself,  to  say  nothing  of  a  higher.  James  is  not  even 
named  in  the  fourth  gospel ;  only  in  the  appendix  (xxu  3)  is  there  any  men- 
tion of  the  sons  of  Zebedee ;  while  several  narratives  of  the  vocations  of  differ- 
ent apostles  are  given,  apparently  including  that  of  John  himself,  no  James 
appears  in  them,  neither  is  there  any  speech  of  his,  as  of  many  other  apostles, 
throughout  this  gospel. 

Quite  differently  does  the  fourth  Evangelist  treat  Peter.  He  makes  him 
one  of  the  first  who  enter  the  society  of  Jesus,  and  gives  him  a  prominent  im- 
portance not  less  often  than  the  synoptists ;  he  does  not  conceal  that  Jesus 
bestowed  on  him  an  honourable  surname  (I  43) ;  he  puts  in  his  mouth  (vi. 
68  f.)  a  confession  which  seems  but  a  new  version  of  the  celebrated  one  in 
Matt  xvL  16;  according  to  him,  Peter  once  throws  himself  into  the  sea  that 
he  may  more  quickly  reach  Jesus  (xxi.  7) ;  at  the  last  supper,  and  in  the 
garden  of  Gethsemane,  he  makes  Peter  more  active  than  even  the  synoptists 
represent  him  (xiiL  6  ff.,  xviii.  10  f.) ;  he  accords  him  the  honour  of  following 
Jesus  into  the  high  priest's  palace  (xviii.  15),  and  of  being  one  of  the  first 
to  visit  the  grave  of  Jesus  after  the  resurrection  (xx.  3  ff.);  nay,  he  even 
details  a  special  conversation  between  the  risen  Jesus  and  Peter  (xxi.  15  fif.). 
But  these  advantages  of  Peter  are  in  the  fourth  gospel  invalidated  in  a 
peculiar  manner,  and  put  into  the  shade,  in  favour  of  John.  The  synoptists 
tell  us  that  Peter  and  John  were  called  to  the  apostleship  in  the  same  way, 
and  the  former  somewhat  before  the  latter;  the  fourth  Evangelist  prefers 
associating  Andrew  with  the  nameless  disciple  who  is  taken  for  John,  and 
makes  Peter  come  to  him  through  the  instrumentality  of  his  brother.^  He 
also  admits  the  honourable  interpretation  of  the  surname  Peter,  and  the 

'  This  is  probably  a  mere  inference  of  Mark.  Because  Jesus  excluded  the  multitude,  and 
forbade  the  publication  of  the  event,  the  Evangelist  saw  in  it  one  of  those  secret  scenes,  to 
which  Jesus  was  accustomed  to  admit  only  the  three  favoured  apostles. 

*  In  the  ancient  church  it  was  thought  that  Jesus  had  communicated  to  these  three  indi- 
viduals the  yifwffitf  to  be  mysteriously  transmitted.     Vid.  in  Gieseler,  K.  G.  I,  s.  234* 

*  Even  Paulus,  L.  J.  i,  a,  s.  167  f.,  remarks  that  the  fourth  Evangelist  seems  to  have  had 
a  design  in  noticing  this  circumstance. 
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joinegync  on  Peter's  confession ;  but  this  he  does  in  common  with  Mark  and 
Luke,  while  the  speeches  and  the  action  attributed  in  the  fourth  gospel  to 
Peter  during  the  last  supper  Sind  in  the  garden,  are  to  be  classed  as  only  so 
many  mistakes.  The  more  we  approach  ^e  catastrophe,  the  more  marked  is 
the  subordination  of  Peter  to  John.  At  the  last  supper,  indeed,  Peter  is 
particularly  anxious  for  the  discovery  of  the  traitor :  he  cannot,  however, 
apply  immediately  to  Jesus  (xiii.  23  ff.),  but  is  obliged  to  make  John,  wAo  was 
leaning  on  Jesu^  bosom^  his  medium  of  communication.  While,  according  to 
the  synoptists,  Peter  alone  followed  Jesus  into  the  palace  of  the  high  priest; 
according  to  the  fourth  Evangelist,  John  accompanied  him,  and  under  such 
circumstances,  that  without  him  Peter  could  not  have  entered, — John,  as  one 
known  to  the  high  priest,  having  to  obtain  admission  for  him  (xviiL  15  f.). 
In  the  synoptical  gospels,  not  one  of  the  disciples  is  bold  enough  to  venture 
to  the  cross ;  but  in  the  fourth,  John  is  placed  under  it,  and  is  there  established 
in  a  new  relation  to  the  mother  of  his  dying  master  :  a  relation  of  which  we 
elsewhere  find  no  trace  (xix.  26  f.).  On  the  appearance  of  the  risen  Jesus  at 
the  Galilean  sea  (xxi.),  Peter,  as  the  ^c/9/Aorcpo9,  casts  himself  into  the  sea; 
but  it  is  not  until  after  John,  as  the  &opariKciyrcpo$  (Euthymius),  has  recognized 
the  Lord  in  the  person  standing  on  the  shore.  In  the  ensuing  conversation, 
Peter  is  indeed  honoured  with  the  commission,  Feed  my  sheep  \  but  this 
honour  is  overshadowed  by  the  dubitative  question,  Lavest  thou  me  f  and 
while  the  prospect  of  martyrdom  is  held  up  to  him,  John  is  promised  the 
distinction  of  tarrying  till  Jesus  came  again,  an  advantage  which  Peter  is 
warned  not  to  envy.  Lastly,  while,  according  to  Luke  (xxi v.  12),  Peter, 
first  among  the  apostles,  and  alone,  comes  to  the  vacant  grave  of  his  risen 
master,  the  fourth  gospel  (xx.  3),  gives  him  a  companion  in  John,  who 
outruns  Peter  and  arrives  first  at  the  grave.  Peter  goes  into  the  grave  before 
John,  it  is  true ;  but  it  is  the  latter  in  whose  honour  it  is  recorded,  that  he 
saw  and  believed^  almost  in  contradiction  to  the  statement  of  Luke,  that  Peter 
went  home  wondering  in  himself  at  that  which  was  come  to  pass.  Thus  in  the 
fourth  gospel,  John,  both  literally  and  figuratively,  outruns  Peter^  for  the 
entire  impression  which  the  attentive  reader  must  receive  from  the  representa- 
tion there  given  of  the  relative  position  of  Peter  and  John,  is  that  the  writer 
wished  a  comparison  to  be  drawn  in  favour  of  the  latter.  ^^ 

But  John  is  moreover  especially  distinguished  in  the  gospel  which  bears  his 
name,  by  the  constant  epithet,  the  beloved  disciple^  the  disciple  whom  Jesus 
loved^  6  lAaB-qnfi  ov  ^yaira,  or  i^^iKu  6  *Ii;<rovs  (xiii.  23,  xix.  26,  xx.  2,  xxi.  7, 
20).  It  is  true  that  we  have  no  absolute  proof  from  the  contents  of  the 
fourth  gospel,  whether  intrinsically  or  comparatively  considered,  that  by  the 
above  formula,  or  the  more  indeterminate  one,  the  other  6  oXXos,  or  another 
disciple^  oXAos  yioBr^nfi  (x.  15  f.,  xx,  3,  4,  8),  which,  as  it  appears  from  xx.  2  f., 
is  its  equivalent,  we  are  to  understand  the  Apostle  John.  For  neither  is  the 
designation  in  question  anywhere  used  interchangeably  with  the  name  of  the 
aposde,  nor  is  there  anything  narrated  in  the  fourth  gospel  of  the  favourite 
disciple,  which  in  the  three  first  is  ascribed  to  John.  Because  in  xxi.  2  the 
sons  of  Zebedee  are  named  among  the  assistants,  it  does  not  follow  that  the 
disciple  mentioned  in  v.  7  as  the  one  whom  Jesus  loved  must  be  John ; 

^*.  This  has  not  escaped  the  acumen  of  Dr.  Paulas.  In  a  review  of  the  first  volume  of  the 
second  ed.  of  Liicke's  Comm.  zam  Johannes,  in  Ll  B1.  zur  allg.  Kirchenzeitung,  Febr.,  1834, 
DO.  18,  8.  137  f,,  he  says  :  **The  gospel  of  John  has  only  preserved  the  less  advantageous 
circumstances  connected  with  Peter  (excepting  vi.  68),  such  <u  place  him  in  marked  subordin* 
aticH  to  John  [here  the  passages  above  considered  are  dted].  An  adherent  of  Peter  can 
hardly  have  had  a  hand  in  the  Gospel  of  John."  We  may  add  that  it  seems  to  have  pro- 
ceeded from  an  antagonist  of  Pettfr,  for  it  is  probable  that  he  had  such  of  the  school  of  John, 
as  weU  as  of  Paul. 
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James,  or  the  one  of  the  two  other  disciples  mentioned  in  v.  2,  might  be 
meant.  Nevertheless,  it  is  the  immemorial  tradition  of  the  church  that  the 
disciple  whom  Jesus  loved  was  John,  nor  are  all  reasons  for  such  a  belief 
extinct  even  to  us ;  for  in  the  Greek  circle  from  which  the  fourth  gospel 
sprang,  there  could  scarcely  be  among  the  apostles  whom  it  leaves  unnamed, 
one  so  well  known  as  to  be  recognized  under  that  description  unless  it  were 
John,  whose  residence  at  Ephesus  is  hardly  to  be  rejected  as  a  mere  fable. 

It  may  appear  more  doubtful  whether  the  author  intended  by  this  title  to 
designate  himself,  and  thus  to  announce  himself  as  the  Apostle  John.  The 
conclusion  of  the  twenty-first  chapter,  v.  24,  does  certainly  make  the  favourite 
disciple  the  testifier  and  writer  of  the  preceding  history  ;  but  we  may  assume 
it  as  granted  that  this  passage  is  an  addition  by  a  strange  hand.^^  When, 
however,  in  the  genuine  text  of  the  gospel  (xix.  35),  the  writer  says  of  the 
effect  produced  by  the  piercing  of  the  side  of  Jesus,  he  that  saw  bear  record^ 
6  €(apa#cQ)9  fi€fiafrrvpfrfK€,  no  Other  than  the  favourite  disciple  can  be  intended, 
because  he  alone  among  all  the  disciples  (the  only  parties  eligible  as  witnesses 
in  the  case),  is  supposed  to  be  present  at  the  cross.  The  probability  that  the 
author  here  speaks  of  himself  is  not  at  all  affected  by  his  use  of  the  third  person ; 
but  the  preterite  annexed  to  it  may  well  excite  a  doubt  whether  an  appeal  be 
not  here  made  to  the  testimony  of  John,  as  one  distinct  from  the  writer.^* 
This  mode  of  expression,  however,  may  be  explained  also  in  accordance 
with  the  other  supposition,^'  which  is  supported  by  the  circumstance  that  the 
author  in  i.  14,  16,  seems  to  announce  himself  as  the  eye-witness  of  the 
history  he  narrates. 

Was  that  author,  then,  really  the  Apostle  John,  as  he  apparently  wishes  us 
to  surmise  ?  This  is  another  question  on  which  we  can  only  pronounce  when 
we  shall  have  completed  our  investigation.  We  will  merely  allude  to  the 
difficulty  of  supposing  that  the  Apostle  John  could  give  so  unhistorical  a 
sketch  of  the  Baptist  as  that  in  the  fourth  gospel.  But  we  ask,  is  it  at  all  prob- 
able that  the  real  John  would  so  unbecomingly  neglect  the  well-founded  claims 
of  his  brother  James  to  a  special  notice  ?  and  is  not  such  an  omission  rather 
indicative  of  a  late  Hellenistic  author,  who  scarcely  had  heard  the  name  of  the 
brother  so  early  martyred  ?  The  designation,  the  disciple  whom  Jesus  loved^ 
which  in  xxi.  20  has  the  prolix  addition,  who  also  leaned  on  his  breast  at  supper^ 
and  said^  Lord  which  is  he  that  betrayeth  thee  ?  is  not  to  be  considered  as  an 
offence  against  modesty.^*  It  is  certainly  far  too  laboured  and  embellished 
for  one  who,  without  any  ulterior  view,  wishes  to  indicate  himself,  for  such  an 
one  would,  at  least  sometimes,  have  simply  employed  his  name :  but  a 
venerator  of  John,  issuing  perhaps  from  one  of  his  schools,  might  very  natur- 
ally be  induced  to  designate  the  revered  apostle,  under  whose  name  he  wished 
to  write,  in  this  half  honourable,  half  mysterious  manner.^^ 

§  75. 

THE    REST   OF   THE   TWELVE,    AND   THE   SEVENTY   DISCIPLES. 

The  second  quaternion  in  all  the  four  catalogues  begins  with  Philip.  The 
three  first  gospels  know  nothing  more  of  him  than  his  name.     The  fourth 

**  Vid.  Lijcke,  Comm.  zum  Job.  2,  s.  708. 

^'  Paulus,  in  his  review  of  Bretschneider's  Probabilien,  in  the  Heidelberger  Jahrbiicheni, 
182 It  no.  9,  s.  138. 
^'  LiJcke,  ut  sup.  s.  664. 
"  Bretschneider,  Probabilia,  p.  ill  f. 
"  Comp.  Paulus,  ut  sup.  s.  137. 
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alone  gives  his  birth-place,  Bethsaida,  and  narrates  his  vocation  (i.  44  f.) ;  in 
this  gospel  he  is  more  than  once  an  interlocutor,  but  his  observations  are 
founded  on  mistakes  (vi.  7,  xiv,  8);  and  he  perhaps  appears  with  most 
dignity,  when  the  TSAXip^c?,  who  wish  to  see  Jesus,  apply  immediately  to  him 
(xii.  21). 

The  next  in  the  evangelical  lists  is  Bartholomew ;  a  name  which  is  nowhere 
found  out  of  the  catalogues.  In  the  synoptical  gospels  Bartholomew  is 
coupled  with  Phillip ;  in  the  history  of  the  vocations  given  by  the  fourth 
Evangelist  (i.  46),  Nathanael  appears  in  company  with  the  latter  and  (xxi.  2)  is 
again  presented  in  the  society  of  the  apostles.  Nathanael,  however,  finds  no 
place  among  the  twelve,  unless  he  be  identical  with  one  otherwise  named  by 
the  synoptists.  If  so,  it  is  thought  that  Bartholomew  is  the  most  easily 
adapted  to  such  an  alias,  as  the  three  first  gospels  couple  him  with  Philip,/ 
just  as  the  fourth,  which  has  no  Bartholomew,  does  Nathanael;  to  which  it 
may  be  added  that  wO  13  is  a  mere  patronymic,  which  must  have  been 
accompanied  by  a  proper  name,  such  as  Nathanael.^  But  we  have  no  ade- 
quate ground  for  sucK  an  identification,  since  the  juxtaposition  of  Bartholomew 
and  Philip  is  shown  to  be  accidental,  by  our  finding  the  former  (Acts  i.  13), 
as  well  as  the  latter  (John  xxi.  2),  linked  with  different  names  ;  the  absence 
of  Bartholomew  from  the  fourth  gospel  is  not  peculiar  to  him  among  the 
twelve ;  finally,  second  names  as  surnames  were  added  to  proper  as  well  as 
to  patronymic  names,  as  Simon  Peter,  Joseph  Caiaphas,  John  Mark,  and  the 
like ;  so  that  any  other  apostle  not  named  by  John  might  be  equally  well 
identified  with  Nathanael,  and  hence  the  supposed  relation  between  the  two 
appellations  is  altogether  uncertain. 

In  the  catalogue  given  in  the  Acts,  Philip  is  followed,  not  by  Bartholomew, 
but  by  Thomas,  who  in  the  list  of  the  first  gospel  comes  after  Bartholomew, 
in  that  of  the  others,  after  Matthew.  Thomas,  in  Greek  AtSv^Aos,  appears  in 
the  fourth  gospel,  on  one  occasion,  in  the  guise  of  mournful  fidelity  (xi.  16) ; 
on  another,  in  the  more  noted  one  of  incredulity  (xx.  24  ff.) ;  and  once  again 
in  the  appendix  (xxi.  2).  Matthew,  the  next  in  the  series,  is  found  nowhere 
else  except  in  the  history  of  his  vocation. 

The  third  quaternion  is  uniformly  opened  by  James  the  son  of  Alpheus,  of 
whom  we  have  already  spoken.  After  him  comes  in  both  Luke's  lists,  Simon, 
whom  he  calls  Zelotes,  or  the  zealot,  but  whom  Matthew  and  Mark  (in  whose 
catalogues  he  is  placed  one  degree  lower)  distinguish  as  the  Cannanite  6 
Koyavirri^  (from  Kp^,  fo  be  zealous).  This  surname  seems  to  mark  him  as  a 
former  adherent  of  the  Jewish  sect  of  zealots  for  religion,*  a  party  which,  it  is 
true,  did  not  attain  consistence  until  the  latest  period  of  the  Jewish  state,  but 
which  was  already  in  the  process  of  formation.  In  all  the  lists  that  retain  the 
name  of  Judas  Iscariot,  he  ocaipies  the  last  place,  but  of  him  we  must  not 
speak  until  we  enter  on  the  history  of  the  Passion.  Luke,  in  his  filling  up  of 
the  remaining  places  of  this  quaternion,  differs  from  the  two  other  Evangelists, 
and  perhaps  these  also  differ  from  each  other ;  Luke  has  a  second  Judas, 
whom  he  styles  the  brother  of  James ;  Matthew,  Lebbeus ;  and  Mark, 
Thaddeus.  It  is  true  that  we  now  commonly  read  in  Matthew,  Lebbeus^ 
whose  surname  was  Thaddeus  \  but  the  vacillation  in  the  early  readings  seems 
to  betray  these  words  to  be  a  later  addition  intended  to  reconcile  the  first  two 
Evangelists ;'  an  attempt  which  others  have  made  by  pointing  out  a  similarity 

^  Thas  most  of  the  expositors,  Fritzsche,  Matth.,  s.  359 ;  Winer,  Realworterb.  i,  s.  163  L 
Comp.  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  I,  i,  s.  98. 
'  Joseph.,  beil.  jud.  ir.  iii.  9. 
*  Comp.  Credner,  Einleitung  i,  s.  64 ;  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  I,  I,  s.  98  f. 
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of  meaning  between  the  two  names,  though  such  a  similarity  does  not  exists 
But  allowing  validity  to  one  or  other  of  these  harmonizing  efforts,  there  yet 
remains  a  discrepancy  between  Matthew  and  Mark  with  their  Lebbeus- 
Thaddeus,  and  Luke  with  his  Judas,  the  brother  of  James  Schleiermacher 
justly  disapproves  the  expedients,  almost  all  of  them  constrained  and  unnatural, 
which  have  been  resorted  to  for  the  sake  of  proving  that  here  also,  we  have 
but  one  person  under  two  different  names.  He  seeks  to  explain  the  diver- 
gency, by  supposing,  that  during  the  lifetime  of  Jesus,  one  of  the  two  men  died 
or  left  the  circle  of  the  apostles,  and  the  other  took  his  place ;  so  that  one  list 
gives  the  earlier,  the  other  the  later  member.^  But  it  is  scarcely  possible  to 
admit  that  any  one  of  our  catalogues  was  drawn  up  during  the  life  of  Jesus ; 
and  after  that  period,  no  writer  would  think  of  including  a  member  who  had 
previously  retired  from  the  college  of  apostles ;  those  only  would  be  enu- 
merated who  were  ultimately  attached  to  Jesus.  It  is  the  most  reasonable  to 
allow  that  there  is  a  discrepancy  between  the  lists,  since  it  is  easy  to  account 
for  it  by  the  probability  that  while  the  number  of  the  apostles,  and  the  names 
of  the  most  distinguished  among  them,  were  well  knowh,  varying  traditions 
supplied  the  place  of  more  positive  data  concerning  the  less  conspicuous. 

Luke  makes  us  acquainted  with  a  circle  of  disciples,  intermediate  to  the 
twelve  and  the  mass  of  the  partisans  of  Jesus.     He  tells  us  (x.  i  ff.)  that 
besides  the  twelve,  Jesus  chose  other  seventy  also^  and  sent  them  two  and  two 
before  him  into  all  the  districts  which  he  intended  to  visit  on  his  last  journey, 
that  they  might  proclaim  the  approach  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven.     As  the 
other  Evangelists  have  no  allusion  to  this  event,  the  most  recent  critics  have 
not  hesitated  to  make  their  silence  on  this  head  a  reproach  to  them,  particu- 
larly to  the  first  Evangelist,  in  his  supposed  character  of  apostle.*    But  the 
disfavour  towards  Matthew  on  this  score  ought  to  be  moderated  by  the  con- 
sideration, that  neither  in  the  other  gospels,  nor  in  the  Acts,  nor  in  any 
apostolic  epistle,  is  there  any  trace  of  the  seventy  disciples,  who  could  scarcely 
have  passed  thus  unnoticed,  had  their  mission  been  as  fruitful  in  consequences, 
as  it  is  commonly  supposed.     It  is  said,  however,  that  the  importance  of  this 
,  appointment  lay  in  its  significance,  rather  than  in  its  effects.     As  the  number 
of  the  twelve  apostles,  by  its  relation  to  that  of  the  tribes  of  Israel,  shadowed 
forth  the  destination  of  Jesus  for  the  Jewish  people ;  so  the  seventy,  or  as 
some  authorities  have  it,  the  seventy-two  disciples,  were  representatives  of  the 
seventy  or  seventy-two  peoples,   with  as  many  different  tongues,  which, 
according  to  the  Jewish  and  early  Christian  view,  formed  the  sum  of  the 
earths  inhabitants,^  and  hence  they  denoted  the  universal  destination  of 
Jesus  and  his  kingdom.^     Moreover,  seventy  was  a  sacred  number  with  the 
Jewish  nation ;  Moses  deputed  seventy  elders  (Num.  xL  16,  25) ;  the  San- 
hedrim had  seventy  members ;  ^  the  Old  Testament,  seventy  translators. 

Had  Jesus,  then,  under  the  pressing  circumstances  that  mark  his  public 
career,  nothing  more  important  to  do  than  to  cast  about  for  significant  num- 
bers, and  to  surround  himself  with  inner  and  outer  circles  of  disciples,  regu- 
lated by  these  mystic  measures  ?  or  rather,  is  not  this  constant  preference  for 
sacred  numbers,  this  assiduous  development  of  an  idea  to  which  the  number 
of  the  apostles  furnished  the  suggestion,  wholly  in  the  spirit  of  the  primitive 

*  De  Wette,  ut  sup. 

*  Ueber  den  Lukas,  s.  88  fl 

*  Sdiulz,  fiber  das  Abend mahl,  s.  307. ;  Schneckenborger,  iiber  den  Ursprung,  s.  13  f. 

7  Tuf  haarez,  f.  xix.  c.  iiL  ;  Clem.  horn,  xviii.  4 ;  Recognit.  Qement.  ii.  42 ;  Epiphan. 
hser.  L  5. 
"  Schneckenbuxger,  ut  sup.  ;  Gieseler,  iiber  Entstehung  der  schriftl.  Evangelien,  s.  127  £ 

*  Lightfoot,  p.  786. 


THE  DISCIPLES  OF  JESUS.  333 

Christian  legend?  This,  supposing  it  imbued  with  Jewish  prepossessions, 
would  infer,  that  as  Jesus  had  respect  to  the  twelve  tribes  in  fixing  the  num- 
ber of  his  apostles,  he  would  extend  the  parallel  by  appointing  seventy  sub- 
ordinate disciples,  corresponding  to  the  seventy  elders ;  or,  supposing  the 
legend  animated  by  the  more  universal  sentiments  of  Paul,  it  could  not  escape 
the  persuasion  that  to  the  symbol  of  the  relation  of  his  office  to  the  Israelitish 
people,  Jesus  would  annex  another,  significative  of  its  destination  for  all  the 
kindreds  of  the  earth.  However  agreeable  this  class  of  seventy  disciples  may 
have  always  been  to  the  church,  as  a  series  of  niches  for  the  reception  of  men 
who,  without  belonging  to  the  twelve,  were  yet  of  importance  to  her,  as  Mark, 
Luke  and  Matthew ;  we  are  compelled  to  pronounce  the  decision  of  our  most 
recent  critic  precipitate,  aud  to  admit  that  the  Gospel  of  Luke,  by  its  accept- 
ance of  such  a  narrative,  destitute  as  it  is  of  all  historical  confirmation,  and  of 
any  other  apparent  source  than  dogmatical  interests,  is  placed  in  disadvanta- 
geous comparison  with  that  of  Matthew.  We  gather,  indeed,  from  Acts  L 
21  f.  that  Jesus  had  more  than  the  twelve  as  his  constant  companions;  but 
that  these  formed  a  body  of  exactly  seventy,  or  that  that  number  was  selected 
from  them,  does  not  seem  adequately  warranted  ^^. 

^^  De  Wette,  exeget  Handb.,  i,  i,  s.  99  f.    i,  2,  s.  61.    i,  3,  s.  220 ;  Thdle,  zur  Biogr. 
J.,  §  24.    For  the  contrary  opinion,  see  Neander,  L.  J.  Chr.,  s.  498  f. 
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THE  DISCOURSES  OF  JESUS  IN  THE  THREE  FIRST  GOSPELS.' 


§76. 
THE  SERMON  ON  THE  MOUNT. 

In  reviewing  the  public  life  of  Jesus,  we  may  separate  from  the  events  those 
discourses  which  were  not  merely  incidental,  but  which  stand  independent 
and  entire.  This  distinction,  however,  is  not  precise,  for  many  discourses, 
owing  to  the  occurrences  that  suggested  them,  may  be  classed  as  events ;  and 
many  events,  from  the  explanations  annexed  to  them,  seem  to  range  them- 
selves with  the  discourses.  The  discourses  of  Jesus  given  in  the  synoptical 
gospels,  and  those  attributed  to  him  in  the  fourth,  differ  widely  both  in  form 
and  matter,  having  only  a  few  isolated  sentences  in  common  :  they  must, 
therefore,  be  subjected  to  a  separate  examination.  Again,  there  is  a  dissimili- 
tude between  the  three  first  Evangelists  :  Matthew  affects  long  discourses,  and 
collects  into  one  mass  a  number  of  sayings,  which  in  Luke  are  distributed 
among  various  places  and  occasions  ;  each  of  these  two  Evangelists  has  also 
some  discourses  peculiar  to  himself.  In  Mark,  the  element  of  discourses 
exists  in  a  very  small  proportion.  Our  purpose  will,  therefore,  be  best  an- 
swered, if  we  make  Matthew's  comprehensive  discourses  our  starting  point ; 
ascertain  all  the  corresponding  ones  in  the  other  gospels;  inquire  which 
amongst  them  has  the  best  arrangement  and  representation  of  these  dis- 
courses ;  and,  finally,  endeavour  to  form  a  judgment  as  to  how  far  they  really 
proceeded  from  the  lips  of  Jesus. 

The  first  long  discourse  in  Matthew  is  that  known  as  the  Sermon  on  the 
Mount  (v.-vii.).  The  Evangelist,  having  recorded  the  return  of  Jesus  after 
his  baptism  into  Galilee,  and  the  calling  of  the  fishermen,  informs  us,  that 
Jesus  went  through  all  Galilee,  teaching  and  healing ;  that  great  multitudes 
followed  him  from  all  parts  of  Palestine ;  and  that  for  their  instruction  he 
ascended  a  mountain,  and  delivered  the  sermon  in  question  (iv.  23  ff ).  We 
seek  in  vain  for  its  parallel  in  Mark,  but  Luke  (vi.  20-49)  gives  a  discourse 
which  has  the  same  introduction  and  conclusion,  and  presents  in  its  whole 
tenor  the  most  striking  similarity  with  that  of  Matthew ;  moreover,  in  both 
cases,  Jesus,  at  the  termination  of  his  discourse,  goes  to  Capernaum,  and 
heals  the  centurion's  servant  It  is  true  that  Luke  gives  a  later  insertion  to 
the  discourse,  for  previous  to  it  he  narrates  many  joumeyings  and  cures  of 
Jesus,  which  Matthew  places  after  it ;  and  while  the  latter  represents  Jesus 
as  ascending  a  mountain,  and  being  seated  there  during  delivery  of  his  dis- 
course, Luke  says,  almost  in  contradiction  to  him^  that  Jesus  came  down  and 

*  All  that  relates  to  the  sufTerings,  death,  and  resurrection  of  Jesus  is  here  excluded* 
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stood  in  the  plain.  Further,  the  sermon  in  Luke  contains  but  a  fourth  part  of 
that  in  Matthew,  while  it  has  some  elements  peculiarly  its  own. 

To  avoid  the  unpleasant  admission  that  one  of  two  inspired  Evangelists 
must  be  in  error, — which  is  inevitable  if  in  relation  to  the  same  discourse  one 
of  them  makes  Jesus  dehver  it  on  the  mountain,  the  other  in  the  plain  ;  the 
one  sitting,  the  other  standing ;  the  one  earlier,  the  other  later ;  if  either  the 
one  has  made  important  omissions,  or  the  other  as  important  additions ; — the 
ancient  harmonists  pronounced  these  discourses  to  be  distinct,^  on  the  plea 
that  Jesus  must  frequently  have  treated  of  the  essential  points  of  his  doctrine, 
and  may  therefore  have  repeated  word  for  word  certain  impressive  enuncia- 
tions. This  may  be  positively  denied  with  respect  to  long  discourses,  and 
even  concise  maxims  will  always  be  reproduced  in  a  new  guise  and  connexion 
by  a  gifted  and  inventive  teacher ;  to  say  the  least,  it  is  impossible  that  any 
but  a  very  barren  mind  should  repeat  the  same  formal  exordium,  and  the 
same  concluding  illustration,  on  separate  occasions. 

The  identity  of  the  discourses  being  established,  the  first  effort  was  to  con- 
ciliate or  to  explain  the  divergencies  between  the  two  accounts  so  as  to  leave 
their  credibility  unimpeached.  In  reference  to  the  different  designation  of 
the  locality,  Paulus  insists  on  the  hn.  of  Luke,  which  he  interprets  to  imply 
that  Jesus  stood  over  the  plain,  and  therefore  on  a  hilL  Tholuck,  more 
happily,  distinguishes  the  levd  sface^  roiro^  ircStvo?,  from  the  plain  properly  so 
called,  and  regards  it  as  a  less  abrupt  part  of  the  mountain.  But  as  one 
Evangelist  makes  Jesus  ascend  the  mountain  to  deliver  his  discourse,  while 
the  other  makes  him  descend  for  the  same  purpose,  these  conciliators  ought 
to  admit,  with  Olshausen,  that  if  Jesus  taught  in  the  plain,  according  to  Luke, 
Matthew  has  overlooked  the  descent  that  preceded  the  discourse ;  or  if,  as 
Matthew  says,  Jesus  taught  seated  on  the  mountain,  Luke  has  forgotten  to 
mention  that  after  he  had  descended,  the  pressure  of  the  crowd  induced  him 
to  reascend  before  he  commenced  his  harangue.  And  without  doubt  each 
was  ignorant  of  what  he  omits,  but  each  knew  that  tradition  associated  this 
discourse  with  a  sojourn  of  Jesus  on. a  mountain.  Matthew  thought  the 
mountain  a  convenient  elevation  for  one  addressing  a  multitude ;  Luke,  on 
the  contrary,  imagined  a  descent  necessary  for  the  purpose :  hence  the  double 
discrepancy,  for  he  who  teaches  from  a  mountain  is  sufficiently  elevated  over 
his  hearers  to  sit,  but  he  who  teaches  in  a  plain  will  naturally  stand.  The 
chronological  divergencies,  as  well  as  the  local,  must  be  admitted,  if  we  would 
abstain  from  fruitless  efforts  at  conciliation.^ 

The  difference  as  to  the  length  and  contents  of  the  discourse  is  susceptible 
of  three  explanations :  either  the  concise  record  of  Luke  is  a  mere  extract 
from  the  entire  discourse  which  Matthew  gives  without  abridgment;  or  Mat- 
thew has  incorporated  many  sayings  belonging  properly  to  other  occasions ; 
or,  lastly,  both  these  causes  of  variety  have  concurred.  He  who,  with  Tho- 
liick,  wishes  to  preserve  intact  the  Jides  divina^  or  with  Paulus,  the  fides 
humana  of  the  Evangelists,  will  prefer  the  first  supposition,  because  to  with- 
hold the  true  is  more  innocent  than  to  add  the  false.  The  above  theologians 
hold  that  the  train  of  thought  in  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount,  as  given  byMat- 
thew,  is  closely  consecutive,  and  that  this  is  a  proof  of  its  original  unity. 
But  any  compiler  not  totally  devoid  of  ability,  can  give  a  tolerable  appearance 
of  connectedness  to  sayings  which  did  not  originally  belong  to  each  other  \ 
and  even  these  commentators  are  obliged  to  admit '  that  the  alleged  consecu- 

^  Angostin.  de  consens.  er.  iL  19. ;  Storr,  uber  den  Zweck  des  Evang.  u.  d.  Br.  Joh.,  s. 
347  ff.     For  further  references  see  Tholiick's  Auslegung  der  Bergpredigt,  Einl.,  §  I. 

*  Comp.  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.,  i,  i,  s.  47  ff.  I,  2,  s.  44. 

*  Tholiick,  s.  24 ;  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.,  !»  b,  s.  584. 
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tiveness  extends  over  no  more  than  half  the  sermon,  for  from  vL  19  it  is  a 
string  of  more  or  less  isolated  sentences,  some  of  them  very  unlikely  to  have 
been  uttered  on  the  occasion.  More  recent  criticism  has  therefore  decided 
that  the  shorter  account  of  Luke  presents  the  discourse  of  Jesus  in  its  original 
form,  and  that  Matthew  has  taken  the  licence  of  incorporating  with  this  much 
that  was  uttered  by  Jesus  at  various  times,  so  as  to  retain  the  general  sketch 
— the  exordium,  peroration,  and  essential  train  of  thought;  while  between 
these  compartments  he  inserted  many  sayings  more  or  less  analogous  bor- 
rowed from  elsewhere.^  This  view  is  especially  supported  by  the  fact  that 
many  of  the  sentences,  which  in  Matthew  make  part  of  the  Sermon  on  the 
Mount,  are  in  Mark  and  Luke  dispersed  through  a  variety  of  scenes.  Com- 
pelled to  grant  this,  yet  earnestly  solicitous  to  avert  from  the  £vangelist  an 
imputation  that  might  invalidate  his  claim  to  be  considered  an  eye-witness, 
other  theologians  maintain  that  Matthew  did  not  compile  the  discourse  under 
the  idea  that  it  was  actually  spoken  on  a  single  occasion,  but  with  the  clearest 
knowledge  that  such  was  not  the  case.^  It  is  with  justice  remarked  in  oppo- 
sition to  this,  that  when  Matthew  represents  Jesus  as  ascending  the  mountain 
before  he  begins  his  discourse,  and  descending  after  its  close,  he  obviously 
makes  these  two  incidents  the  limits  of  a  single  address ;  and  that  when  he 
speaks  of  the  impression  which  the  discourse  produced  on  the  multitude, 
whose  presence  he  states  as  the  inducement  to  its  delivery,  he  could  not  but 
intend  to  convey  the  idea  of  a  continuous  harangue.*  As  to  Luke's  edition 
of  the  sermon,  there  are  parts  in  which  the  interrupted  connexion  betrays 
deficiencies,  and  there  are  additions  which  do  not  look  genuine ;  ^  it  is  also 
doubtful  whether  he  assigns  a  more  appropriate  connexion  to  the  passages 
in  the  position  of  which  he  differs  from  Matthew ;  ^  and  hence,  as  we  shall 
soon  see  more  fully,  he  has  in  this  instance  no  advantage  over  his  predecessor. 

The  assemblage  to  whom  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  was  addressed,  might 
from  Luke's  account  be  supposed  a  narrow  circle,  for  he  states  that  the  choice 
of  the  apostles  immediately  preceded  the  discourse,  and  that  at  its  commence- 
ment Jesus  lifted  up  his  eyes  on  his  disciples,  and  he  does  not,  like  Matthew, 
note  the  multitude^  oxA.ov$,  as  part  of  the  audience.  On  the  other  hand,  Mat- 
thew also  mentions  that  before  the  sermon  the  disciples  gathered  round  Jesus 
and  were  taught  by  him ;  and  Luke  represents  the  discourse  as  being  delivered 
in  the  audience  of  the  people  (vii.  i) ;  it  is  therefore  evident  that  Jesus  spoke  to 
the  crowd  in  general,  but  with  a  particular  view  to  the  edification  of  his  dis- 
ciples.^ We  have  no  reason  to  doubt  that  a  real  harangue  of  Jesus,  more 
than  ordinarily  solemn  and  public,  was  the  foundation  of  the  evangelical 
accounts  before  us. 

Let  us  now  proceed  to  an  examination  of  particulars.  In  both  editions, 
the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  is  opened  by  a  series  of  beatitudes ;  in  Luke,  how- 
ever, not  only  are  several  wanting  which  we  find  in  Matthew,  but  most  of 
those  common  to  both  are  in  the  former  taken  in  another  sense  than  in  the 
latter.  1^  The  poor,  wrtaxol,  are  not  specified  as  in  Matthew  by  the  addition, 
in  spirit,  to)  frvcv/nari ;  they  are  therefore  not  those  who  have  a  deep  con- 
sciousness of  inward  poverty  and  misery,  but  the  literally  poor ;  neither  is  the 

*  Schulz,  vom  Abendmahl,  s.  313  f. ;  SiefFert,  s.  74  ff.  ;  Fritzsche,  s.  301. 

*  Olshausen,  Bibl.  Comm.,  i,  s.  197  ;  Kern,  in  dcr  Tiib.  SchriA,  1834,  2,  s.  33. 

*  Schulz,  ut  sup.  s.  315  ;  Schneckenburger,  Beitrage,  s.  26 ;  Credner,  Einleit.,  i,  s.  69. 
'  Schleiermacher,  Uber  den  Lukas,  s.  S9  f. 

'  Tholiick,  p.  1 1,  and  my  Review  of  the  writings  of  SiefTert  and  others  in  the  Jahrbuch  f. 
wiss.  Kritik,  Nov.  1834 ;  now  in  my  Charakteristiken  u.  Kritiken,  s.  252  ff. 

*  Comp.  Tholuck,  ut  sup.  s.  25  ff.  ;  De  Wetie,  exeget.  Handb.,  I,  I,  s.  49. 
^^  Storr,  Ueber  den  Zweck  u.  s.  w.,  s.  348  f.  Olshausen. 
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hunger  of  the  irctvaivrc?  {hungering)  referred  to  r^iv  SLKoioavinjv  {righteousness) ; 
it  is  therefore  not  spiritual  hunger,  but  bodily ;  moreover,  the  adverb  vCv,  now, 
definitely  marks  out  those  who  hunger  and  those  who  weep^  the  irctvwi'Tcs  and 
K\alovT€%,  Thus  in  Luke  the  antithesis  is  not,  as  in  Matthew,  between  the 
present  sorrows  of  pious  souls,  whose  pure  desires  are  yet  unsatisfied,  and 
their  satisfaction  about  to  come;  but  between  present  sufTering  and  future 
well-being  in  general."  This  mode  of  contrasting  the  olwv  oSro?  and  the  aiwv 
/leXAoiv,  the  present  age  and  the  future^  is  elsewhere  observable  in  Luke,  especi- 
ally in  the  parable  of  the  rich  man  ;  and  without  here  inquiring  which  of  the 
two  representations  is  probably  the  original,  I  shall  merely  remark,  that  this 
of  Luke  is  conceived  entirely  in  the  spirit  of  the  Ebionites, — ^a  spirit  which 
has  of  late  been  supposed  discernible  in  Mattliew.  It  is  a  capital  principle 
with  the  Ebionites,  as  they  are  depicted  in  the  Clementine  Homilies,  that  he 
who  has  his  portion  in  the  present  age,  will  be  destitute  in  the  age  to  come  ; 
while  he  who  renounces  earthly  possessions,  thereby  accumulates  heavenly 
treasures.  ^2  The  last  beatitude  relates  to  those  who  are  persecuted  for  the 
sake  of  Jesus.  Luke  in  the  parallel  passage  has,^r  the  Son  of  man*s  sake; 
hence  the  words  for  my  sake  in  Matthew,  must  be  understood  to  refer  to 
Jesus  solely  in  his  character  of  Messiah.^'* 

The  beatitudes  are  followed  in  Luke  by  as  many  woes  oval,  which  are  want- 
ing in  Matthew.  In  these  the  opposition  established  by  the  Ebionites  between 
this  world  and  the  other,  is  yet  more  strongly  marked ;  for  woe  is  denounced 
on  the  rich,  the  full,  and  the  joyous,  simply  as  such,  and  they  are  threatened 
with  the  evils  corresponding  to  their  present  advantages,  under  the  new  order 
of  things  to  be  introduced  by  the  Messiah ;  a  view  that  reminds  us  of  th€ 
Epistle  of  James,  v.  i  ffl  The  last  woe  is  somewhat  stiffly  formed  after  the 
model  of  the  last  beatitude,  for  it  is  evidently  for  the  sake  of  the  contrast  to 
the  true  prophets,  so  much  calumniated,  that  the  false  prophets  are  said,  with- 
out any  historical  foundation,  to  have  been  spoken  well  of  by  all  men.  We 
may  therefore  conjecture,  with  Schleiermacher,**  that  we  are  indebted  for 
these  maledictions  to  the  inventive  fertility  of  the  author  of  the  third  gospel. 
He  added  this  supplement  to  the  beatitudes,  less  because,  as  Schleiermacher 
supposes,  he  perceived  a  chasm,  which  he  knew  not  howNfo  fillythan  because 
he  judged  it  consistent  with  the  cllaracter  of  the  MessiahJ  that/like  Mose^  of 
old,  he  should  couple  curses  witlrblessings.  The  ^qrrn^"  onSht*  Mmi^f  is 
regarded  as  the  counterpart  of  the  law,  delivered  on  ^fluat-  Sinai\  but  the 
introduction,  especially  in  Luke,  reminds  us  more  of  a  passage  in  Deutero- 
nomy, in  which  Moses  commands  that  on  the  entrance  of  the  Israelitish 
people  into  the  promised  land,  one  half  of  them  shall  take  their  stand  on 
Mount  Gerizim,  and  pronounce  a  manifold  blessing  on  the  observers  of  the 
law,  the  other  half  on  Mount  Ebal,  whence  they  were  to  fulminate  as  mani- 
fold a  curse  on  its  transgressors.  We  read  in  Josh.  viii.  33  ff.  that  this  in- 
junction was  fulfilled^^ 

With  the  beatitudes,  Matthew  suitably  connects  the  representation  of  the 

**  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.,  i,  2,  s.  44  f. ;  Neander.  L.  J.  Chr.,  s.  155  f.,  Anm. 

**  Homil.  XV.  7  ;  comp.  Credner  in  Winer's  Zeitschrift  f.  wiss.  Theologic,  I,  s.  298  f.  ; 
Schneckenbnrger,  iiber  das  Evangelium  der  Aegyptier,  §  6. 

^'  Schneckenburger,  iiber  den  Urspning,  s.  29. 

'^  Ut  sup.  s.  90,     Neander  agrees  with  him,  ut  sup. 

**  The  Rabbins  also  attached  weight  to  these  Mosaic  blessings  and  curses,  vid.  Lightfoot^ 
p.  255.  As  here  we  have  eight  blessings,  they  held  that  Abraham  had  been  blessed  benedic- 
tumibus  septem  (Baal  Turim,  in  Gen.  xii.  Lightfoot,  p.  256) ;  David,  Daniel  with  his  three 
companions,  and  the  Messiah,  bttudietumibus  sex.  (Targ.  Ruth.  3.  ibid.)  They  also  counted 
together  with  the  twenty  becUiiudines  in  the  Psalms,  as  many  viB  in  Isaiah.  (Midrasch 
Tehillim  in  Ps.  i.  ib.). 
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disciples  as  the  salt  of  the  earthy  and  the  light  of  the  world  {v,  13  ff.).  In  Luke, 
the  discourse  on  the  salt  is,  with  a  rather  different  opening,  introduced  in 
another  place  (xiv.  34  f.),  where  Jesus  admonishes  his  hearers  to  ponder  the 
sacrifices  that  must  be  made  by  those  who  would  follow  him,  and  rather  to 
abstain  from  the  profession  of  discipleship  than  to  maintain  it  dishonourably ; 
and  to  this  succeeds  aptly  enough  the  comparison  of  such  degenerate  disciples 
to  salt  that  has  lost  its  savour.  Thus  the  dictum  accords  with  either  context, 
and  from  its  aphoristical  conciseness  would  be  likely  to  recur,  so  that  it  may 
have  been  really  spoken  in  both  discourses.  On  the  contrary,  it  cannot  have 
been  spoken  in  the  sequence  in  which  it  is  placed  by  Mark  (ix.  50) :  for  the 
idea  that  every  one  shall  be  salted  with  (ire  (in  allusion  to  hell),  has  no  in- 
ternal connexion  with  the  comparison  of  the  true  disciples  of  Jesus  to  salt, 
denoting  their  superiority :  the  connexion  is  merely  external,  resulting  from 
the  verb^il  affinity  of  aXiS^tiv  and  aXa$, — ^it  is  the  connexion  of  the  dictionary.^^ 
The  altered  sequel  which  Mark  gives  to  the  apothegm  {have  salt  in  yourselves, 
and  be  at  peace  with  one  another)  might  certainly  be  united  to  it  without  in- 
congruity, but  it  would  accord  equally  well  with  quite  a  different  train  of 
thought  The  apothegm  on  the  light  which  is  not  to  be  hidden,  as  the  salt 
is  not  to  be  without  savour,  is  also  wanting  in  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  as 
given  by  Luke ;  who,  however,  omitting  the  special  application  to  the  dis- 
ciples, has  substantially  the  same  doctrine  in  two  different  places.  We  find 
it  first  (viii.  16)  immediately  after  the  interpretation  of  the  parable  of  the 
sower,  where  it  also  occurs  in  Mark  (iv.  21),  It  must  be  admitted  that  there 
is  no  incoherence  in  associating  the  shining  of  the  light  with  the  fructification 
of  the  seed ;  still,  a  judicious  teacher  will  pause  on  the  interpretation  of  a 
parable,  ^nd  will  not  disturb  its  effect  by  a  hasty  transition  to  new  images. 
At  any  rate  there  is  no  intrinsic  connexion  between  the  shining  of  the  inward 
light,  and  the  declaration  appended  to  it  by  Luke,  that  all  secrets  shall  be 
made  manifest  We  have  here  a  case  which  is  of  frequent  recurrence  with 
this  Evangelist ;  that,  namely,  of  a  variety  of  isolated  sayings  being  thrown 
confitsedly  together  between  two  independent  discourses  or  narratives.  Thus 
between  the  parable  of  the  sower  and  the  narrative  of  the  visit  paid  to  Jesus 
by  his  mother  and  brethren,  the  apothegm  on  the  light  is  inserted  on  account 
of  its  internal  analogy  with  the  parable ;  then,  because  in  this  apothegm  there 
occurs  the  opposition  between  concealment  and  manifestation,  it  suggested  to 
the  writer  the  otherwise  heterogeneous  discourse  on  the  revelation  of  all 
secrets  ;  whereupon  is  added,  quite  irrelevantly  to  the  context,  but  with  some 
relation  to  the  parable,  the  declaration,  Whosoever  hath,  to  him  shall  be  given. 
In  the  second  passage  on  the  manifestation  of  the  light  (xi.  33),  the  subject 
has  absolutely  no  connexion,  unless  we  interpolate  one,^^  with  that  of  the 
context,  which  turns  on  the  condemnation  of  the  cotemporaries  of  Jesus  by 
the  Ninevites.  The  fact  is,  that  here  again,  between  the  discourses  against 
the  demand  for  signs  and  those  at  the  Pharisee's  dinner,  we  have  a  chasm 
filled  up  with  disjointed  fragments  of  harangues.. 

At  V.  17  ff.  follows  the  transition  to  the  main  subject  of  the  sermon ;  the 

\  assurance  of  Jesus  that  he  came  not  to  destroy  the  law  and  the  prophets^.but 

'  to  fulfil,  etc     Now  as  Jesus  herein  plainly  presupposes  that  be  is  himself  the 

\  Messiah,  to  whom  was  ascribed  authority  to  abolish  a  part  of  the  law,  this 

declaration  cannot  properly  belong  to  a  period  in  which,  if  Matt  xvi.  13  ff. 

be  rightly  placed,  he  had  not  yet  declared  himself  to  be  the  Messiah.     Luke 

^*  Schneckenburger,  Beitrage,  s.  58.  Neander  tries  to  show,  very  artificially,  a  real  con- 
nection of  thought,  s.  157,  Anm. 

^'  Olshausen  in  loc.  llie  true  reading  is  indicated  by  Schneckenburger,  Beitriige,  s.  58  ; 
Tholiick,  ut  sup.  s.  11. 
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(xvi.  17)  inserts  this  declaration  together  with  the  apparently  contradictory 
one,  that  the  law  and  the  prophets  were  in  force  until  the  coming  of  John. 
These  are  two  propositions  that  we  cannot  suppose  to  have  been  uttered  con- 
secutively ;  and  the  secret  of  their  conjunction  in  Luke's  gospel  lies  in  the 
word  vofjLog^  /aw,  which  happens  to  occur  in  both.^^  It  is  to  be  observed  that 
between  the  parable  of  the  steward  and  that  of  the  rich  man,  we  have  another 
of  those  pauses  in  which  Luke  is  fond  of  introducing  his  fragments. 

So  little,  it  appears  from  v.  20,  is  it  the  design  of  Jesus  to  inculcate  ajjis- 
regard  of  the  Mosaic  law,  that  he  requires  a  far  stricter  observance  of  its 
precepts  than  the.  Scribes  and  Pharisees,  and  he  makes  the  latter  appear  in 
contrast  to  himself  as  the  underminers  of  the  law.  Then  follows  a  series  of 
Mosaic  commandments,  on  which  Jesus  comments  so  as  to  show  that  he 
penetrates  into  the  spirit  of  the  law,  instead  of  cleaving  to  the  mere  letter, 
and  especially  discerns  the  worthtessness  of  the  rabbinical  glosses  (48).  This 
section,  in  the  order  and  completeness  in  which  we  find  it  in  Matthew,  is 
wanting  in  Luke's  Sermon  on  the  Mount ;  a  decisive  proof  that  the  latter  has 
deficiencies.  For  not  only  does  this  chapter  contain  the  fundamental  thought 
of  the  discourse  as  given  by  Matthew,  but  the  desultory  sayings  which  Luke 
gives,  concerning  the  love  of  enemies,  mercifulness  and  beneficence,  only 
acquire  a  definite  purpose  and  point  of  union  in  the  contrast  between  the 
spiritiial  interpretation  of  the  law  given  by  Jesus,  and  the  carnal  one  given  by 
the  doctors  of  the  time.  The  words,  too,  with  which  Luke  makes  Jesus  pro- 
ceed after  the  last  woe :  But  I  say  unto  you^  and  those  at  v.  39,  And  he  spake 
a  parable  untothem^  have  been  correctly  pointed  out  as  indicative  of  chasms.^* 
As  regards  the  isolated  parallel  passages,  the  admonition  to  a  quick  recon- 
ciliation with  an  adversary  (v.  25  f.),  is,  to  say  the  least,  not  so  easily  brought 
into  connexion  with  the  foregoing  matter  in  Luke  (xii.  58)  as  in  Matthew.^ 
It  is  still  worse  with  the  passage  in  Luke  which  is  parallel  with  Matt.  v.  32  ; 
this  text  (relative  to  divorce),  which  in  Matthew  is  linked  in  the  general  chain 
of  ideas,  is  in  Luke  (xvi.  18)  thrust  into  one  of  the  apertures  we  have  noticed, 
between  the  assurance  of  the  perpetuity  of  the  law  and  the  parable  of  the  rich 
man.  Olshausen  tries  to  find  a  thread  of  connexion  between  the  passage  and 
the  one  preceding  it,  by  interpreting  adultery^  /uuKxcvcti',  allegorically,  as  faith- 
lessness to  the  divine  law ;  and  Schleiermacher'^  attaches  it  to  the  succeeding 
parable  by  referring  it  to  the  adulterous  Herod  :  but  such  interpretations  are 
altogether  visionary.^  Probably  tradition  had  apprized  the  Evangelist  that 
Jesus,  after  the  foregoing  declaration  as  to  the  perpetuity  of  the  Mosaic  law, 
had  enunciated  his  severe  principle  on  the  subject  of  divorce,  and  hence  he 
gave  it  this  position,  not  knowing  more  of  its  original  connexion.  In  Matt. 
xix.  9,  we  find  a  reiteration  of  this  principle  on  an  occasion  very  likely  to  call 
it  forth.  The  exhortations  to  patience  and  submissiveness,  form,  in  Matthew, 
the  spiritual  interpretation  of  the  old  rule,  an  eye  for  an  eye,  etc.,  and  are 
therefore  a  following  out  of  the  previous  train  of  thought  In  Luke  (vL  29), 
they  are  introduced  with  much  less  precision  by  the  command  concerning 
love  to  enemies :  which  command  is  also  decidedly  better  given  in  Matthew 
as  the  rectification  of  the  precept,  TAou  shalt  love  thy  neighbour,  and  hate  thine 
enemy  (43  fif.).  Again :  the  observation  that  to  love  friends  is  nothing  more 
than  bad  men  can  do,  is,  in  Matthew,  made,  in  order  to  controvert  the  tradi- 
tional perversion  of  the  Mosaic  injunction  to  love  one's  neighbour,  into  a 

^'  This  caase  is  overlooked  by  Schleiermacher,  s.  205  ;  comp.  De  Wette,  in  loc 

**  Schleiermacher,  ut  sup.  s.  90.    Tholuck,  s.  21. 

w  Tholuck,  s.  12,  187  ;  De  Wette,  in  loc. 

»  Ut  sup.  206  f. 

ts  Comp.  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  2,  i.  86. 
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permission  to  hate  enemies  :  in  Luke,  the  observation  follows  the  rule,  What- 
soever ye  would  that  nun  should  do  to  you^  etc.,  which  in  Matthew  occurs  farther 
on  (vii.  12)  without  any  connexion.  On  the  whole,  if  the  passage  in  Luke 
from  vi.  2-36,  be  compared  with  the  corresponding  one  in  Matthew,  there 
will  be  found  in  the  latter  an  orderly  course  of  thought ;  in  the  former,  con- 
siderable confusion.*^ 

The  warnings  against  Pharisaic  hypocrisy  (vi.  1-6)  are  without  a  parallel  in 
Luke ;  but  he  has  one  of  the  model  prayer,  which  recent  criticism  has  turned 
not  a  little  to  the  disadvantage  of  Matthew.  The  ancient  harmonists,  it  is 
true,  had  no  hesitation  in  supposing  that  Jesus  delivered  this  prayer  twice, — 
in  the  connexion  in  which  it  is  given  by  Matthew,  as  well  as  under  the  circum- 
stances narrated  by  Luke  (xi.  ff.).**  But  if  Jesus  had  already  in  the  Sermon 
on  the  Mount  given  a  model  prayer,  his  disciples  would  scarcely  have  requested 
one  afterwards,  as  if  nothing  of  the  kind  had  occurred ;  and  it  is  still  more 
improbable  that  Jesus  would  repeat  the  same  formulary,  without  any  recollec- 
tion that  he  had  delivered  it  to  these  disciples  long  before.  Hence  our  most 
recent  critics  have  decided  that  Luke  alone  has  preserved  the  natural  and  true 
occasion  on  which  this  prayer  was  communicated,  and  that  like  many  other 
fragments,  it  was  interpolated  in  Matthew's  Sermon  on  the  Mount  by  the 
writer.^^  But  the  vaunted  naturalness  of  Luke's  representation,  I,  for  one, 
cannot  discover.  Apart  from  the  improbability,  admitted  even  by  the  above 
critics,  that  the  disciples  of  Jesus  should  have  remained  without  any  direction 
to  pray  until  the  last  journey,  in  which  Luke  places  the  scene ;  it  is  anything 
but  natural  that  Jesus  should  abstain  from  giving  his  disciples  the  exemplar 
which  was  in  his  mind  until  they  sought  for  it,  and  that  then  he  should  forth- 
with fall  into  prayer.  He  had,  doubtless,  often  prayed  in  their  circle  from  the 
commencement  of  their  intercourse ;  and  if  so,  their  request  was  superfluous, 
and  must,  as  in  John  xiv.  9,  have  produced  only  an  admonition  to  recollect 
what  they  had  long  seen  and  heard  in  his  society.  The  account  of  Luke 
seems  to  have  been  framed  on  mere  conjecture  ;  it  was  known  that  the  above 
prayer  proceeded  from  Jesus,  and  the  further  question  as  to  the  motive  for 
its  communication,  received  the  gratuitous  answer :  without  doubt  his  dis- 
ciples had  asked  him  for  such  an  exemplar.  Without,  therefore,  maintaining 
that  Matthew  has  preserved  to  us  the  connexion  in  which  this  prayer  was 
originally  uttered  by  Jesus,  we  are  not  the  less  in  doubt  whether  it  has  a  more 
accurate  position  in  Luke.**  With  regard  to  the  elements  of  the  prayer,  it  is 
impossible  to  deny  what  Wetstein  says  :  tota  hac  oraiio  exformulis  Hebraorum 
concinnata  est ;  ^"^  but  Fritzsche's  observation  is  also  just,  that  desires  of  so 
general  a  nature  might  be  uttered  in  the  prayers  of  various  persons,  even  in 
similar  phraseology,  without  any  other  cause  than  the  broad  uniformity  of 
human  feeling.^®  We  may  add  that  the  selection  and  allocation  of  the  peti- 
tions in  the  prayer  are  entirely  original,  and  bear  the  impress  of  that  religious 
consciousness  which  Jesus  possessed  and  sought  to  impart  to  his  followers.** 
Matthew  inserts  after  the  conclusion  of  the  prayer  two  propositions,  which 
are  properly  the  corollary  of  the  third  petition,  but  which  seem  inaptly  placed, 
not  only  because  they  are  severed  by  the  concluding  petition  from  the  passage 
to  which  they  have  reference,  but  because  they  have  no  point  of  coincidence 

*•  De  Wcttc,  exeg.  Handb.  I,  I,  s.  48. 
*^  Orig.  de  orat.  xviii.  and  Hess,  Gesch.  Jesu,  2,  s.  48  f. 

^  Schleiermacher,  ut  sap.  s.  173 ;  OlsKausen,  i,  s.  235 ;  Sieffert,  s.  78  ft.    Neander,  s. 
235  f.  note. 
*"  Comp.  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  I,  I,  s.  69.  i,  2,  s.  65. 
^  N.T.  I,  323.     The  parallels  may  be  seen  in  Wetstein  and  Lightfoot. 
"•  Comm.  in  Matt.,  p.  265. 
■•  Comp.  De  Wette,  i,  i,  s.  69  ff. ;.  Neander,  s.  237  ft 
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with  the  succeeding  censures  and  admonitions  which  turn  on  the  hypocrisy 
of  the  Pharisaic  fasts.  Mark,  however,  has  still  more  infelicitously  appended 
these  propositions  to  the  discourse  of  Jesus  on  the  efficacy  of  believing  prayer 

(Xi.   25).30 

At  vi.  19,  the  thread  of  strict  connexion  is  broken,  according  to  the  admis- 
sion of  Paulus,  and  so  far  all  expositors  are  bound  to  agree  with  him.  But 
his  position,  that  notwithstanding  the  admitted  lack  of  coherence  in  the  suc- 
ceeding collection  of  sentences,  J  esus  spoke  them  consecutively,  is  not  equally 
tenable ;  on  the  contrary,  our  more  recent  critics  have  all  the  probabilities  on 
their  side  when  they  suppose,  that  in  this  latter  half  of  the  Sermon  on*  the 
Mount  Matthew  has  incorporated  a  variety  of  sayings  uttered  by  Jesus  on 
different  occasions.  First  stands  the  apothegm  on  earthly  and  heavenly 
treasures  (19-21),  which  Luke,  with  more  apparent  correctness,  inserts  in  a 
discourse  of  Jesus,  the  entire  drift  of  which  is  to  warn  his  adherents  against 
earthly  cares  (xii.  33  f.).  It  is  otherwise  with  the  next  sentence,  on  the  eye 
being  the  light  of  the  body.  Luke  annexes  this  to  the  apothegm  already 
mentioned  on  the  light  that  is  to  be  exhibited  ;  now  as  the  light  y^vyyo%^  placed 
on  a  candlestick,  denotes  something  quite  distinct  from  what  is  intended  by 
the  comparison  of  the  eye  to  a  lights  Xux^os,  the  only  reason  for  combining 
the  two  apothegms  lies  in  the  bare  word  \vyyo^  :  a  rule  of  association  which 
belongs  properly  to  the  dictionary,  and  which,  beyond  it,  is  worse  than  none. 
Then  follows,  also  without  any  apparent  connexion,  the  apothegm  on  the  two 
masters,  appended  by  Luke  to  the  parable  of  the  steward,  with  which  it 
happens  to  have  the  word  Mammon^  fxafjADvaSf  in  common.  Next  comes,  in 
Matthew  v.  25-34,  a  dissuasion  from  earthly  solicitude,  on  the  ground  that 
natural  objects  flourish  and  are  sustained  without  anxiety  on  their  part ;  in 
Luke,  this  doctrine  is  consistently  united  with  the  parable  (found  only  in  the 
third  gospel)  of  the  man  who,  in  the  midst  of  amassing  earthly  treasures,  is 
summoned  away  by  death  (xii.  22  ff.).^^  The  warning  not  to  be  blind  to  our 
own  faults  while  we  are  sharp-sighted  and  severe  towards  those  of  others  (vii. 
1-5),  would,  if  we  rejected  the  passage  from  v.  19,  of  chap.  vi.  to  the  end, 
form  a  suitable  continuation  to  the  previous  admonition  against  Pharisaic 
sanctimoniousness  (vi.  16-18),  and  might,  therefore,  have  belonged  to  the 
original  body  of  the  discourse.^  This  is  the  more  probable  because  Luke 
has  the  same  warning  in  his  Sermon  on  the  Mount  (37  f.  41  f.),  where  it 
happens  to  assort  very  well  with  the  preceding  exhortation  to  mercifulness  ; 
but  at  V.  39  and  40,  and  part  of  38,  it  is  interrupted  by  subjects  altogether 
irrelevant.  The  text,  IVM  what  measure  ye  nute^  etc,  is  very  inappropriately 
interposed  by  Mark  (iv.  24),  in  a  passage  similar  in  kind  to  one  of  Luke's 
intermediate  miscellanies.  V.  6,  in  Matthew,  is  equally  destitute  of  connexion 
and  parallel ;  but  the  succeeding  assurances  and  arguments  as  to  the  efficacy 
of  prayer  (v.  7-1 1),  are  found  in  Luke  xi.  9,  very  fitly  associated  with  another 
parable  peculiar  to  that  Evangelist :  that  of  the  friend  awaked  at  midnight. 
The  apothegm.  What  ye  would  that  men  should  do  unto  you^  etc.,  is  quite  iso- 
lated in  Matthew ;  in  Luke,  it  has  only  an  imperfect  connexion.^'  The  fol- 
lowing passage  (v.  13  f.)  on  the  strait  gate  otcv^  ttuXi/,  is  introduced  in  Luke 
(xiii.  23)  by  the  question  addressed  to  Jesus  :  Are  tliere  few  that  be  saved  1  ct 
oXtyot  01  (Tctf^o/Licvoi ;  which  seems  likely  enough  to  have  been  conceived  by 

*®  Comp.  De  Welte,  i,  2,  s.  176. 

''  From  vi.  19  to  the  end  of  the  chapter  even  Neander  finds  no  orderly  association,  and 
conjectures  that  the  editor  of  the  Greek  Gospel  of  Matthew  was  the  compiler  of  this  latter 
half  of  the  discourse  (p.  169,  note). 

•*  Neander,  ut  sup.  ;  De  Wette,  in  loc. 

»•  De  Welte,  i,  2,  s.  45. 


342  PART  II.     CHAPTER  VI.      §   ^^, 

one  who  knew  that  Jesus  had  uttered  such  a  saying  as  the  above,  but  was  at 
a  loss  for  an  occasion  that  might  prompt  the  idea ;  moreover,  the  image  is  far 
less  completely  carried  out  in  Luke  than  in  Matthew,  and  is  blended  with 
parabolical  elements.**  The  apothegm  on  the  tree  being  known  by  its  fruits 
(v.  16-20),  appears  in  Luke  (vi.  43  £),  and  even  in  Matthew,  farther  on  (xii. 
33  ff.),  to  have  a  general  application,  but  in  Matthew's  Sermon  on  the  Mount, 
it  has  a  special  relation  to  the  false  prophets  \  in  Luke,  it  is  in  the  last  degree 
misplaced.  The  denunciation  of  those  who  say  to  Jesus,  Lord^  Lordy  but 
who,  on  account  of  their  evil  deeds  will  be  rejected  by  him  at  the  day  of 
judgment  (21-23),  decidedly  presupposes  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus,  and  can- 
not therefore,  have  well  belonged  to  so  early  a  period  as  that  of  the  Sermon 
on  the  Mount;  hence  it  is  more  appropriately  placed  by  Luke  (xiiL  25  fif.). 
The  peroration  of  the  discourse  is,  as  we  have  mentioned,  common  to  both 
Evangelists. 

The  foregoing  comparison  shows  us  that  the  discourses  of  Jesus,  like  frag- 
ments of  granite,  could  not.be  dissolved  by  the  flood  of  oral  tradition;  but 
they  were  not  seldom  torn  from  their  natural  connexion,  floated  away  from 
their  original  situation,  and  deposited  in  places  to  which  they  did  not 
properly  belong.  Relative  to  this  effect,  there  is  this  distinction  between  the 
three  first  Evangeliists ;  Matthew,  hke  an  able  compiler,  though  far  from 
being  sufficiently  informed  to  give  each  relic  in  its  original  connexion,  has 
yet  for  the  most  part  succeeded  in  judiciously  associating  analogous  materials  j 
while  the  two  other  Evangelists  have  lell  many  small  fragments  just  where 
chance  threw  them,  in  the  intervals  between  longer  discourses.  Luke  has 
laboured  in  some  instances  to  combine  these  fragments  artificially,  but  he 
could  not  (hus  compensate  for  the  absence  of  natural  connexion. 

§  77. 

INSTRUCTIONS  TO  THE  TWELVE.      LAMENTATIONS  OVER  THE  GALILEAN  CITIES. 

JOY  OVER  THE   CALLING   OF  THE   SIMPLE. 

The  first  gospel  (x.)  reports  another  long  discourse  as  having  been  delivered 
by  Jesus,  on  the  occasion  of  his  sending  out  the  twelve  to  preach  the  kingdom 
of  heaven.  Part  of  this  discourse  is  peculiar  to  the  first  gospel ;  that  portion 
of  it  which  is  common  to  the  two  other  synoptists  is  only  partially  assigned 
by  them  to  the  same  occasion,  Luke  introducing  its  substance  in  connexion 
with  the  mission  of  the  seventy  (x.  2  ff.),  and  in  a  subsequent  conversation 
with  the  disciples  (xii.  2  ff.).  Some  portion  of  the  discourse  is  also  found 
repeated  both  in  Matthew  and  the  other  Evangelists,  in  the  prophetic  descrip- 
tion given  by  Jesus  of  his  second  advent 

In  this  instance  again,  while  the  older  harmonists  have  no  hesitation  in 
supposing  a  repetition  of  the  same  discourse,^  our  more  recent  critics  are  of 
opinion  that  Luke  only  has  the  true  occasions  and  the  original  arrangement 
of  the  materials,  and  that  Matthew  has  assembled  them  according  to  his  own 
discretioa*  Those  expositors  who  are  apologetically  inclined,  maintain  that 
Matthew  was  not  only  conscious  of  here  associating  sayings  uttered  at  various 
times,  but  presumed  that  this  would  be  obvious  to  his  readers.'  On  the 
other  hand,  it  is  justly  observed  that  the  manner  in  which  the  discourse  is 

^  De  Wette  in  loc  des  Lukas. 
^  £.g.  Hess,  Gesch.  Jesu,  i,  s.  545. 
'  Schulz,  ut  sup.  s.  308,  314;  Sienert,  s.  8off. 

*  Olshausen,  in  loc.  The  latter  bold  assertion  in  Kem,  Uber  den  Ursprung  des  Evang. 
Matth.,  s.  63. 
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introduced  by  the  words :  Th£sc  hiftlve  Jesus  sent  forthy  and  commanded  them 
(v.  5) ;  and  closed  by  the  words :  when  Jesus  made  an  end  of  commanding  his 
twelve  disciples,  etc.  (xL  i) ;  proves  clearly  enough  that  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  Evangelist  to  give  his  compilation  the  character  of  a  continuous 
harangue.* 

Much  that  is  peculiar  to  Matthew  in  this  discourse,  appears  to  be  merely 
an  amplification  on  thoughts  which  are  also  found  in  the  corresponding 
passages  of  the  two  other  synoptists ;  but  there  are  two  particulars  in  the 
opening  of  the  instructions  as  detailed  by  the  former,  which  differ  specifically 
from  anything  presented  by  his  fellow  Evangelists.  These  are  the  limitation 
of  the  agency  of  the  disciples  to  the  Jews  (v.  5,  6),  and  the  commission 
(associated  with  that  to  announce  the  kingdom  of  heaven  and  heal  the  sick, 
of  which  Luke  also  speaks,  ix.  2),  to  raise  the  dead :  a  surprising  commission, 
since  we  know  of  no  instances  previous  to  the  departure  of  Jesus,  in  which 
the  apostles  raised  the  dead;  and  to  suppose  such  when  they  are  not 
narrated,  after  the  example  of  Olshausen,  is  an  expedient  to  which  few  will 
be  inclined. 

All  that  the  synoptists  have  strictly  in  common  in  the  instructions  to  the 
twelve,  are  the  rules  for  their  external  conduct ;  how  they  were  to  journey, 
and  how  to  behave  under  a  variety  of  circumstances  (Matt.  v.  9-1 1,  14; 
Mark  vi.  8-1 1 ;  Luke  ix.  3-5).  Here,  however,  we  find  a  discrepancy ; 
according  to  Matthew  and  Luke,  Jesus  forbids  the  disciples  to  take  with 
them,  not  only  gold,  a  scrip,  and  the  like,  but  even  shoes,  {nro^fMLroj  and  a 
stajf,  pdfi^ ;  according  to  Mark,  on  the  contrary,  he  merely  forbids  their 
taking  more  than  a  stajf  and  sandals,  ct  firf  pdfiBov  fiovov  and  o-av&iXta.  This 
discrepancy  is  most  easily  accounted  for  by  the  admission,  that  tradition  only 
preserved  a  reminiscence  of  Jesus  having  signified  the  simplicity  of  the 
apostolic  equipment  by  the  mention  of  the  staff  and  shoes,  and  that  hence 
one  of  the  Evangelists  understood  that  Jesus  had  interdicted  all  travelling 
requisites  except  these;  the  other,  that  these  also  were  included  in  his 
prohibition.  It  was  consistent  with  Mark's  love  of  the  picturesque  to 
imagine  a  wandering  apostle  furnished  with  a  staff,  and  therefore  to  give  the 
preference  to  the  former  view. 

It  is  on  the  occasion  of  the  mission  of  the  seventy,  that  Luke  (x.  2)  puts 
into  the  mouth  of  Jesus  the  words  which  Matthew  gives  (ix.  37  f.)  as  the 
motive  for  sending  forth  the  twelve,  namely,  the  apothegm,  The  harvest  truly 
ts  ready,  but  the  labourers  are  few  \  also  the  declaration  that  the  labourer  is 
worthy  of  his  hire  (v.  7,  comp.  Matt  x.  10);  the  discourse  on  the  apostohc 
salutation  and  its  effect  (Matt.  v.  12  f. ;  Luke  v.  5f.);  the  denunciation  of 
those  who  should  reject  the  apostles  and  their  message  (Matt.  v.  15 ;  Luke 
V.  12);  and  finally,  the  words.  Behold,  I  send  you  forth  as  lambs,  etc.  (Matt. 
V.  16;  Luke  V.  3).  The  sequence  of  these  propositions  is  about  equally 
natund  in  both  cases.  Their  completeness  is  alternately  greater  in  the  one 
than  in  the  other ;  but  Matthew's  additions  generally  turn  on  essentials,  as 
in  V.  16 ;  those  of  Luke  on  externals,  as  in  v.  7,  8,  and  in  v.  4,  where  there 
is  the  singular  injunction  to  salute  no  man  by  the  way,  which  might  appear 
an  unhistorical  exaggeration  of  the  urgency  of  the  apostolic  errand,  did  we 
not  know  that  the  Jewish  greetings  of  that  period  were  not  a  little  cere- 
monious.^ Siefiert  observes  that  the  instructions  which  Jesus  gave — ^according 
to  Matthew,  to  the  twelve,  according  to  Luke,  to  the  seventy — might,  so  far 
as  their  tenor  is  concerned,  have  been  imparted  with  equal  fitness  on  either 

*  Schulz,  s.  315. 

*  Vid.  De  Wette,  Archaol.,  §  265,  and  in  loc 
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occasion ;  but  I  doubt  this,  for  it  seems  to  me  improbable  that  Jesus  should, 
as  Luke  states,  dismiss  his  more  confidential  disciples  with  scanty  rules  for 
their  outward  conduct,  and  that  to  the  seventy  he  should  make  communica- 
tions of  much  greater  moment  and  pathos.^  The  above  critic  at  length 
decides  in  favour  of  Luke,  whose  narrative  appears  to  him  more  precise, 
because  it  distinguishes  the  seventy  from  the  twelve.  We  have  already 
discussed  this  point,  and  have  found  that  a  comparison  is  rather  to  the 
advantage  of  Matthew.  The  blessing  pronounced  on  him  who  should  give 
even  a  cup  of  cold  water  to  the  disciples  of  Jesus  (v.  42),  is  at  least  more 
judiciously  inserted  by  Matthew  as  the  conclusion  of  the  discourse  of  instruc- 
tions, than  in  the  endless  confusion  of  the  latter  part  of  Mark  ix.  (v.  41), 
where  ikv  {tf)j  and  o«  &f  {whosoever),  seem  to  form  the  only  tie  between  the 
successive  propositions. 

The  case  is  otherwise  when  we  regard  those  portions  of  the  discourse 
which  Luke  places  in  his  twelfth  chapter,  and  even  later,  and  which  in 
Matthew  are  distinguishable  as  a  second  part  of  the  same  discourse.  Such 
are  the  directions  to  the  apostles  as  to  their  conduct  before  tribunals  (Matt 
X.  19  f. ;  Luke  xii.  11);  the  exhortation  not  to  fear  those  who  can  only  kill 
the  body  (Matt.  v.  28;  Luke  v.  4f.);  the  warning  against  the  denial  of  Jesus 
(Matt  V.  32  f. ;  Luke  v.  8  f.);  the  discourse  on  the  general  disunion  of  which 
he  would  be  the  cause  (Matt.  v.  34  ff. ;  Luke  v.  51  ff.) ;  a  passage  to  which 
Matthew,  prompted  apparently  by  the  enumeration  of  the  members  of  a 
family,  attaches  the  declaration  of  Jesus  that  these  are  not  to  be  valued 
above  him,  that  his  cross  must  be  taken,  etc.,  which  he  partly  repeats  on  a 
subsequent  occasion,  and  in  a  more  suitable  connexion  (xvi.  24  f.) ;  further, 
predictions  which  recur  in  the  discourse  on  the  Mount  of  Olives,  relative  to 
the  universal  persecution  of  the  disciples  of  Jesus  (v.  17  f.  22,  comp.  xxiv.  9, 
13) ;  the  saying  which  Luke  inserts  in  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  (vi.  40), 
and  which  also  appears  in  John  (xv.  20),  that  the  disciple  has  no  claim  to  a 
better  lot  than  his  master  (v.  24  f.) ;  lastly,  the  direction,  which  is  peculiar 
to  the  discourse  in  Matthew,  to  flee  from  one  city  to  another,  with  the 
accompanying  consolation  (v.  23).  These  commands  and  exhortations  have 
been  justly  pronounced  by  critics^  to  be  unsuitable  to  the  first  mission  of  the 
twelve,  which,  like  the  alleged  mission  of  the  seventy,  had  no  other  than 
happy  results  (Luke  ix.  10,  x.  17);  they  presuppose  the  troublous  circum- 
stances which  supervened  after  the  death  of  Jesus,  or  perhaps  in  the  latter 
period  of  his  life.  According  to  this,  Luke  is  more  correct  than  Matthew  in 
assigning  these  discourses  to  the  last  journey  of  Jesus ;  ^  unless,  indeed,  sucb 
descriptions  of  the  subsequent  fate  of  the  apostles  and  other  adherents  of 
Jesus  were  produced  ex  evenfUy  after  his  death,  and  put  into  his  mouth  in 
the  form  of  prophecies;  a  conjecture  which  is  strongly  suggested  by  the 
words,  He  who  taketh  not  up  his  cross,  etc.  (v.  38).® 

The  next  long  discourse  of  Jesus  in  Matthew  (chap,  xi.)  we  have  already 
considered,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  Baptist  From  v.  20-24,  there  follow 
complaints  and  threatenings  against  the  Galilean  cities,  in  which  most  of  his 
mighty  works  were  done^  and  which,  nevertheless,  believed  not.  Our  modern 
critics  are  perhaps  right  in  their  opinion  that  these  apostrophes  are  less 
suitable  to  the  period  of  his  Galilean  ministry,  in  which  Matthew  places 

*  Comp.  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  I,  I,  s.  99. 

^  Schuiz,  s.  308 ;  Sieffert,  s.  82  ff. 

'  The  satisfactory  connexion  which  modern  criticism  finds  throughout  the  12th  chap,  of 
Luke,  I  am  as  little  able  to  discover  as  Tholiick,  Auslegung  der  Bergpredigt,  s.  13  f.,  who 
has  strikingly  exposed  the  partiality  of  Schleiermacher  for  Luke,  to  the  prejudice  of  Matthew. 

»  Vid.  Dc  Wette  in  loc. 
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them,  than  to  that  in  which  they  are  introduced  by  Luke  (x.  13  ff.) ;  namely, 
when  Jesus  had  left  Galilee,  and  was  on  his  way  to  Judea  and  Jerusalem, 
with  a  view  to  his  final  experiments^  But  a  consideration  of  the  immediate 
context  seems  to  reverse  the  probability.  In  Matthew,  the  description  of  the 
ungracious  reception  which  Jesus  and  John  had  alike  met  with,  leads  very 
naturally  to  the  accusations  against  those  places  which  had  been  the  chief 
theatres  of  the  ministry  of  the  former ;  but  it  is  difficult  to  suppose,  according 
to  Luke,  that  Jesus  would  speak  of  his  past  sad  experience  to  the  seventy, 
whose  minds  must  have  been  entirely  directed  to  the  future,  unless  we  con- 
ceive that  he  chose  a  subject  so  litde  adapted  to  the  exigencies  of  those 
whom  he  was  addressing,  in  order  to  unite  the  threatened  judgment  on  the 
Galilean  cities,  with  that  which  he  had  just  denounced  against  the  cities  that 
should  reject  his  messengers.  But  it  is  more  likely  that  this  association 
proceeded  solely  from  the  writer,  who,  by  the  comparison  of  a  city  that 
should  prove  refractory  to  the  disciples  of  Jesus,  to  Sodom,  was  reminded  of 
the  analogous  comparison  to  Tyre  and  Sidon,  of  places  that  had  been 
disobedient  to  Jesus  himself,  without  perceiving  the  incongruity  of  the  one 
with  the  circumstances  which  had  dictated  the  other.^^ 

The  joyy  ayaXXtacris,  expressed  by  Jesus  (v.  25-27)  on  account  of  the 
insight  afforded  to  babes^  vrjfnloviy  is  but  loosely  attached  by  Matthew  to  the 
preceding  maledictions.  As  it  supposes  a  change  in  the  mental  frame  of 
Jesus,  induced  by  pleasing  circumstances,  Luke  (x.  17,  21  ff.),  would  have  all 
the  probabilities  on  his  side,  in  making  the  return  of  the  seventy  with  satis- 
factory tidings  the  cause  of  the  above  expression ;  were  it  not  that  the 
appointment  of  the  seventy,  and  consequently  their  return,  are  altogether 
problematical ;  besides,  it  is  possible  to  refer  the  passage  in  question  to  the 
return  of  the  twelve  from  their  mission.  Matthew  connects  with  this  rejoicing 
of  Jesus  his  invitation  to  the  weary  and  heavy  laden  (v.  28-30).  This  is 
wanting  in  Luke,  who,  instead,  makes  Jesus  turn  to  his  disciples  privately ^ 
and  pronounce  them  blessed  in  being  privileged  to  see  and  hear  things  which 
many  prophets  and  kings  yearned  after  in  vain  (23  f.) :  an  observation  which 
does  not  so  specifically  agree  with  the  preceding  train  of  thought,  as  the 
context  assigned  to  it  by  Matthew,  and  which  is  moreover  inserted  by  the 
latter  Evangelist  in  a  connexion  (xiii.  16  f.)  that  may  be  advantageously  con- 
fronted with  that  of  Luke. 

§  78. 

THE  PARABLES. 

According  to  Matthew  (chap,  xiii.),  Jesus  delivered  seven  parables,  all 
relating  to  the  ^oa-tXcia  ra>v  ovpava>v.  Modern  criticism,  however,  has  doubted 
whether  Jesus  really  uttered  so  many  of  these  symbolical  discourses  on  one 
occasion.^  The  parable,  it  has  been  observed,  is  a  kind  of  problem,  to  be 
solved  by  the  reflection  of  the  hearer ;  hence  after  every  parable  a  pause  is 
requisite,  if  it  be  the  object  of  the  teacher  to  convey  real  instruction,  and  not 
to  distract  by  a  multiplicity  of  ill-understood  images.^  It  will,  at  least,  be 
admitted,  with  Neander,  that  parables  on  the  same  or  closely-related  subjects 
can  only  be  spoken  consecutively,  when,  under  manifold  forms,  and  from 

^  Schleiermacher,  iiber  den  Lukas,  s.  169  f. ;  Schneckenburger,  iiber  den  Ursprung 
u.  5.  f.,  s.  32  f. 

"  Comp.  De  Wettc,  exeg.  Handb.,  i,  i,  s.  no.  i,  2,  s.  62. 
'  Schulz,  iiber  das  Abendmahl,  s.  314. 
'  Olshausen,  bibl.  Comm.  i,  s.  437. 


346  PART  II.      CHAPTER   VI.      §   78. 

various  points  of  view,  they  lead  to  the  same  result'  Among  the  seven 
parables  in  question,  those  of  the  mustard-seed  and  the  leaven  have  a 
common  fundamental  idea,  differently  shadowed  forth — the  gradual  growth 
and  ultimate  prevalence  of  the  kingdom  of  God :  those  of  the  net  and  the 
tares  represent  the  mingling  of  the  good  with  the  bad  in  the  kingdom  of  God  ; 
those  of  the  treasure  and  the  pearl  inculcate  the  inestimable  and  all-indemni- 
fying value  of  the  kingdom  of  God ;  and  the  parable  of  the  sower  depicts 
the  unequal  susceptibility  of  men  to  the  preaching  of  the  kingdom  of  God. 
Thus  there  are  no  less  than  four  separate  fundamental  ideas  involved  in  this 
collection  of  parables — ideas  which  are  indeed  connected  by  their  general 
relation  to  the  kingdom  of  God,  but  which  present  this  object  under  aspects 
so  widely  different,  that  for  their  thorough  comprehension  a  pause  after  each 
was  indispensable.  Hence,  it  has  been  concluded,  Jesus  would  not  merit 
the  praise  of  being  a  judicious  teacher,  if,  as  Matthew  represents,  he  had 
spoken  all  the  above  parables  in  rapid  succession.^  If  we  suppose  in  this 
instance,  again,  an  assemblage  of  discourses  similar  in  kind,  but  delivered 
on  different  occasions,  we  are  anew  led  to  the  discussion  as  to  whether 
Matthew  was  aware  of  the  latter  circumstance,  or  whether  he  believed  that 
he  was  recording  a  continuous  harangue.  The  introductory  form,  And  he 
spake  many  things  to  them  tn  parables  (v.  3) :  xal  cAoA-ito-cv  avrois  iroXXa  iv 
irapaPo\al%  and  the  concluding  one,  when  Jesus  had  finished  these  parables 
(v.  53)  :  ore  ercXco-cv  o  Ti/(rov9  ras  irapaPoka^  ravrac,  seem  to  be  a  clear  proof 

that  he  did  not  present  the  intermediate  matter  as  a  compilation.  Mark, 
indeed,  narrates  (iv.  10),  that  at  the  close  of  the  first  parable,  the  disciples 
being  again,  Kara/xova?,  in  private,  with  Jesus,  asked  him  for  its  interpretation ; 
and  hence  it  has  been  contended^  that  there  was  an  interruption  of  the 
discourse  at  this  point;  but  this  cannot  serve  to  explain  the  account  of 
Matthew,  for  he  represents  the  request  of  the  disciples  as  being  preferred  on 
the  spot,  without  any  previous  retirement  from  the  crowd;  thus  proving  that 
he  did  not  suppose  such  an  interruption.  The  concluding  form  which 
Matthew  inserts  after  the  fourth  parable  (v.  34  f),  might,  with  better  reason, 
be  adduced  as  intimating  an  interruption,  for  he  there  comprises  all  the 
foregoing  parables  in  one  address  by  the  words,  A//  these  things  spake  Jesus 
in  parables,  etc.,  ravra  vavra.  ^XaXi/crcv  6  'Ii/o-oOs  cv  irapafioXaii  #c.  t.  X.,  and 
makes  the  pause  still  more  complete  by  the  application  of  an  Old  Testament 
prophecy ;  moreover,  Jesus  is  here  said  (36)  to  change  his  locality,  to  dismiss 
the  multitude  to  whom  he  had  hitherto  been  speaking  on  the  shore  of  the 
Galilean  sea,  and  enter  the  house,  etc  r^v  ouciav,  where  he  gives  three  new 
parables,  in  addition  to  the  interpretation  which  his  disciples  had  solicited 
of  the  second.  But  that  the  delivery  of  the  last  three  parables  was  separated 
from  that  of  the  preceding  ones  by  a  change  of  place,  and  consequently  by  a 
short  interval  of  time,  very  little  alters  the  state  of  the  case.  For  it  is  highly 
improbable  that  Jesus  would  without  intermission  tax  the  memory  of  the 
populace,  whose  minds  it  was  so  easy  to  overburthen,  with  four  parables, 
two  of  which  were  highly  significant ;  and  that  he  should  forthwith  overwhelm 
his  disciples,  whose  power  of  comprehension  he  had  been  obliged  to  aid  in 
the  application  of  the  first  two  parables,  with  three  new  ones,  instead  of 
ascertaining  if  they  were  capable  of  independently  expounding  the  third  and 
fourth.  Further,  we  have  only  to  look  more  closely  at  Matthew's  narrative, 
in  order  to  observe  that  he  has  fallen  quite  involuntarily  on  the  interruption 
at  V.  34  fL     If  it  were  his  intention  to  communicate  a  series  of  parables,  with 

'  L.  J.  Chr.,  s.  175. 

^  Schneckenburger,  iiber  deu  Ursprung  a.  s.  f ,  s.  33. 

^  Olshausen,  s.  438. 
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the  explanations  that  Jesus  privately  gave  to  his  disciples  of  the  two  which 
were  most  important,  and  were  therefore  to  be  placed  at  the  head  of  the 
series,  there  were  only  three  methods  on  which  he  could  proceed.  First,  he 
might  make  Jesus,  immediately  after  the  enunciation  of  a  parable,  give  its 
interpretation  to  his  disciples  in  the  presence  of  the  multitude,  as  he  actually 
does  in  the  case  of  the  first  parable  (10-23).  But  the  representation  is  beset 
with  the  difficulty  of  conceiving  how  Jesus,  surrounded  by  a  crowd,  whose 
expectation  was  on  the  stretch,  could  find  leisure  for  a  conversation  aside 
with  his  disciples.®  This  inconvenience  Mark  perceived^  and  therefore  chose 
the  second  resource  that  was  open  to  him — that  of  making  Jesus  with  his 
disciples  withdraw  after  the  first  parable  into  the  house,  and  there  deliver  its 
interpretation.  But  such  a  proceeding  would  be  too  great  a  hindrance  to 
one  who  proposed  publicly  to  deliver  several  parables  one  after  the  other ; 
for  if  Jesus  returned  to  the  house  immediately  after  the  first  parable,  he  had 
left  the  scene  in  which  the  succeeding  ones  could  be  conveniently  imparted 
to  the  people.  Consequently,  the  narrator  in  the  first  gospel  cannot,  with 
respect  to  the  interpretation  of  the  second  parable,  either  repeat  his  first 
plan,  or  resort  to  the  second  \  he  therefore  adopts  a  third,  and  proceeding 
uninterruptedly  through  two  further  parables,  it  is  only  at  their  close  that  he 
conducts  Jesus  to  the  house,  and  there  makes  him  impart  the  arrear  of  inter- 
pretation. Herewith  there  arose  in  the  mind  of  the  narrator  a  sort  of 
rivalry  between  the  parables  which  he  had  yet  in  reserve,  and  the  interpreta- 
tior>,  the  arrear  of  which  embarrassed  him;  as  soon  as  the  former  were 
absent  from  his  recollection,  the  latter  would  be  present  with  its  inevitably 
associated  form  of  conclusion  and  return  homeward ;  and  when  any  remain- 
ing parables  recurred  to  him,  he  was  obliged  to  make  them  the  sequel  of  the 
interpretation.  Thus  it  befel  with  the  three  last  parables  in  Matthew's 
narration;  so  that  he  was  reduced  almost  against  his  will  to  make  the 
disciples  their  sole  participants,  though  it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  the 
custom  of  Jesus  thus  to  clothe  his  private  instructions;  and  Mark  (v.  33 f.) 
plainly  supposes  the  parables  which  follow  the  interpretation  of  the  second, 
to  be  also  addressed  to  the  people. "^ 

Mark,  who  (iv.  i)  depicts  the  same  scene  by  the  sea-side,  as  Matthew,  has 
in  connexion  with  it  only  three  parables,  of  which  the  first  and  third  corre- 
spond to  the  first  and  third  of  Matthew,  but  the  middle  one  is  commonly 
deemed  peculiar  to  Mark.^  Matthew  has  in  its  place  the  parable  wherein 
the  kingdom  of  heaven  is  likened  to  a  man  who  sowed  good  seed  in  his 
field  ;  but  while  men  slept,  the  enemy  came  and  sowed  tares  among  it,  which 
grew  up  with  the  wheat.  The  servants  know  not  from  whence  the  tares 
come,  and  propose  to  root  them  up ;  but  the  master  commands  them  to  let 
both  grow  together  until  the  harvest,  when  it  will  be  time  enough  to  separate 
them.  In  Mark,  Jesus  compares  the  kingdom  of  heaven  to  a  man  who  casts 
seed  into  the  ground,  and  while  he  sleeps  and  rises  again,  the  seed  passes,  he 
knows  not  how,  from  one  stage  of  development  to  another :  and  when  it  is 
ripe,  he  puts  in  the  sickle,  because  the  harvest  is  come.  In  this  parable  there 
is  wanting  what  constitutes  the  dominant  idqa  in  that  of  Matthew,  the  tares, 
sown  by  the  enemy ;  but  as,  nevertheless,  the  other  ideas,  of  sowing,  sleeping, 
growing  one  knows  not  how,  and  harvest,  wholly  correspond,  it  may  be 
questioned  whether  Mark  does  not  here  merely  give  the  same  parable  in  a 
different  version,  which  he  preferred  to  that  of  Matthew,  because  it  seemed 

*  Schleiermacher,  s.  120. 

'  Fritzsche,  Comm.  in  Marc,  s.  120,  128,  1 34;  De  Wette,  in  loc. 

*  Comp.  Saunier,  iiber  die  Quellen  des  Markus,  s.  74 ;  Fritzsche  ut  sup. ;  De  Wette  in 
loc. 
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more  intermediate  between  the  first  parable  of  the  sower,  and  the  third  of  the 
mustard-seed. 

Luke,  also,  has  only  three  of  the  seven  parables  given  in  Matt  xiii. ; 
namely,  those  of  the  sower,  the  mustard-seed,  and  the  leaven ;  so  that  the 
parables  of  the  buried  treasure,  the  pearl,  and  the  net,  as  also  that  of  the  tares 
in  the  field,  are  peculiar  to  Matthew.  The  parable  of  the  sower  is  placed 
by  Luke  (viii.  4  ff.)  somewhat  earlier,  and  in  other  circumstances,  than  by 
Matthew,  and  apart  from  the  two  other  parables  which  he  has  in  common 
with  the  first  Evangelist's  series.  These  he  introduces  later,  xiii.  18-21  ;  a 
position  which  recent  critics  unanimously  acknowledge  as  the  correct  one.® 
But  this  decision  is  one  of  the  most  remarkable  to  which  the  criticism  of  the 
present  age  has  been  led  by  its  partiality  to  Luke.  For  if  we  examine  the 
vaunted  connectedness  of  this  Evangelist's  passages,  we  find  that  Jesus,  having 
healed  a  woman  bowed  dawn  by  a  spirit  of  infirtnity^  silences  the  punctilious 
ruler  of  the  synagogue  by  the  argument  about  the  ox  and  ass,  after  which  it 
is  added  (v.  17),  And  when  he  had  said  these  things^  all  his  adversaries  were 
ashamed ;  and  all  the  people  rejoiced  for  all  the  glorious  things  that  were  done 
by  him.  Surely  so  complete  and  marked  a  form  of  conclusion  is  intended  to 
wind  up  the  previous  narrative,  and  one  cannot  conceive  that  the  sequel  went 
forward  in  the  same  scene ;  on  the  contrary,  the  phrases,  then  said  he^  and 
again  he  said,  by  which  the  parables  are  connected,  indicate  that  the  writer 
had  no  longer  any  knowledge  of  the  occasion  on  which  Jesus  uttered  them, 
and  hence  inserted  them  at  random  in  this  indeterminate  manner,  far  less 
judiciously  than  Matthew,  who  at  least  was  careful  to  associate  them  with 
analogous  materials. ^^ 

We  proceed  to  notice  the  other  evangelical  parables,!^  and  first  among 
them,  those  which  are  peculiar  to  one  Evangelist.  We  come  foremost  in 
Matthew  to  the  parable  of  the  servant  (xviii.  23  ff)  who,  although  his  lord 
had  forgiven  him  a  debt  of  ten  thousand  talents,  had  no  mercy  on  his  fellow- 
servant  who  owed  him  a  hundred  ;  tolerably  well  introduced  by  an  exhorta- 
tion to  placability  (v.  15),  and  the  question  of  Peter,  ffoiv  oft  shall  my  brother 
sin  against  me,  and  I  forgive  him  9  Likewise  peculiar  to  Matthew  is  the 
parable  of  the  labourers  in  the  vineyard  (xx.  i  ff.),  which  suitably  enough 
forms  a  counterpoise  to  the  foregoing  promise  of  a  rich  recompense  to  the 
disciples.  Of  the  sentences  which  Matthew  appends  to  this  parable  (v.  16), 
the  first,  So  the  last  shall  be  firsts  and  the  first  last,  by  which  he  had  also  pre- 
faced it  (xix,  30),  is  the  only  one  with  which  it  has  any  internal  connexion  ; 
the  other,  for  many  are  called,  but  few  chosen^  rather  gives  the  moral  of  the 
parable  of  the  royal  feast  and  the  wedding  garment,  in  connexion  with  which 
Matthew  actually  repeats  it  (xxii.  14),  It  was  well  adapted,  however,  even 
torn  from  this  connexion,  to  circulate  as  an  independent  apothegm,  and  as  it 
appeared  fitting  to  the  Evangelist  to  annex  one  or  more  short  sentences  to  the 
end  of  a  parable,  he  might  be  induced,  by  some  superficial  similarity  to  the 
one  already  given,  to  place  them  in  companionship.  Farther,  the  parable  of 
the  two  sons  sent  into  the  vineyard,  is  also  peculiar  to  Matthew  (xxi.  28  ff.), 
and  is  not  ill-placed  in  connexion  with  the  foregoing  questions  and  retorts 
between  Jesus  and  the  Pharisees  ;  its  anti- Pharisaic  significance  is  also  well 
brought  out  by  the  sequel  (31  f.). 

Among  the  parables  which  are  peculiar  to  Luke,  that  of  the  two  debtors 
(vii.  41  ff.) ;  that  of  the  good  Samaritan  (x.  30  ff.) ;  that  of  the  man  whose 

^  Schleiermacher,  ut.  sup.  s.  192  ;  Olshausen,  i,  s.  431  ;  Schneckenburger,  ut  sup.  s.  33. 
"  Comp.  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.,  i,  2,  s.  73  f. 

'^  Analogies  to  these  parables  and  apothegms  are  given  out  of  the  rabbinical  literature 
by  Wetstein,  Lightfoot,  and  Schottgen,  in  loc. 
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accumulation  of  earthly  treasure  is  interrupted  by  death  (xii.  16  ff.  comp.  Wis. 
xi.  17  ff.);  ind  also  the  two  which  figure  the  efficacy  of  importunate  prayer 
(xi.  5  ff.,  xviii.  2  ff.);  have  a  definite,  clear  signification,  and  with  the  exception 
of  the  last,  which  is  introduced  abruptly,  a  tolerably  consistent  connexion. 
We  may  learn  from  the  two  last  parables,  that  it  is  often  necessary  entirely  to 
abstract  particular  features  from  the  parables  of  Jesus,  seeing  that  in  one  of 
them  God  is  represented  by  a  lukewarm  friend,  in  the  other  by  an  unjust 
judge.  To  the  latter  is  annexed  the  parable  of  the  Pharisee  and  Publican 
(9-14),  of  which  only  Schleiermacher,  on  the  strength  of  a  connexion,  fabri- 
cated by  himself  between  it  and  the  foregoing,  can  deny  the  antipharisaic 
tendency.^*  The  parables  of  the  lost  sheep,  the  piece  of  silver,  and  the 
prodigal  son  (Luke  xv.  3-32),  have  the  same  direction.  Matthew  also  has 
the  first  of  these  (xviii.  12  ff.),  but  in  a  different  connexion,  which  determines 
its  import  somewhat  differently,  and  without  doubt,  as  will  presently  be  shown, 
less  correctly.  It  is  easy  to  imagine  that  these  three  parables  were  spoken  in 
immediate  succession,  because  the  second  Is  merely  a  variation  of  the  first, 
and  the  third  is  an  amplification  and  elucidation  of  them  both.  Whether, 
according  to  the  opinion  of  modem  criticism,  the  two  succeeding  parables 
also  belong  with  the  above  to  one  continuous  discourse, ^^  must  be  deter- 
mined by  a  closer  examination  of  their  contents,  which  are  in  themselves 
noteworthy. 

The  parable  of  the  unjust  steward,  notoriously  the  crux  interpretum,  is  yet 
without  any  intrinsic  difficulty.     If  we  read  to  the  end  of  the  parable,  includ- 
ing the  moral  (v.  9),  we  gather  the  simple  result,  that  the  man  who  without 
precisely  using  unjust  means  to  obtain  riches,  is  yet  in  the  sight  of  God  an 
unprofitable  servant^  hovka^  axpctbs  (Luke  xvii.  10),  and,  in  the  employment  of 
the  gifts  intrusted  to  him  by  God,  a  steward  of  injustice^  oUovofjio^  r^s  dBiKia^, 
may  best  atone  for  this  pervading  unfaithfulness  by  lenity  and  beneficence 
towards  his  fellow-men,  and  may  by  their  intervention  procure  a  place  in 
heaven.     It  is  true  that  the  beneficence  of  the  fictitious  steward  is  a  fraud  ; 
but  we  must  abstract  this  particular,  as,  in  the  case  of  two  previous  parables, 
we  have  to  abstract  the  lukewarmness  of  the  friend,  and  the  injustice  of  the 
judge :  nay,  the  necessity  for  such  an  abstraction  is  intimated  in  the  narrative 
itself^  for  from  v.  8  we  gather  that  what  the  steward  did  in  a  worldly  spirit  is, 
in  the  application,  to  be  understood  in  a  more  exalted  sense  of  the  children 
of  light     Certainly,  if  we  suppose  the  words.  He  that  is  faithful  in  that  which 
is  leasts  etc.  (10-12)  to  have   been  uttered  in  their  present  connexion,  it 
appears  as  if  the  steward  were  set  forth  as  a  model,  deserving  in  some  sense 
or  other  the  praise  of  faithfulness ;  and  when  (v.  13)  it  is  said  that  no  servant 
can  serve  two  masters,  the  intended  inference  seems  to  be  that  this  steward 
had  held  to  the  rightful  one.     Hence  we  have  expositions  such  as  that  of 
Schleiermacher,  who  under  the  master  understands  the  Romans ;  under  the 
debtors,  the  Jewish  people ;  under  the  steward,   the  publicans,  who  were 
generous  to  the  latter  at  the  expense  of  the  former  ;  thus,  in  the  most  arbitrary 
manner,   transforming   the   master  into  a  violent  man,  and  justifying  the 
steward.*^    Olshausen  carries  the  perversion  of  the  parable  to  the  extreme, 
for  he  degrades  the  master,  who,  by  his  judicial  position  evidently  announces 
himself  as  the  representative  of  God,  into  apx^ov  rov  KoafAov  rovrov,  the  prince 
of  this  worlds  while  he  exalts  the  steward  into  the  image  of  a  man  who  applies 
the  riches  of  this  world  to  spiritual  objects.     But  as  in  the  moral  (v.  9)  the 
parable  has  a  consistent  endmg ;  and  as  inaccurate  association  is  by  no  means 

*'  Ueber  den  Lakns,  s.  22a 

"  Schleiermacher,  ut  sup.  s.  202  fif.     Olshausen  in  loc. 

"  Ut  sup. 
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unexampled  in  Luke ;  it  is  not  admissible  to  concede  to  the  following  verses 
any  influence  over  the  interpretation  of  the  parable,  unless  a  close  relation  of 
idea  can  be  made  manifest  Now  the  fact  is,  that  the  very  opposite,  namely, 
the  most  perplexing  diversity,  exists.  Moreover,  it  is  not  difficult  to  show 
what  might  have  seduced  Luke  into  a  false  association.  In  the  parable  there 
was  mention  of  the  mammon  of  unrighteousness^  fjutfitava^  rrj^  oStJctas;  this 
suggested  to  him  the  saying  of  Jesus,  that  he  who  proves  faithful  in  the 
a£iK<ft  fuifjuovji,  the  unrighteous  mammon^  as  that  which  is  least,  may  also  have 
the  true  riches  committed  to  his  trust.  But  the  word  mammon  having  once 
taken  possession  of  the  writer's  mind,  how  could  he  avoid  recollecting  the 
well-known  aphorism  of  Jesus  on  God  and  Mammon,  as  two  incompatible 
masters,  and  adding  it  (v.  13),  however  superfluously,  to  the  preceding 
texts  ?*^  That  by  this  addition  the  previous  parable  was  placed  in  a 
thoroughly  false  light,  gave  the  writer  little  concern,  perhaps  because  he  had 
not  seized  its  real  meaning,  or  because,  in  the  endeavour  completely  to  dis- 
burthen  his  evangelical  meaning,  he  lost  all  solicitude  about  the  sequence  of 
his  passages.  It  ought,  in  general,  to  be  more  considered,  that  those  of  our 
Evangelists  who,  according  to  the  now  prevalent  opinion,  noted  down  oral 
traditions,  must,  in  the  composition  of  their  writings,  have  exerted  their 
memory  to  an  extent  that  would  repress  the  activity  of  reflection ;  conse- 
quently the  arrangement  of  the  materials  in  their  narratives  is  governed  by 
the  association  of  ideas,  the  laws  of  which  are  partly  dependent  on  extemsd 
relations ;  and  we  need  not  be  surprised  to  find  many  passages,  especially 
from  the  discourses  of  Jesus,  ranged  together  for  the  sole  cause  that  they 
happen  to  have  in  common  certain  striking  consonant  words. 

If  from  hence  we  glance  back  on  the  position,  that  the  parable  of  the 
unjust  steward  must  have  been  spoken  in  connexion  with  the  foregoing  one  of 
the  prodigal  son,  we  perceive  that  it  rests  merely  on  a  false  interpretation. 
According  to  Schleiermacher,  it  is  the  defence  of  the  publicans  against  the 
Pharisees,  that  forms  the  bond;  but  there  is  no  trace  of  publicans  and 
Pharisees  in  the  latter  parable.  According  to  Olshausen,  the  compassionate 
love  of  God,  represented  in  the  foregoing  parable,  is  placed  in  juxtaposition 
with  the  compassionate  love  of  man,  represented  in  the  succeeding  one  ;  but 
simple  beneficence  is  the  sole  idea  on  which  the  latter  turns,  and  a  parallel 
between  this  and  the  manner  in  which  God  meets  the  lost  with  pardon,  is 
equally  remote  from  the  intention  of  the  teacher  and  the  nature  of  the  sub- 
ject. The  remark  (v.  14)  that  the  Pharisees  heard  all  these  things,  and,  being 
covetous,  derided  Jesus,  does  not  necessarily  refer  to  the  individuals  men- 
tioned XV.  2,  so  as  to  imply  that  they  had  listened  to  the  intermediate  matter 
as  one  continuous  discourse ;  and  even  if  that  were  the  case,  it  would  only 
show  the  view  of  the  writer  with  respect  to  the  connectedness  of  the  parables ; 
a  view  which,  in  the  face  of  the  foregoing  investigation,  cannot  possibly  be 
binding  on  us.^^ 

"  Schneckenburger  has  decided,  Beitrilge,  No.  V.  where  he  refutes  Olshaasen's  interpre- 
tation of  the  parable,  that  this  verse  does  not  really  belong  to  its  present  position,  while 
with  respect  to  the  preceding  verses  from  v.  9,  he  finds  it  possible  to  hold  the  contrary 
opinion.  De  Wette  also  considers  that  v.  13  is  the  only  one  decidedly  out  of  place.  He 
thinks  it  possible,  by  supplying  an  intermediate  proposition,  which  he  supposes  the  writer 
to  have  omitted,  and  which  led  from  the  prudent  use  of  riches  to  faithfulness  in  preserving 
those  entrusted  to  us,  to  give  a  sufficient  connexion  to  v.  9  and  10-12,  without  necessarily 
referring  the  idea  of  faithfulness  to  the  conduct  of  the  steward.  The  numerous  attempts, 
both  ancient  and  modern,  to  explain  the  parable  of  the  steward  without  a  critical  dislocation 
of  the  associated  passages,  are  only  so  many  proofe  that  it  is  absolutely  requisite  to  a  satis- 
factoiy  interpretation. 

^*  Comp.  de  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  2,  s.  8a 
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We  have  already  discussed  the  passage  from  v.  15  to  18;  it  consists  of 
disconnected  sayings,  and  to  the  last,  on  adultery,  is  annexed  the  parable  of 
the  rich  man,  in  a  manner  which,  as  we  have  already  noticed,  it  is  attempted 
in  vain  to  show  as  a  real  connexion.  It  must,  however,  be  conceded  to 
Schleiermacher,  that  if  we  separate  them,  the  alternative^  namely,  the  common 
application  of  the  parable  to  the  penal  justice  of  God,  is  attended  with  great 
difficulties. ^7  For  there  is  no  indication  throughout  the  parable,  of  any 
actions  on  the  part  of  the  rich  man  and  Lazarus,  that  could,  according  to  our 
notions,  justify  the  exaltation  of  the  one  to  a  place  in  Abraham's  bosom,  and 
the  condemnation  of  the  other  to  torment ;  the  guilt  of  the  one  appears  to  lie 
in  his  wealth,  the  merit  of  the  other  in  his  poverty.  It  is  indeed  generally 
supposed  of  the  rich  man,  that  he  was  immoderate  in  his  indulgence^  and  that 
he  had  treated  Lazarus  unkindly.^®  But  the  latter  is  nowhere  intimated ;  for 
the  picture  of  the  beggar  lying  at  the  door  of  the  rich  man,  is  not  intended  in 
the  light  of  a  reproach  to  the  latter,  because  he  might  easily  have  tendered 
his  aid,  and  yet  neglected  to  do  so ;  it  is  designed  to  exhibit  the  contrast,  not 
only  between  the  earthly  condition  of  the  two  parties,  but  between  their 
proximity  in  this  life,  and  their  wide  separation  in  another.  So  the  other 
particular,  that  the  beggar  was  eager  for  the  crumbs  that  fell  from  the  rich 
man's  table,  does  not  imply  that  the  rich  man  denied  him  this  pittance,  or 
that  he  ought  to  have  given  him  more  than  the  mere  crumbs ;  it  denotes  the 
deep  degradation  of  the  earthly  lot  of  Lazarus  compared  with  that  of  the  rich 
man,  in  opposition  to  their  reversed  position  after  death,  when  the  rich  man 
is  fain  to  entreat  for  a  drop  of  water  from  the  hand  of  Lazarus.  On  the 
supposition  that  the  rich  man  had  been  wanting  in  compassion  towards 
Lazarus,  the  Abraham  of  the  parable  could  only  reply  in  the  following  man- 
ner :  **  Thou  hadst  once  easy  access  to  Lazarus,  and  yet  thou  didst  not 
relieve  him ;  how  then  canst  thou  expect  him  to  traverse  a  long  distance  to 
give  thee  alleviation  ? ''  The  sumptuous  life  of  the  rich  man,  likewise,  is  only 
depicted  as  a  contrast  to  the  misery  of  the  beggar ;  for  if  he  had  been  sup- 
posed guilty  of  excess,  Abraham  must  have  reminded  him  that  he  had  taken 
too  much  of  the  good  things  of  this  life,  not  merely  that  he  had  received  his 
share  of  them.  Equally  groundless  is  it,  on  the  other  hand,  to  suppose  high 
mora]  excellencies  in  Lazarus,  since  there  is  no  intimation  of  such  in  the 
description  of  him,  which  merely  regards  his  outward  condition, — neither  are 
such  ascribed  to  him  by  Abraham ;  his  sole  merit  is,  the  having  received  evil 
in  this  life.  Thus,  in  this  parable  the  measure  of  future  recompense  is  not 
the  amount  of  good  done,  or  wickedness  perpetrated,  but  of  evil  endured,  and 
fortune  enjoyed,^^  and  the  aptest  motto  jfor  this  discourse  is  to  be  found  in 
the  Sermon  on  the  Mount,  according  to  Luke's  edition  :  Blessed  be  ye  poor^ 
far  yours  is  the  kingdom  of  God  /  Woe  to  you  that  are  rich  /  for  ye  have 
received  your  consolation ;  a  passage  concerning  which  we  have  already  re- 
marked, that  it  accords  fully  with  the  Ebionite  view  of  the  world.  A  similar 
estimation  of_exterji5j_ppverty  is  ascribed  to  Jesus  by  the  other  synoptists,  in 
the  narrative  of  the  rich  young  man,  and  in  the  aphorisms  on  the  camel  and 
the  needle's  eye  (Matt  xix.  16  ff. ;  Markx.  17  ff. ;  comp.  Luke  xviiL  18  ff.). 
Whether  this  estimation  belong  to  Jesus  himself,  or  only  to  the  synoptical 
tradition  concerning  him,  it  was  probably  generated  by  the  notions  of  the 
Essenes.^    We  have  hitherto  considered  the  contents  of  the  parable  down 

"  Ut  sup.  s.  208.  "  Vid.  KuinSl,  in  loc. 

"  Comp.  De  Wette,  i,  2,  5.  86f. 

^  On  the  Essenes  as  contemners  of  riches  {Karcu^poPTfriit  rXovrov),  comp.  Joseph.,  b.  j.  ii. 
viii.  3 ;  Credner,  iiber  Essener  und  Ebioniten,  in  Winer's  Zeitschrift,  i,  s.  217 ;  Gfrorer, 
Philo,  2,  8.  3 IX. 
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to  V.  27  :  from  whence  to  the  conclusion  the  subject  is,  the  writings  of  the 
Old  Testament  as  the  adequate  and  only  means  of  grace. 

In  conclusion,  we  turn  to  a  group  of  parables,  among  which  some,  as 
relating  to  the  death  and  return  of  Christ,  ought,  according  to  our  plan,  to  be 
excepted  from  the  present  review ;  but  so  far  as  they  are  connected  with  the 
rest,  it  is  necessary  to  include  them.  They  are  the  three  parables  of  the  re- 
bellious husbandmen  in  the  vineyard  (Matt.  xxi.  33  ff.  parall),  of  the  talents 
or  minse  (Matt.  xxv.  i4ff. ;  Luke  xix.  i2ff.),  and  the  marriage  feast  (Matt 
xxii.  2  ff. ;  Luke  xiv.  16  ff.).  Of  these  the  parable  of  the  husbandmen  in  all 
the  accounts,  that  of  the  talents  in  Matthew,  and  that  of  the  marriage  feast 
in  Luke,  are  simple  parables,  unattended  with  difficulty.  Not  so  the  parable 
of  the  minse  in  Luke,  and  of  the  marriage  feast  in  Matthew.  That  the  former 
is  fundamentally  the  same  with  that  of  the  talents  in  Matthew,  is  undeniable, 
notwithstanding  the  many  divergencies.  In  both  are  found  the  journey  of  a 
master ;  the  assembling  of  the  servants  to  entrust  them  with  a  capital,  to  be 
put  into  circulation ;  after  the  return  of  the  master,  a  reckoning  in  which 
three  servants  are  signalized,  two  of  them  as  active,  the  third  as  inactive, 
whence  the  latter  is  punished,  and  the  former  rewarded ;  and  in  the  annun- 
ciation of  this  issue  the  words  of  the  master  are  nearly  identical  in  the  two 
statements.  The  principal  divergency  is,  that  besides  the  relation  between 
the  master  who  journeys  into  a  far  country  and  his  servants,  in  Luke  there  is 
a  second  relation  between  the  former  and  certain  rebellious  citizens;  and 
accordingly,  while  in  Matthew  the  master  is  simply  designated  avOpunro^^  a 
man,  in  Luke  he  is  styled  SyOpunro^  cvycv^,  a  nobleman^  and  a  kingdom  is 
assigned  to  him,  the  object  of  his  journey  being  to  receive  for  himself  a  king- 
dom :  an  object  of  which  there  is  no  mention  in  Matthew.  The  subjects  of 
this  personage,  it  is  further  said,  hated  him,  and  after  his  departure  renounced 
their  allegiance.  Hence  at  the  return  of  the  lord,  the  rebellious  citizens,  as 
well  as  the  slothful  servant,  are  punished ;  but  in  their  case  the  retribution  is 
that  of  death :  the  faithful  servants,  on  the  other  hand,  are  not  only  rewarded 
generally  by  an  entrance  into  the  joy  of  their  Lord,  but  royally,  by  the  gift  of 
a  number  of  cities.  There  are  other  divergencies  of  less  moment  between 
Luke  and  Matthew ;  such  as,  that  the  number  of  servants  is  undetermined 
by  the  one,  and  limited  to  ten  by  the  other ;  that  in  Matthew  they  receive 
talents,  in  Luke  minse ;  in  the  one  unequal  sums,  in  the  other  equal ;  in  the 
one,  they  obtain  unequal  profits  from  unequal  sums  by  an  equal  expenditure 
of  effort,  and  are  therefore  equally  rewarded ;  in  the  other,  they  obtain  un- 
equal profits  from  equal  sums  by  an  unequal  expenditure  of  effort,  and  are 
therefore  unequally  rewarded. 

Supposing  this  parable  to  have  proceeded  from  the  lips  of  Jesus  on  two 
separate  occasions,  and  that  Matthew  and  Luke  are  right  in  their  respective 
arrangements,  he  must  have  delivered  it  first  in  the  more  complex  form  given 
by  Luke,  and  then  in  the  simple  one  given  by  Matthew  ;*^  since  the  former 
places  it  before,  the  latter  after  the  entrance  into  Jerusalem.  But  this  would 
be  contrary  to  all  analogy.  The  first  presentation  of  an  idea  is,  according  to 
the  laws  of  thought,  the  most  simple ;  with  the  second  new  relations  may  be 
perceived,  the  subject  may  be  viewed  under  various  aspects,  and  brought  into 
manifold  combinations.  There  is,  therefore,  a  foundation  for  Schleiermacher's 
opinion,  that  contrary  to  the  arrangement  in  the  Gospels,  Jesus  first  delivered 
the  parable  in  the  more  simple  form,  and  amplified  it  on  a  subsequent  occa- 
sion.^^    But  for  our  particular  case  this  order  is  not  less  inconceivable  than 

'^  Thus  Kuinol,  Comm.  in  Luc,  p.  635. 

**  Ueber  den  Lukas,  239  f.     Ncander  agrees  with  him,  L.  J.  Chr.,  p.  188. 
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the  other.  The  author  of  a  composition  such  as  a  parable,  especially  when 
it  exists  only  in  his  mind  and  on  his  lips,  and  is  not  yet  fixed  in  writing, 
remains  the  perfect  master  of  his  materials  even  on  their  second  and  more 
elaborate  presentation ;  the  form  which  he  had  previously  given  to  them  is 
not  rigid  and  mflexible,  but  pliant,  so  that  he  can  adapt  the  original  thoughts 
and  images  to  the  additional  ones,  and  thus  give  unity  to  his  production. 
Hence,  had  he  who  gave  the  above  parable  the  form  which  it  has  in  Luke, 
been  its  real  author,  he  would,  after  having  transformed  the  master  into  a 
king,  and  inserted  the  particulars  respecting  the  rebellious  citizens,  have  in- 
trusted arms  to  the  servants  instead  of  money  (comp.  Luke  xxii.  36),^*  and 
would  have  made  them  show  their  fidelity  rather  by  conflict  with  the  rebels, 
than  by  increasing  their  capital ;  or  in  general  would  have  introduced  some 
relation  between  the  two  classes  of  persons  in  the  parable,  the  servants  and 
the  citizens ;  instead  of  which,  they  are  totally  unconnected  throughout,  and 
form  two  ill-cemented  divisions.**  This  shows  very  decisively  that  the 
parable  was  not  enriched  with  these  additional  particulars  by  the  imagination 
of  its  author,  but  that  it  was  thus  amplified  by  another  in  the  process  of 
transmission.  This  cannot  have  been  effected  in  a  legendary  manner,  by  the 
gradual  filling  up  of  the  original  sketch,  or  the  development  of  the  primitive 
germ ;  for  the  idea  of  rebellious  citizens  could  never  be  evolved  from  that  of 
servants  and  talents,  but  must  have  been  added  from  without,  and  therefore 
have  previously  existed  as  part  of  an  independent  whole.  This  amounts  to 
the  position  that  we  have  here  an  example  of  two  originally  distinct  parables, 
the  one  treating  of  servants  and  talents,  the  other  of  rebellious  citizens, 
flowing  together  in  consequence  of  their  mutually  possessing  the  images  of  a 
ruler's  departure  and  return.**  The  proof  of  our  proposition  must  depend 
on  our  being  able  easily  to  disentangle  the  two  parables;  and  this  we  can  effect 
in  the  most  satisfactory  manner,  for  by  extracting  v.  12, 14, 15,  and  27,  and 
slightly  modifying  them,  we  get  in  a  rather  curtailed  but  consistent  form,  the 
parable  of  the  rebellious  citizens,  and  we  then  recognise  the  similarity  of  its 
tendency  with  that  of  the  rebellious  husbandmen  in  the  vineyard.^' 

A  similar  relation  subsists  between  the  form  in  which  the  parable  of  the 
marriage  feast  is  given  by  Luke  (xiv.  16  ff.),  and  that  in  which  it  is  given  by 
Matthew  (xxii.  2  ff.) ;  only  that  in  this  case  Luke,  as  in  the  other,  Matthew, 
has  the  merit  of  having  preserved  the  simple  original  version.  On  both  sides, 
the  particulars  of  the  feast,  the  invitation,  its  rejection,  and  the  consequent 
bidding  of  other  guests,  testify  the  identity  of  the  two  parables ;  but,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  host  who  in  Luke  is  merely  a  certain  man,  avOp<jnroi  ri9,  is  in 
Matthew  a  king^  PturiXev^  whose  feast  is  occasioned  by  the  marriage  of  his 
son ;  the  invited  guests,  who  in  Luke  excuse  themselves  on  various  pleas  to 
the  messenger  only  once  sent  out  to  them,  in  Matthew  refuse  to  come  on  the 
first  invitation,  and  on  the  second  more  urgent  one  some  go  to  their  occupa- 
tions, while  others  maltreat  and  kill  the  servants  of  the  king,  who  immediately 
sends  forth  his  armies  to  destroy  those  murderers,  and  burn  up  their  city. 
Nothing  of  this  is  to  be  found  in  Luke ;  according  to  him,  the  host  merely 
causes  the  poor  and  afflicted  to  be  assembled  in  place  of  the  guests  flrst 

•'  This  is  a  reply  to  Neander's  objection,  p.  191,  note. 

*^  Hovir  Paalus,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  a,  p.  76,  can  pronounce  the  more  complex  form  of  the 
parable  in  Luke  as  not  only  the  most  fully  developed  but  the  best  wound  up,  I  am  at  a  loss 
to  understand. 

•'  Comp.  De  Wette,  i,  i,  s.  208  f. 

'*  V.  12.  "ApOfHifwos  Tis  dryey^s  iwopevOrf  els  X'^P^*^  /laucp^,  \a^ip  iavrifi  PaffiKeloPt  Kal 
{rwoarpi^fax,  I4.  ot  8^  toKLtoi  aurov  i/d<rovp  aMr,  KoJt  dTicT€i\aif  "rpeafieiatf  dTUrta  a^ov, 
X^Torrcr  ot  0i\ofi£P  roOror  poffiKeOffot  i^*  i^/ms.       15.  koI  iyii^ero  iv  rfp  eroreX^euf  avrlp 
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invited,  a  particular  which  Matthew  also  appends  to  his  fore-mentioned  inci- 
dents. Luke  closes  the  parable  with  the  declaration  of  the  host,  that  none 
of  the  first  bidden  guests  shall  partake  of  his  supper ;  but  Matthew  proceeds 
to  narrate  how,  when  the  house  was  full,  and  the  king  had  assembled  his 
guests,  one  was  discovered  to  be  without  a  wedding  garment,  and  was 
forthwith  carried  away  into  outer  darkness. 

The  maltreatment  and  murder  of  the  king's  messengers  are  features  in  the 
narrative  of  Matthew  which  at  once  strike  us  as  inconsistent — ^as  a  departure 
from  the  original  design.  Disregard  of  an  invitation  is  sufficiently  demon- 
strated by  the  rejection  of  it  on  empty  pretexts  such  as  Luke  mentions ;  the 
maltreatment  and  even  the  murder  of  those  who  deliver  the  invitation,  is  an 
exaggeration  which  it  is  less  easy  to  attribute  to  Jesus  than  to  the  Evangelist 
The  latter  had  immediately  before  communicated  the  parable  of  the  rebellious 
husbandmen ;  hence  there  hovered  in  his  recollection  the  manner  in  which 
they  were  said  to  have  used  the  messengers  of  their  lord,  beating  one,  killing 
and  stoning  others  (\ap6vT€^  t<w  SovXov^  avrov  Sv  fihr  cSccfMiv,  ov  5c  aircm-ctvay, 
w  hk  i\t0ol36X7f<rav\  and  he  was  thus  led  to  incorporate  similar  particulars  into 
the  present  parable  (fcpan/o-avrcs  tov$  SovXovs  avrov  vfipuray  koI  aircicrctvaiir), 
overlooking  the  circumstance  that  what  might  have  been  perpetrated  with 
sufficient  motive  against  servants  who  appeared  with  demands  and  authority 
to  enforce  them,  had  in  the  latter  case  no  motive  whatever.  That  hereupon, 
the  king,  not  satisfied  with  excluding  them  from  the  feast,  sends  out  his 
armies  to  destroy  them  and  bum  up  their  city,  necessarily  follows  from  the 
preceding  incidents,  but  appears,  like  them,  to  be  the  echo  of  a  parable 
which  presented  the  relation  between  the  master  and  the  dependents,  not  in 
the  milder  form  of  a  rejected  invitation,  but  in  the  more  severe  one  of  an 
insurrection ;  as  in  the  parable  of  the  husbandmen  in  the  vineyard,  and  that 
of  the  rebellious  citizens,  which  we  have  above  separated  from  the  parable  of 
the  minae.  Yet  more  decidedly  does  the  drift  of  the  last  particular  in  Mat- 
thew's parable,  that  of  the  wedding  garment,  betray  that  it  was  not  originally 
associated  with  the  rest.  For  if  the  king  had  commanded  that  all,  do/A  had 
and  good^  who  were  to  be  found  in  the  highways,  should  be  bidden  to  the 
feast,  he  could  not  wonder  that  they  had  not  all  wedding  attire.  To  assume 
that  those  thus  suddenly  summoned  went  home  to  wash,  and  adjust  their 
dress,  is  an  arbitrary  emendation  of  the  text^^  Little  preferable  is  the  sup- 
position that,  according  to  oriental  manners,  the  king  had  ordered  a  caftan  to 
be  presented  to  each  guest,  and  might  therefore  justly  reproach  the  meanest 
for  not  availing  himself  of  the  gift ;  ^  for  it  is  not  to  be  proved  that  such  a 
custom  existed  at  the  period,**  and  it  is  not  admissible  to  presuppose  it 
merely  because  the  anger  of  the  kin^  appears  otherwise  unfounded.  But  the 
addition  in  question  is  not  only  out  of  harmony  with  the  imagery,  but  with 
the  tendency  of  this  parable.  For  while  hitherto  its  aim  had  been  to  exhibit 
the  national  contrast  between  the  perversity  of  the  Jews,  and  the  willingness 
of  the  Gentiles  :  it  all  at  once  passes  to  the  moral  one,  to  distinguish  between 
the  worthy  and  the  unworthy.  That  after  the  Jews  had  contemned  the  invi- 
tation to  partake  of  the  kingdom  of  God,  the  heathens  would  be  called  into 
it,  is  one  complete  idea,  with  which  Luke  very  properly  concludes  his  parable ; 

Xa/3^ra  t^p  BoffiXelaw,  jcol  etrt  i^ttyifBijptu  avrip  toi>j  dodXovs — (jcol  etrcF  adrots*)  27.  — rodt 
tx.Bpo6i  fMv  €K€i»QuSf  TO^  fi^  deMiffaPTas  fu  poffiKevffai  ^r'  ai>r<M>f ,  dydyere  &9€  koI  icaratf-^d^rc 
ifirpoffO^p  fiov. 

"  Fritzsche,  p.  656.  This  remark  serves  to  refute  De  Wette's  vindication  of  the  above 
particular  in  his  exeg.  Handb. 

**'  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  a,  s.  210;  Olshausen,  bibL  Comm.  i,  s.  811. 

••  Vid.  Fritzsche,  ut  sup. 
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that  he  who  does  not  prove  himself  worthy  of  the  vocation  by  a  corresponding 
disposition,  will  be  again  cast  out  of  the  kingdom,  is  another  idea,  which 
appears  to  demand  a  separate  parable  for  its  exhibition.  Here  again  it  may 
be  conjectured  that  the  conclusion  of  Matthew's  parable  is  the  fragment  of 
another,  which,  from  its  also  referring  to  a  feast,  might  in  tradition,  or  in  the 
memory  of  an  individual,  be  easily  mingled  with  the  former,  preserved  in  its 
purity  by  Luke.*^  This  other  parable  must  have  simply  set  forth,  that  a  king 
had  invited  various  guests  to  a  wedding  feast,  with  the  tacit  condition  that 
they  should  provide  themselves  with  a  suitable  dress,  and  that  he  delivered 
an  individual  who  had  neglected  this  observance  to  his  merited  punishment. 
Supposing  our  conjectures  correct,  we  have  here  a  .still  more  compound 
parable  than  in  the  former  case :  a  parable  in  which,  istly,  the  narrative  of 
the  ungrateful  invited  parties  (Luke  xiv.)  forms  the  main  tissue,  but  so  that, 
2ndly,  a  thread  from  the  parable  of  the  rebellious  husbandmen  is  interwoven ; 
while,  3rdly,  a  conclusion  is  stitched  on,  gathered  apparently  from  an  unknown 
parable  on  the  wedding  garment. 

This  analysis  gives  us  an  insight  into  the  procedure  of  evangelical  tradition 
with  its  materials,  which  must  be  pregnant  with  results. 


§  79- 

MISCELLANEOUS   INSTRUCTIONS  AND   CONTROVERSIES  OF  JESUS. 

As  the  discourses  in  Matthew  xv.  1-20  have  been  already  considered,  we 
must  pass  on  to  xviii.  i  ff.,  Mark  ix.  33  ff.,  Luke  ix.  46  ff.,  where  various  dis- 
courses are  connected  with  the  exhibition  of  a  little  child,  occasioned  by  a 
contention  for  pre-eminence  among  the  disciples.  The  admonition  to  become 
as  a  little  child,  and  to  humble  one's  self  as  a  little  child,  in  Matthew,  forms 
a  perfecdy  suitable  comment  on  the  symbolical  reproof  (v.  3,  4,) ;  but  the 
connexion  between  this  and  the  following  declaration  of  Jesus,  that  whoso- 
ever receives  one  such  little  child  in  his  name,  receives  him,  is  not  so  obvious. 
For  the  child  was  set  up  to  teach  the  disciples  in  what  they  were  to  imitate 
it,  not  how  they  were  to  behave  towards  it,  and  how  Jesus  could  all  at  once 
lose  sight  of  his  original  object,  it  is  difficult  to  conceive.  But  yet  more 
glaring  is  the  irrelevance  of  the  declaration  in  Mark  and  Luke;  for  they 
make  it  follow  immediately  on  the  exhibition  of  the  child,  so  that,  according 
to  this,  Jesus  must,  in  the  very  act,  have  forgotten  its  object,  namely,  to  pre- 
sent the  child  to  his  ambitious  disciples  as  worthy  of  imitation,  not  as  in  want 
of  reception.^  Jesus  was  accustomed  to  say  of  his  disciples,  that  whosoever 
received  them,  received  him,  and  in  him,  the  Father  who  had  sent  him 
(Matt.  x.  40 ff.;  Luke  x.  16;  John  xiii.  20).  Of  children  he  elsewhere  says 
merely,  that  whosoever  does  not  receive  the  kingdom  of  heaven  as  a  little 
child  cannot  enter  therein  (Mark  x.  15 ;  Luke  xviii.  17).  This  declaration 
would  be  perfectly  adapted  to  the  occasion  in  question,  and  we  may  almost 
venture  to  conjecture  that  ts  iav  firj  hi^yjrai  t^v  ^oo-tXciav  twk  ovpaviiiv  ^ 
watSiovj  was  the  original  passage,  and  that  the  actual  one  is  the  result  of  its 
confusion  with  Matthew  x.  40,  S9  iay  Bi^rfrai  vaibiov  roiovroF  ty  hrl  r^  wofwrC 

fJLOV. 

Closely  connected  by  the  word  aTroKpiOeU,  answertngy  with  the  sentences 

••  From  the  appendix  to  Schneckenburger*s  Beitragen,  I  see  that  a  reviewer  in  the  Theol. 
Literaturblatt,  1831,  No.  88,  has  also  conjectured  that  we  have  here  a  blending  of  two 
originally  distinct  parables. 

*  Comp.  De  Wette,  i,  i,  s.  15a. 
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just  considered,  Mark  (ix.  38  f.)  and  Luke  (ix.  49  f.)  introduce  the  information 
which  John  is  said  to  give  to  Jesus,  that  the  disciples  having  seen  one  casting 
out  devils  in  the  name  of  Jesus,  without  attaching  himself  to  their  society, 
had  forbidden  him.  Schleiermacher  explains  the  connexion  thus:  because 
Jesus  had  commanded  the  reception  of  children  in  his  name,  John  was  led  to 
the  confession,  that  he  and  his  associates  had  hitherto  been  so  far  from 
regarding  the  performance  of  an  act  in  the  name  of  Jesus  as  the  point  of 
chief  importance,  that  they  had  interdicted  the  use  of  his  name  to  one  who 
followed  not  with  them.'  Allowing  this  explanation  to  be  correct,  we  must 
believe  that  John,  arrested  by  the  phrase,  in  my  name  (which  yet  is  not  pro- 
minent in  the  declaration  of  Jesus^  and  which  must  have  been  thrown  still 
further  into  the  background  by  the  sight  of  the  child  set  up  in  the  midst), 
drew  from  it  the  general  inference,  that  in  all  actions  the  essential  point  is  to 
perform  them  in  the  name  of  Jesus -y  and  with  equal  rapidity,  leaped  to  the 
remote  reflection,  that  the  conduct  of  the  disciples  towards  the  exorcist  was 
in  contradiction  with  this  rule.  But  all  this  supposes  the  facility  of  combina- 
tion which  belongs  to  a  Schleiermacher,  not  the  dulness  which  still  character- 
ized the  disciples.  Nevertheless,  the  above  critic  has  unquestionably  opened 
on  the  true  vein  of  connexion  between  the  preceding  apothegm  and  this 
airoKpuri^  of  John ;  he  has  only  failed  to  perceive  that  this  connexion  is  not 
intrinsic  and  original,  but  extrinsic  and  secondary.  It  was  quite  beyond  the 
reach  of  the  disciples  to  apply  the  words  in  my  name^  by  a  train  of  deduc- 
tions, to  an  obliquely  connected  case  in  their  own  experience ;  but,  according 
to  our  previous  observations,  nothing  could  be  more  consistent  with  the  habit 
of  association  that  characterizes  the  writer  of  the  evangelical  tradition  in  the 
third  gospel,  whence  the  second  Evangelist  seems  to  have  borrowed,  than 
that  he  should  be  reminded  by  the  striking  phrase,  in  my  name,  in  the  pre- 
ceding discourse  of  Jesus,  of  an  anecdote  containing  the  same  expression, 
and  should  unite  the  two  for  the  sake  of  that  point  of  external  similarity 
alone.* 

To  the  exhortation  to  receive  such  little  children,  Matthew  annexes  the 
warning  against  offending  one  of  these  little  ones^  o-KavSoAtifctv  cva  twv  fUKpSiv 
rovr(i)v,  an  epithet  which,  in  x.  42,  is  applied  to  the  disciples  of  Jesus,  but  in 
this  passage,  apparently,  to  children.*  Mark  (v.  42)  has  the  same  continua- 
tion, notwithstanding  the  interruption  above  noticed,  probably  because  he 
forsook  Luke  (who  here  breaks  off  the  discourse,  and  does  not  introduce  the 
admonition  against  offences  until  later,  xvii.  1  f.,  and  apart  from  any  occasion 
that  might  prompt  it),  and  appealed  to  Matthew.*  Then  follows  in  Matthew 
(v.  8  f )  and  Mark  (v.  43  f )  a  passage  which  alone  ought  to  open  the  eyes  of 
commentators  to  the  mode  in  which  the  synoptists  arrange  the  sayings  of 
Jesus.  To  the  warning  against  the  offending,  o-Kav8aXi£ctv,  of  the  little  ones, 
and  the  woe  pronounced  on  those  by  whom  offences  come,  rb  a-KavSakov  Hpxerai, 
they  annex  the  apothegm  on  the  offending,  o-KavBaXC^eLv,  of  the  hand,  eye,  etc. 
Jesus  could  not  proceed  thus, — for  the  injunctions :  Mislead  not  the  little 
ones !  and,  Let  not  your  sensuality  mislead  you !  have  nothing  in  common 
but  the  word  mislead.  It  is  easy,  however,  to  account  for  their  association  by 
the  writer  of  the  first  gospel.*  The  word  cr/cai'SaXiifctv  recalled  to  his  niind  all 
the  discourses  of  Jesus  containing  a  similar  expression  that  had  come  to  his 
knowledge,  and  although  he  had  previously  presented  the  admonitions  con- 

'  Ueber  den  Lukas,  s.  153  f. 

*  Com  p.  De  Wclte,  in  loc. 

*  Vid.  Fritsche  and  De  Wette,  in  loc. 

'^  Saunier,  iiber  die  Quellen  des  Markus,  s.  iii. 

*  Comp.  De  Wette,  in  loc,  Matt. 
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ceming  seduction  by  the  members,  in  a  better  connexion,  as  part  of  the 
Sermon  on  the  Mount,  he  could  not  resist  the  temptation  of  reproducing  them 
here,  for  the  sake  of  this  slight  verbal  affinity  with  the  foregoing  text.  But  at 
V.  lo  he  resumes  the  thread  which  he  had  dropped  at  v.  7,  and  adds  a  further 
discourse  on  the  little  ones^  /uicpovs.  Matthew  makes  Jesus  confirm  the  value 
of  the  little  ones  by  the  declaration,  that  the  Son  of  man  was  come  to  seek 
the  lost,  and  by  the  parable  of  the  lost  sheep  (v.  11-14).  It  is  not,  however, 
evident  why  Jesus  should  class  the  fUKpov^  with  the  axoXcoXos  {lost) ;  and  both 
the  declaration  and  the  parable  seem  to  be  better  placed  by  Luke,  who  intro- 
duces the  former  in  the  narrative  of  the  calling  of  Zaccheus  (xix.  10),  and  the 
latter,  in  a  reply  to  the  objections  of  the  Pharisees  against  the  amity  of  Jesus 
with  the  publicans  (xv.  3  ff.)*  Matthew  seems  to  have  placed  them  here, 
merely  because  the  discourse  on  the  little  ones  reminded  him  of  that  on  the 
lost — both  exemplifying  the  mildness  and  humility  of  Jesus. 

Between  the  moral  of  the  above  parable  (v.  14)  and  the  following  rules  for 
the  conduct  of  Christians  under  injuries  (v.  15  ff),  there  is  again  only  a  verbal 
connexion,  which  may  be  traced  by  means  of  the  words,  dwoXTrot,  should 
perish^  and  ^#c€/o&7o-a9,  thou  hast  gained  \  for  the  proposition :  Qod  wills  not 
that  one  of  these  little  ones  should  perish,  might  recall  the  proposition  :  We 
should  endeavour  to  win  over  our  brother,  by  showing  a  readiness  to  forgive. 
The  direction  to  bring  the  offender  before  the  churchy  iKKkriirta^  is  generally 
adduced  as  a  proof  that  Jesus  intended  to  found  a  church.  But  he  here 
speaks  of  the  ^xicAi^ta  as  an  institution  already  existing  :  hence  we  must  either 
refer  the  expression  to  the  Jewish  synagogue,  an  interpretation  which  is 
favoured  by  the  analogy  of  this  direction  with  Jewish  precepts ;  or  if,  accord- 
ing to  the  strict  meaning  of  the  word  and  its  connexion,  ckkXi/o-ui  must  be 
understood  as  the  designation  of  the  Christian  community,  which  did  not  then 
exist,  it  must  be  admitted  that  we  have  here,  at  least  in  the  form  of  expression, 
an  anticipation  of  a  subsequent. state  of  things.^  The  writer  certainly  had  in 
view  the  new  church,  eventually  to  be  founded  in  the  name  of  Jesus,  when,  in 
continuation,  he  represented  the  latter  as  imparting  to  the  body  of  the  disciples 
the  authority  to  bind  and  to  loose,  previously  given  to  Peter,  and  thus  to  form 
a  messianic  religious  constitution.  1  he  declarations  concerning  the  success 
of  unanimous  prayer,  and  the  presence  of  Jesus  among  two  or  three  gathered 
together  in  his  name,  accord  with  this  prospective  idea.^ 

The  next  discourse  that  presents  itself  (Matt.  xix.  3-12,  Mark  x.  2-12), 
though  belonging,  according  to  the  Evangelists,  to  the  last  journey  of  Jesus,  is 
of  the  same  s^amp  with  the  disputations  which  they,  for  the  most  part,  assign 
to  the  last  residence  of  Jesus  in  Jerusalem.  Some  Pharisees  propose  to  Jesus 
the  question,  at  that  time  much  discussed  in  the  Jewish  schools,^  whether  it 
be  lawful  for  a  man  to  put  away  his  wife  for  every  cause.  To  avoid  a  con- 
tradiction between  modern  practice  and  the  dictum  of  Jesus,  it  has  been 
alleged  that  he  here  censures  the  species  of  divorce  which  was  the  only  one 
known  at  that  period,  namely,  the  arbitrary  dismissal  of  a  wife ;  but  not  the 
judicial  separation  resorted  to  in  the  present  day.^^  But  this  very  argument 
involves  the  admission,  that  Jesus  denounced  all  the  forms  of  divorce  known 
to  him ;  hence  the  question  still  remains  whether,  if  he  could  have  had  cog- 
nizance of  the  modem  procedure  in  dissolving  matrimony,  he  would  have 
held  it  right  to  limit  his  general  censure.     Of  the  succeeding  declaration, 

'  Vid.  de  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  i,  p.  155. 

*  Analogous  passages  from  Jewish  writings  are  given  in  Wetstein,  Lightfoot,  Schottgen, 
in  loc. 

•  Bemidbor  R.  ad.  Num.  ▼.  30,  in  Wetstein,  p.  303. 
»•  E,g.  Paulus,  L.  J.  I,  b,  s.  46. 


3S8  PART  IT.     CHAPTER  VL      §   79. 

prompted  by  a  question  of  the  disciples,**  namely,  that  celibacy  may  be 
practised  for  the  kingdom  of  heaven's  sake^  Jesus  himself  says,  that  it  cannot 
be  understood  by  all,  but  only  by  those  to  whom  it  is  given  (v.  11).  That  the 
doctrine  of  Jesus  may  not  run  counter  to  modern  opinion,  it  has  been  eagerly 
suggested,  that  his  panegyric  on  celibacy  had  relation  solely  to  the  circum- 
stances of  the  coming  time,  or  to  the  nature  of  the  apostolic  mission,  which 
would  be  impeded  by  family  ties.*^  But  there  is  even  less  intimation  of  this 
special  bearing  in  the  text,  than  in  the  analogous  passage  i  Cor.  viL  25  ff.,*^ 
and,  adhering  to  a  simple  interpretation,  it  must  be  granted  that  we  have  here 
one  of  the  instances  in  which  ascetic  principles,  such  as  were  then  prevalent, 
especially  among  the  Essenes,*^  manifest  themselves  in  the  teaching  of  Jesus, 
as  represented  in  the  synoptical  gospels. 

The  controversial  discourses  which  Matthew,  almost  throughout  in  agree- 
ment with  the  other  synoptists,  places  after  the  entrance  of  Jesus  into  Jeru- 
salem (xxi.  23-27 ;  xxii.  15-46),**  are  certainly  pre-eminently  genuine  frag- 
ments, having  precisely  the  spirit  and  tone  of  the  rabbinical  dialectics  in  the 
time  of  Jesus.  The  third  and  fifth  among  them  are  particularly  worthy  of 
note,  because  they  exhibit  Jesus  as  an  interpreter  of  Scripture.  With  respect 
to  the  former,  wherein  Jesus  endeavours  to  convince  the  Sadducees  that  there 
will  be  a  resurrection  of  the  dead,  from  the  Mosaic  designation  of  God  as  the 
God  of  Abraham,  of  Isaac,  and  of  Jacob,  maintaining  that  he  is  not  the  God 
of  the  dead,  but  of  the  living  (Matt  xxii.  31-33  parall.):  Paulus  admits  that 
Jesus  here  argues  subtilly,  while  he  contends  that  the  concKision  is  really 
involved  in  the  premises.  But  in  the  expression  DJJl^^'^D^J^.  the  God  of 
Abraham^  etc.,  which  bad  become  a  mere  formula,  nothing  more  is  implied 
than  that  Jehovah,  as  he  had  been  the  protecting  Deity  of  these  men,  would 
for  ever  continue  such  to  their  posterity.  An  individual  relation  subsisting 
between  Jehovah  and  the  patriarchs  after  their  death,  is  nowhere  else  alluded 
to  in  the  Old  Testament,  and  could  only  be  discovered  in  the  above  form  by 
rabbinical  interpreters,  at  a  time  when  it  was  thought  desirable,  at  any  cost,  to 
show  that  the  idea  of  immortality,  which  had  become  prevalent,  was  contained 
in  the  law ;  where,  however,  it  is  not  to  be  met  with  by  unprejudiced  eyes. 
We  find  the  relation  of  God  to  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob,  adduced  as  a 
guarantee  of  immortality  elsewhere  in  rabbinical  argumentations,  all  of  which 
could  hardly  have  been  modelled  on  this  one  of  Jesus.^^  If  we  look  into  the 
most  recent  commentaries,  we  nowhere  find  a  candid  confession  as  to  the  real 
character  of  the  argumentation  in  question.  Olshausen  has  wonders  to  tell  of 
the  deep  truth  contained  in  it,  and  thinks  that  he  can  deduce  from  it,  in  the 
shortest  way,  the  authenticity  and  divinity  of  the  Pentateuch.  Paulus  sees 
the  validity  of  the  proof  between  the  lines  of  the  text ;  Fritzsche  is  silent 
Wherefore  these  evasions?  Why  is  the  praise  of  having  seen  clearly,  and 
spoken  openly,  in  this  matter,  abandoned  to  the  Wolfenbiittel  Fragmentist  ?  ^^ 

**  For  probable  doubts  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  position  given  to  this  discourse  of 
Jesus,  vid.  Neander,  L.  J.  Chr.,  s.  525,  Anm. 

"  Paulus,  ib.  s.  50,  exeg.  Handb.  2,  s.  599. 

^"  In  this  passage,  it  is  true  that  celibacy  is  at  first  recommended  as  good  for  the  present 
distress ;  but  the  Apostle  does  not  rest  there ;  for  at  v.  32  ff.  he  adds,  He  that  is  unmarried 
carethfor  the  things  of  the  Lerd^he  that  is  married  for  the  things  of  the  world:— ^  motive  to 
celibacy  which  must  be  equally  valid  under  all  circumstances,  and  which  affords  us  a  glimpse 
into  the  fundamental  asceticism  of  Paul's  views.     Comp.  RUckert's  Commentary  in  loc. 

**  Vid.  Gfrorer,  Philo,  2,  s.  310  f. 

^^  A  concise  elucidation  of  them  may  be  found  in  Hase,  L.  J.  §  129. 

^^  Vid.  Gemara  Hieros.  Berac.  f.  v.  4,  in  Lightfoot,  p.  423,  and  K.  Manasse  Ben  Isr.  in 
Schottgen,  i.  p.  180. 

^'  See  his  4th  Fragment,  Lessing's  4ten  Beitrag,  s.  434  fT. 
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What  spectres  and  double-sighted  beings,  must  Moses  and  Jesu9  have  been,  if 
they  mixed  with  their  cotemporaries  without  any  real  participation  in  their 
opinions  and  weaknesses,  their  joys  and  griefs :  if,  mentally  dwelling  apart 
from  their  age  and  nation,  they  conformed  to  these  relations  only  externally 
and  by  accommodation,  while,  internally  and  according  to  their  nature,  they 
stood  among  the  foremost  ranks  of  the  enlightened  in  modern  times  !  Far 
more  noble  were  these  men,  nay,  they  would  then  only  engage  our  sympathy 
and  reverence,  if,  in  a  genuinely  human  manner,  struggling  with  the  limita- 
tions and  prejudices  of  their  age,  they  succumbed  to  them  in  a  hundred 
Secondary  matters,  and  only  attained  perfect  freedom  in  relation  to  the  one 
point  by  which  each  was  destined  to  contribute  to  the  advancement  of  man- 
kind 

A  controversial  question  concerning  the  Messiah  is  proposed  (v.  41-46) 
to  the  Pharisees  by  Jesus,  namely,  How  can  the  same  personage  be  at  once 
the  Lord  and  the  son  of  David  ?  Paulus  maintains  that  this  is  a  model  of 
interpretation  in  conformity  with  the  text ;  ^^  an  assertion  which  is  no  good 
augury  that  his  own  possesses  that  qualification.  According  to  him,  Jesus,  in 
asking  how  David  could  call  the  Messiah,  Lord^  when  in  the  general  opinion 
he  was  his  son,  intended  to  apprise  the  Pharisees,  that  in  this  Psalm  it  is  not 
David  who  is  speaking  of  the  Messiah,  but  another  poet  who  is  speaking  of 
David  as  his  lord,  so  that  to  suppose  this  warlike  psalm  a  messianic  one,  is  a 
mistake.  Why,  asks  Paulus,  should  not  Jesus  have  found  out  this  interprete- 
tion,  since  it  is  the  true  one  ?  But  this  is  the  grand  error  of  his  entire  scheme 
of  interpretation — to  suppose  that  what  is  truth  in  itself,  or  more  correctly,  for 
us,  must^  even  to  the  minutest  details,  have  been  truth  for  Jesus  and  the 
apostles.  The  majority  of  ancient  Jewish  interpreters  apply  this  psalm  to  the 
Messiah ;  ^^  the  apostles  use  it  as  a  prophecy  concerning  Christ  (Acts  ii.  34  f. ; 
I  Cor.  XV.  25);  Jesus  himself,  according  to  Matthew  and  Mark,  adds  hf 
irv€vfjLari  to  Aa)3i^  icoXct  avrov  Kv/xov,  thus  plainly  giving  his  approval  to  the 
notion  that  it  is  David  who  there  speaks,  and  that  the  Messiah  is  his  subject : 
how  then  can  it  be  thought  that  he  held  the  contrary  opinion  ?  It  is  far  more 
probable,  as  Olshausen  has  well  shown,  that  Jesus  believed  the  psalm  to  be  a 
messianic  one :  while,  on  the  other  hand,  Paulus  is  equally  correct  in  main- 
taining that  it  originally  referred,  not  to  the  Messiah,  but  to  some  Jewish 
ruler,  whether  David  or  another.  Thus  we  find  that  Jesus  here  gives  a  model 
of  interpretation,  in  conformity,  not  with  the  text,  but  with  the  spirit  of  his 
time  :  a  discovery  which,  if  the  above  observations  be  just,  ought  to  excite  no 
surprise.  The  solution  of  the  enigma  which  Jesus  here  proposes  to  the 
Pharisees,  lay  without  doubt,  according  to  his  idea,  in  the  doctrine  of  the 
higher  nature  of  the  Messiah ;  whether  he  held  that,  in  virtue  of  this,  he 
might  be  styled  the  Lord  of  David,  while,  in  virtue  of  his  human  nature,  he 
might  also  be  regarded  as  his  son ;  or  whether  he  wished  to  remove  the  latter 
notion  as  erroneous.*^  The  result,  however,  and  perhaps  also  the  intention 
of  Jesus  with  respect  to  the  Pharisees,  was  merely  to  convince  them  that  he 
was  capable  of  retaliating  on  them,  in  their  own  way,  by  embarrassing  them 
with  captious  questions,  and  that  with  better  success  than  they  had  obtained 
in  their  attempts  to  entrap  him.  Hence  the  Evangelists  place  this  passage 
at  the  close  of  the  disputations  prompted  by  the  Pharisees,  and  Matthew 
adds,  Neither  durst  any  man  from  that  day  forth  ask  him  any  more  questions  : 
a  concluding  form  which  is  more  suitable  here  than  after  the  lesson  ad- 

"  L.  J.  I,  b,  8.  115  ff. 

1*  Vid.  Wetstein,  in  loc.  Hengstenberg,  ChristoL  i,  a,  s.  140  f.  ;  also  Paulas  hlmsdf, 
ex^.  Handb.  3,  a,  s.  283  f. 
w  Comp.  Dc  Wctte,  in  loc    . 
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ministered  to  the  Sudducees,  where  it  is  placed  by  Luke  (xx.  40),  or  than  after 
the  discussion  on  the  greatest  commandmenti  where  it  is  introduced  by  Mark 
(xii.  34). 

Immediately  before  this  question  of  Jesus,  the  first  two  Evangelists  narrate 
a  conversation  with  a  lawyer^  vofUKo^y  or  scribe,  ypafi^rw,  concerning  the 
greatest  commandment  (Matt  xxii.  34  ff. ;  Mark  xii.  28  ff.)  Matthew 
annexes  this  conversation  to  the  dispute  with  the  Sadducees,  as  if  the 
Pharisees  wished,  by  their  question  as  to  the  greatest  commandment,  to 
avenge  the  defeat  of  the  Sadducees.  It  is  well  known,  however,  that  these 
sects  were  not  thus  friendly  ;  on  the  contrary,  we  read  in  the  Acts  (xxiii.  7), 
that  the  Pharisees  were  inclined  to  go  over  to  the  side  of  one  whom  they  haxl 
previously  persecuted,  solely  because  he  had  had  the  address  to  take  the  posi- 
tion of  an  opponent  towards  the  Sadducees.  We  may  here  quote  Schneck- 
enburger's  observation, ^^  that  Matthew  not  seldom  (iii.  7,  xvi.  i)  places 
the  Pharisees  and  Sadducees  side  by  side  in  a  way  that  represents,  not  their 
real  hostility,  but  their  association  in  the  memory  of  tradition,  in  which  one 
opposite  suggested  another.  In  this  respect,  Mark's  mode  of  annexing  this 
conversation  to  the  foregoing,  is  more  consistent ;  but  all  the  synoptists  seem 
to  labour  under  a  common  mistake  in  supposing  that  these  discussions, 
grouped  together  in  tradition  on  account  of  their  analogy,  followed  each  other 
so  closely  in  time,  that  one  colloquy  elicited  another.  Luke  does  not  give 
the  question  concerning  the  greatest  commandment  in  connexion  with  the 
controversies  on  the  resurrection  and  on  the  Messiah ;  but  he  has  a  similar 
incident  earlier,  in  his  narrative  of  the  journey  to  Jerusalem  (x.  25  fF.).  The 
general  opinion  is  that  the  first  two  Evangelists  recount  the  same  occurrence 
and  the  third,  a  distinct  one.^^  It  is  true  that  the  narrative  of  Luke  differs 
from  that  of  Matthew  and  Mark,  in  several  not  immaterial  points.  The  first 
difference,  which  we  have  already  noticed,  relates  to  chronological  position, 
and  this  has  been  the  chief  inducement  to  the  supposition  of  two  events. 
The  next  difference  lies  in  the  nature  of  the  question,  which,  in  Luke,  turns  on 
the  rule  of  life  calculated  to  insure  the  inheritance  of  eternal  life,  but,  in  the 
other  Evangelists,  on  tbeV^^^st  commandment.  The  third  difference  is  in 
the  subject  who  pronounces  this  commandment,  the  first  two  synoptists  re- 
presenting it  to  be  Jesus,  the  third,  the  lawyer.  Lastly,  there  is  a  difference 
as  to  the  issue,  the  lawyer  in  Luke  putting  a  second^  self-vindicatory,  question, 
which  calls  forth  the  parable  of  the  good  Samaritan  ;  while  in  the  two  other 
Evangelists,  he  retires  either  satisfied,  or  silenced  by  the  answer  to  the  first 
Meanwhile,  even  between  the  narrative  of  Matthew  and  that  of  Mark,  there 
are  important  divergencies.  The  principal  relates  to  the  character  of  the 
querist,  who  in  Matthew  proposes  his  question  with  a  view  to  tempt  Jesus 
('n-tLpd^iav) ;  in  Mark,  with  good  intentions,  because  he  had  perceived  that 
Jesus  had  answered  the  Sadducees  well.  Paulus,  indeed,  although  he  else- 
where (Luke  X.  25)  considers  the  act  of  tempting  (iKvttpal^v)  as  the  putting 
a  person  to  the  proof  to  subserve  interested  views,  pronounces  that  the  word 
v€ipdiiov  in  this  instance  can  only  be  intended  in  a  good  sense.  But  the  sole 
ground  for  this  interpretation  lies,  not  in  Matthew,  but  in  Mark,  and  in  the 
unfounded  supposition  that  the  two  writers  could  not  have  a  different  idea  of 
the  character  and  intention  of  the  .inquiring  doctor  of  the  law.  Fritzsche  has 
correctly  pointed  out  the  difficulty  of  conciliating  Matthew  and  Mark  as  lyings 
partly  in  the  meaning  of  the  word  ircipa{<i>v,  and  partly  in  the  context,  it  being 
inadmissible  to  suppose  one  among  a  series  of  malevolent  questions,  friendly^ 

'^  Ueber  den  Ursprung  u.  s.  f.,  s.  45,  47. 
*'  Paulas  and  Olshausen,  in  loc. 
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without  any  intimation  of  the  distinction  on  the  part  of  the  writer.  With  this 
important  diversity  is  connected  the  minor  ^one,  that  while  in  Matthew,  the 
scribe,  after  Jesus  has  recited  the  two  commandments,  is  silent,  apparently 
from  shame,  which  is  no  sign  of  a  friendly  disposition  on  his  part  towards 
Jesus ;  in  Mark,  he  not  only  bestows  on  Jesus  the  approving  expression, 
lVe//f  Master^  thou  hast  said  the  truths  but  enlarges  on  his  doctrine  so  as  to 
draw  from  Jesus  the  declaration  that  he  h^ts  answered  discreetly^  and  is,  not  far 
from  the  kingdom  of  God,  It  may  be  also  noticed  that  while  in  Matthew 
Jesus  simply  repeats  the  commandment  of  love,  in  Mark  he  prefaces  it  by  the 
words,  Hear^  O  Israel^  the  Lord  thy  God  is  one  Lord,  Thus,  if  it  be  held 
that  the  differences  between  the  narrative  of  Luke,  and  that  of  the  two  other 
Evangelists,  entail  a  necessity  for  supposing  that  they  are  founded  on  two 
separate  events ;  the  no  slighter  differences  between  Mark  and  Matthew  must 
in  all  consistency  be  made  a  reason  for  supposing  a  third.  But  it  is  so 
difficult  to  credit  the  reality  of  three  occurrences  essentially  alike,  that  the  other 
alternative,  of  reducing  them  to  one,  must,  prejudice  apart,  be  always  pre- 
ferred. The  narratives  of  Matthew  and  Mark  are  the  most  easily  identified  ; 
but  there  are  not  wanting  points  of  contact  between  Matthew  and  Luke,  for 
in  both  the  lawyer  vo/u#co9  appears  as  a  tempter  (7rei/9a{(i)v),  and  is  not  im- 
pressed in  favour  of  Jesus  by  his  answer  \  nor  even  between  Luke  and  Mark, 
for  these  agree  in  appending  explanatory  remarks  to  the  greatest  command- 
ment, as  well  as  in  the  insertion  of  forms  of  assent,  such  as.  Thou  hast 
answered  rights  Thou  hast  said  the  truth.  Hence  it  is  evident  that  to  fuse 
only  two  of  their  narratives  is  a  half  measure,  and  that  we  must  either  regard 
all  three  as  independent,  or  all  three  as  identical:  whence  again  we  may 
observe  the  freedom  which  was  used  by  the  early  Christian  legend,  in  giving 
various  forms  to  a  single  fact  or  idea — the  fundamental  fact  in  the  present 
case  being,  that,  out  ot  the  whole  Mosaic  code,  Jesus  had  selected  the  two 
commandments  concerning  the  love  of  God  and  our  neighbour  as  the  most 
excellent*^ 

We  come  now  to  the  great  anti-pharisaic  discourse,  which  Matthew  gives 
(xxiii.)  as  a  sort  of  pitched  battle  after  the  skirmishing  of  the  preceding  dis- 
putations. Mark  (xii.  38  if.)  and  Luke  (xx.  45  ff.)  have  also  a  discourse  of 
Jesus  against  the  scribes^  ypafjLfiareh,  but  extending  no  farther  than  a  few 
verses.  It  is  however  highly  probable,  as  our  modem  critics  allow, ^^  that 
Jesus  should  launch  out  into  fuller  invectives  against  that  body  of  men  under 
ihe  circumstances  in  which  Matthew  places  that  discourse,  and  it  is  almost 
certain  that  such  sharp  enunciations  must  have  preceded  the  catastrophe ;  so 
that  it  is  not  admissible  to  control  the  account  of  the  first  Evangelist  by  the 
meagre  one  of  the  two  other  synoptists,^^  especially  as  the  former  is  distin- 
guished by  connectedness  and  unity.  It  is  true  that  much  of  what  Matthew 
here  presents  as  a  continuous  address,  is  assigned  by  Luke  to  various  scenes 
and  occasions,  and  it  would  hence  follow  that  the  former  has,  in  this  case 
again,  blended  the  original  elements  of  the  discourse  with  kindred  matter, 
belonging  to  the  discourses  of  various  periods,^^  if  it  could  be  shown  that  the 
arrangement  of  Luke  is  the  correct  one :  a  position  which  must  therefore  be 
examined.  Those  parts  of  the  anti-pharisaic  harangue  which  Luke  has  in 
comnion  with  Matthew,  are,  excepting  the  couple  of  verses  which  he  places 
in  the  same  connexion  as  Matthew,  introduced  by  him  as  concomitant  with 

'*  Comp.  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.,  I,  i,  s.  186. 

*^  Sieffert,  iiber  den  Ursprang  des  ersten  £v.,  s.  117  f. 

•*  Comp.  De  Wette,  r,  i,  s.  189. 

^  Schnlz,  iiber  das  Abendmahl,  s.  313  f. ;  Schneckenburger,  iiber  den  Ursprang,  &  54. 
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two  entertainments  to  which  he  represents  Jesus  as  being  invited  by  Pharisees 
(xi.  37  ff. ;  xiv.  I  ff.)— a  politeness  on  their  part  Which  appears  in  no  other 
gospel.  The  expositors  of  the  present  day,  almost  with  one  voice,  concur 
in  admiring  the  naturalness  and  faithfulness  with  which  Luke  has  preserved 
to  us  the  original  occasions  of  these  discourses,*^  It  is  certainly  natural 
enough  that,  in  the  second  entertainment,  Jesus,  observing  the  efforts  of  the 
guests  to  obtain  the  highest  places  for  themselves,  should  take  occasion  to 
admonish  them  against  assuming  the  precedence  at  feasts,  even  on  the  low 
ground  of  prudential  considerations ;  and  this  admonition  appears  in  a 
curtailed  form,  and  without  any  special  cause  in  the  final  anti-pharisaic  dis- 
course m  Matthew,  Mark,  and  even  in  Luke  again  (xx  46).  But  it  is  other- 
wise with  the  discourse  which  Luke  attaches  to  the  earlier  entertainment  in 
the  Pharisee's  house.  In  the  very  commencement  of  this  repast,  Jesus  not 
only  speaks  of  the  ravening^  apjrayrj,  and  wickedness^  Tronypia,  with  which  the 
Pharisees  fill  the  cup  and  platter,  and  honours  them  with  the  title  of  fools^ 
a<^/[>ovc9,  but  breaks  forth  into  a  denunciation  of  woe^  ovat,  against  them  and 
the  scribes  and  doctors  of  the  law,  threatening  them  with  retribution  for  all 
the  blood  that  had  been  shed  by  their  fathers,  whose  deeds  they  approved. 
We  grant  that  Attic  urbanity  is  not  to  be  expected  in  a  Jewish  teacher,  but 
even  according  to  the  oriental  standard,  such  invectives  uttered  at  table 
against  the  host  and  his  guests,  would  be  the  grossest  dereliction  of  what  is 
due  to  hospitality.  This  was  obvious  to  Schleiermacher's  acute  perception  ; 
and  he  therefore  supposes  that  the  meal  passed  off  amicably,  and  that  it  was 
not  until  its  close,  when  Jesus  was  again  out  of  the  house,  that  the  host 
expressed  his  surprise  at  the  neglect  of  the  usual  ablutions  by  Jesus  and  his 
disciples,  and  that  Jesus  answered  with  so  much  asperity.^  But  to  assume 
that  the  writer  has  not  described  the  meal  itself  and  the  incidents  that  accom- 
panied it,  and  that  he  has  noticed  it  merely  for  the  sake  of  its  connexion  with 
the  subsequent  discourse,  is  an  arbitrary  mode  of  overcoming  the  difficulty. 
For  the  text  runs  thus  :  And  he  went  in  and  sat  down  to  meat.  And  when  the 
Pharisee  saw  it^  he  marvelled  that  he  had  not  first  washed  before  dinner.  And 
the  Lord  said  unto  him^  tiaeXBiav  8c  aFCTrco-cv*  o  3c  ^apurfuo^  tSoiv  iBavfiaatVj  on 
ov  irpdnrov  ifiairrCfrOtf — •  cTttc  8c  6  Kvptos  irpos  avrov.  It  is  manifestly  im- 
possible to  thrust  in  between  these  sentences  the  duration  of  the  meal,  and  it 
must  have  been  the  intention  of  the  writer  to  attach  he  marvelled  iOavfjLaa-€v 
to  he  sat  down  to  meat  dvcn-co-cv,  and  he  said  cTircy  to  he  marvelled  iOavfiaxrey. 
But  if  this  could  not  really  have  been  the  case,  unless  Jesus  violated  in  the 
grossest  manner  the  simplest  dictates  of  civility,  there  is  an  end  to  the 
vaunted  accuracy  of  Luke  in  his  allocation  of  this  discourse :  and  we  have 
only  to  inquire  how  he  could  be  led  to  give  it  so  false  a  position.  This  is  to 
be  discovered  by  comparing  the  manner  in  which  the  two  other  synoptists 
mention  the  offence  of  the  Pharisees,  at  the  omission  of  the  ablutions  before 
meals  by  Jesus  and  his  disciples :  a  circumstance  to  which  they  annex  dis- 
courses different  from  those  given  by  Luke.  In  Matthew  (xv.  i  ff.),  scribes 
and  Pharisees  from  Jerusalem  ask  Jesus  why  his  disciples  do  not  observe  the 
custom  of  washing  before  meat?  It  is  thus  implied  that  they  knew  of  this 
omission,  as  may  easily  be  supposed,  by  report.  In  Mark  (vii.  i  fF.),  they 
look  on  (180KTC9,)  while  some  disciples  of  Jesus  eat  with  unwashen  hands,  and 
call  them  to  account  for  this  irregularity.     Lastly,  in  Luke,  Jesus  himself 


"  Schleiermacher,  uber  den  Lukas,  s.  182,  196  f.  ;  Olshausen,  in  loc.,  and  the  writers 
mentioned  in  the  forgoing  note. 
«•  Ut  sup.  180. 
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dines  with  a  Pharisee,  and  on  this  occasion  it  is  observed  that  he  neglects  the 
usual  washings.  This  is  an  evident  climax  :  hearing,  witnessing,  taking  food 
together.  Was  it  formed,  in  the  descending  gradation,  from  Luke  to 
Matthew,  or,  in  the  ascending  one,  from  Matthew  to  Luke?  From  the 
point  of  view  adopted  by  the  recent  critics  of  the  first  gospel,  the  former 
mode  will  be  held  the  most  probable,  namely,  that  the  memory  of  the  original 
scene,  the  repast  in  the  Pharisee's  house,  was  lost  in  the  process  of  tradition, 
and  is  therefore  wanting  in  the  6rst  gospel.  But,  apart  from  the  difficulty  of 
conceiving  that  this  discourse  was  uttered  under  the  circumstances  with  which 
it  is  invested  by  Luke,  it  is  by  no  means  in  accordance  with  the  course  of 
tradition,  when  once  in  possession  of  so  dramatic  a  particular  as  a  feast,  to  let 
it  fall  again,  but  rather  to  supply  it,  if  lacking.  The  general  tendency  of  the 
legend  is  to  transform  the  abstract  into  the  concrete,  the  mediate  into  the 
immediate,  hearsay  into  vision,  the  spectator  into  the  participator ;  and  as 
the  offence  taken  against  Jesus  by  the  Pharisees  referred,  among  other  things, 
to  the  usages  of  the  table,  nothing  was  more  natural  than  for  legend  to  asso- 
ciate the  origin  of  the  offence  with  a  particular  place  and  occasion,  and  for 
this  purpose  to  imagine  invitations  given  to  Jesus  by  Pharisees— invitations 
which  would  be  historically  suspicious,  if  for  no  other  reason  than  that  Luke 
alone  knows  anything  of  them.  Here,  then,  we  again  find  Luke  in  his 
favourite  employment  of  furnishing  a  frame  to  the  discourses  of  Jesus  which 
tradition  had  delivered  to  him ;  a  procedure  much  farther  removed  from 
historic  faithfulness,  than  the  effort  of  Matthew  to  give  unity  to  discourses 
gathered  from  different  periods,  without  adding  matter  of  his  own.  The 
formation  of  the  climax  above  displayed,  can  only  be  conceived,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  general  relation  between  the  synoptists,  in  the  following 
manner:  Mark,  who  in  this  instance  evidently  had  Matthew  before  him, 
enriched  his  account  with  the  dramatic  expression  iSoktcs  ;  while  Luke,  inde- 
pendent of  both,  has  added  a  repast,  SctnTov,  whether  presented  to  him  by  a 
more  developed  tradition,  or  invented  by  his  own  more  fertile  imagination. 
Together  with  this  unhistorical  position,  the  proportions  themselves  seem  to 
be  disfigured  in  Luke  (xi.  39-41,  49),  and  the  observation  of  the  lawyer. 
Mastery  thus  saying  thou  reproachest  us  also  (xi.  45),  too  much  resembles  an 
artificial  transition  from  the  philippic  against  the  Pharisees,  to  that  against  the 
doctors  of  the  law.^ 

Another  passage  in  this  discourse  has  been  the  subject  of  much  discussion. 
It  is  that  (v.  35)  in  which  Jesus  threatens  his  cotemporaries,  that  all  the 
innocent  blood  shed  from  that  of  Abel  to  that  of  Zacbarias,  the  son  of  Bara- 
chias,  slain  in  the  temple,  will  be  required  of  their  generation.  The  Zacbarias 
of  whom  such  an  end  is  narrated  2  Chron.  xxiv.  20  ff.  was  a  son,  not  of 
Barachias,  but  of  Jehoiada.  On  the  other  hand,  there  was  a  Zacbarias,  the 
son  of  Baruch,  who  came  to  a  similar  end  in  the  Jewish  war.*®  Moreover,  it 
appears  unlikely  that  Jesus  would  refer  to  a  murder  which  took  place  850  b.c. 
as  the  last.  Hence  it  was  at  first  supposed  that  we  have  in  v.  35  a  prophecy, 
and  afterwards,  a  confusion  of  the  earlier  with  the  later  event ;  and  the  latter 
notion  has  been  used  as  an  accessory  proof  that  the  first  gospel  is  a  posterior 
compilation.^^  It  is,  however,  equally  probable,  that  the  Zacbarias,  son  of 
Jehoiada^  whose  death  is  narrated  in  the  Chronicles,  has  been  confounded 
with  the  prophet  Zechariah,  who  was  a  son  of  Barachias  (Zech.  i.  i ;  LXX. ; 

^  Comp.  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  z,  i,  s.  189.  i,  2,  8.  67,  76. 
■•  Joseph.,  b.  j.  iv.  v.  4. 

'^  Eichhorn,  Einleitung  in  das  N.T.,  i,  s.  510  ff.  ;  Hug,  Einl.  in  das  N.T.,  2,  s.  10  ff. ; 
Credner,  £inl.,  i,  s.  207. 
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Baruch,  in  Josephus,  is  not  the  same  name) ;  ^  especially  as  a  Targum^ 
evidently  in  consequence  of  a  like  confusion  with  the  prophet  who  was  a 
grandson  of  Iddo^  calls  the  murdered  Zechariah  a  son  of  Iddo.^  The  murder 
of  a  prophet^  mentioned  by  Jeremiah  (xxvi.  23),  was  doubdess  subsequent  to 
that  of  Zechariah,  but  in  the  Jewish  order  of  the  canonical  books,  Jeremiah 
precedes  the  Chronicles ;  and  to  oppose  a  murder  revealed  in  the  first 
canonical  book,  to  one  recorded  in  the  last,  was  entirely  in  the  style  of 
Jewish  parlance.** 

After  having  considered  all  the  discourses  of  Jesus  given  by  Matthew, 
and  compared  them  with  their  parallels,  with  the  exception  of  those  which 
had  come  before  us  in  previous  discussions,  or  which  have  yet  to  come  before 
us  in  our  examination  of  single  incidents  in  the  public  ministry,  or  of  the 
history  of  the  passion  :  it  might  appear  requisite  to  the  completeness  of  our 
criticism,  that  we  should  also  give  a  separate  investigation  to  the  connexion 
in  which  the  two  other  synoptists  give  the  discourses  of  Jesus,  and  from  this 
point  review  the  parallels  in  Matthew.  But  we  have  already  cast  a  compara- 
tive glance  over  the  most  remarkable  discourses  in  Luke  and  Mark,  and  gone 
through  the  parables  which  are  peculiar  to  each  ;  and  as  to  the  remainder  of 
what  they  offer  in  the  form  of  discourses,  it  will  either  come  under  our  future 
consideration,  or  if  not,  the  point  of  view  from  which  it  is  to  be  criticised,  has 
been  sufficiently  indicated  in  the  foregoing  investigations. 

**  Vid.  Theile,  iiber  Zacharias  Barachias  Sohn,  in  Winer's  and  Engelhardt's  neoem  krit. 
Journ.,  2,  s.  401  if. ;  De  Wette,  in  loc. 

'^  Targum  Thren.  ii.  20,  in  Wetstein,  s.  491. 
■*  Comp.  De  Wette,  in  loc. 
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§  80. 
CONVERSATION   OF  JESUS  WITH  NICODEMUS. 

The  first  considerable  specimen  which  the  fourth  gospel  gives  of  the  teach- 
ing of  Jesus,  is  his  conversation  with  Nicodemus  (iiL  1-2 1).  In  the  previous 
chapter  (23-25)  it  is  narrated,  that  during  the  first  passover  attended  by  Jesus 
after  his  entrance  on  his  public  ministry,  he  had  won  many  to  faith  in  him 
by  the  miracles^  (rqixua^  which  he  performed,  but  that  he  did  not  commit 
himself  to  them  because  he  saw  through  them  :  he  was  aware,  that  is,  of  the 
uncertainty  and  impurity  of  their  faith.  Then  follows  in  our  present  chapter, 
as  an  example,  not  only  of  the  adherents  whom  Jesus  had  found  even  thus 
early,  but  also  of  the  wariness  with  which  he  tested  and  received  them,  a 
more  detailed  account  how  Nicodemus,  a  ruler  of  the  Jews  and  a  Pharisee, 
applied  to  him,  and  how  he  was  treated  by  Jesus. 

It  is  through  the  Gospel  of  John  alone  that  we  learn  anything  of  this 
Nicodemus,  who  in  vii.  50  f.  appears  as  the  advocate  of  Jesus,  so  far  as  to 
protest  against  his  being  condemned  without  a  hearing,  and  in  xix.  39  as  the 
partaker  with  Joseph  of  Arimathea  of  the  care  of  interring  Jesus.  Modem 
criticism,  with  reason,  considers  it  surprising  that  Matthew  (with  the  other 
synoptists)  does  not  even  mention  the  name  of  this  remarkable  adherent  of 
Jesus,  and  that  we  have  to  gather  all  our  knowledge  of  him  from  the  fourth 
gospel ;  since  the  peculiar  relation  in  which  Nicodemus  stood  to  Jesus,  and 
his  participation  in  the  care  of  his  interment,  must  have  been  as  well  known 
to  Matthew  as  to  John.  This  difficulty  has  been  numbered  among  the  argu- 
ments which  are  thought  to  prove  that  the  first  gospel  was  not  written  by  the 
Apostle  Matthew,  but  was  the  product  of  a  tradition  considerably  more  remote 
from  the  time  and  locality  of  Jesus.^  But  the  fact  is  that  the  common  fund 
of  tradition  on  which  all  the  synoptists  drew  had  preserved  no  notice  of  this 
Nicodemus.  With  touching  piety  the  Christian  legend  has  recorded  in  the 
tablets  of  her  memory,  the  names  of  all  the  others  who  helped  to  render  the 
last  honours  to  their  murdered  master — of  Joseph  of  Arimathea  and  the  two 
Marys  (Matt  xxvii.  57-61  paralL);  why  then  was  Nicodemus  the  only 
neglected  one — he  who  was  especially  distinguished  among  those  who  tended 
the  remains  of  Jesus,  by  his  nocturnal  interview  with  the  teacher  sent  from 
God,  and  by  his  advocacy  of  him  among  the  chief  priests  and  Pharisees  ?  It 
is  so  difficult  to  conceive  that  the  name  of  this  man,  if  he  had  really  assumed 
such  a  position,  would  have  vanished  from  the  popular  evangelical  tradition, 

^  Schuk,  iiber  das  Abendmahl,  s.  321. 

36s 
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without  leaving  a  single  trace,  that  one  is  induced  to  inquire  whether  the 
contrary  supposition  be  not  more  capable  of  explanation  :  namely,  that  such 
a  relation  between  Nicodemus  and  Jesus  might  have  been  fabricated  by 
tradition,  and  adopted  by  the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel  without  having 
really  subsisted. 

John  xii.  42,  it  is  expressly  said  that  many  among  the  chief  rulers  believed 
on  Jesus,  but  concealed  their  faith  from  dread  of  excommunication  by  the 
Pharisees,  because  they  loved  the  praise  of  men  more  than  the  praise  of  God,* 
That  towards  the  end  of  his  career  many  people  of  rank  believed  in  Jesus, 
even  in  secret  only,  is  not  very  probable,  since  no  indication  of  it  appears  in 
the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  ;  for  that  the  advice  of  Gamaliel  (Acts  v.  34  ff.)  did 
not  originate  in  a  positively  favourable  disposition  towards  the  cause  of 
Jesus,  seems  to  be  sufficiently  demonstrated  by  the  spirit  of  his  disciple  Saul. 
Moreover  the  synoptists  make  Jesus  declare  in  plain  terms  that  the  secret  of 
his  Messiahship  had  been  revealed  only  to  babes,  and  hidden  from  the  wise 
^nd. prudent  (Matt.  xi.  25  ;  Luke  x.  21),  and  Joseph  of  Arimathea  is  the  only 
individual  of  the  ruling  class  whom  they  mention  as  an  adherent  of  Jesus. 
How,  then,  if  Jesus  did  not  really  attach  to  himself  any  from  the  upper  ranks, 
came  the  case  to  be  represented  differently  at  a  later  period?  In  John  vii. 
48  f.  we  read  that  the  Pharisees  sought  to  disparage  Jesus  by  the  remark  that 
none  of  the  rulers  or  of  the  Pharisees,  but  only  the  ignorant  populace, 
believed  on  him ;  and  even  later  adversaries  of  Christianity,  for  example, 
Celsus,  laid  great  stress  on  the  circumstance  that  Jesus  had  had  as  his  disci- 
ples    empp-qrovi    avOpwrov^j    TcAwvas    kol   vavra9   tows    irovrfpoTarov^,^       This 

reproach  was  a  thorn  in  the  side  of  the  early  church,  and  though  as  long  as 
her  members  were  drawn  only  from  the  people,  she  might  reflect  with  satis- 
faction on  the  declarations  of  Jesus,  in  which  he  had  pronounced  the  poor, 
irrwxous,  and  simple ^  viyTrtov?,  blessed :  yet  so  soon  as  she  was  joined  by  men 
of  rank  and  education,  these  would  lean  to  the  idea  that  converts  like  them- 
selves had  not  been  wanting  to  Jesus  during  his  life.  But,  it  would  be 
objected,  nothing  had  been  hitherto  known  of  such  converts.  Naturally 
enough,  it  might  be  answered  \  since  fear  of  their  equals  would  induce  them 
to  conceal  their  relations  with  Jesus.  Thus  a  door  was  opened  for  the 
admission  of  any  number  of  secret  adherents  among  the  higher  class  (John 
xii.  42  f.).  But,  it  would  be  further  urged,  how  could  they  have  intercourse 
with  Jesus  unobserved  ?  Under  the  veil  of  the  night,  would  be  the  answer  ; 
and  thus  the  scene  was  laid  for  the  interviews  of  such  men  with  Jesus  (xix. 
39).  This,  however,  would  not  suffice  ;  a  representative  of  this  class  must 
actually  appear  on  the  scene  :  Joseph  of  Arimathea  might  have  been  chosen, 

'  his  name  being  still  extant  in  the  synoptical  tradition  ;  but  the  idea  of  him 
was  too  definite,  and  it  was  the  interest  of  the  legend  to  name  more  than  one 
eminent  friend  of  Jesus.  Hence  a  new  personage  was  devised,  whose  Greek 
name  Niico3i7/to9  seems  to  point  him  out  significantly  as  the  representative  of 
the  dominant  class.*  That  this  development  of  the  legend  is  confined  to  the 
fourth  gospel,  is  to  be  explained,  partly  by  the  generally  admitted  lateness  of 
its  origin,  and  partly  on  the  ground  that  in  the  evidently  more  cultivated 

^  circle  in  which  it  arose,  the   limitation  of  the  adherents  of  Jesus  to  the 

•  This  **  secret  information  "  is  very  welcome  to  Dr.  Paulus,  because  it  gives  a  useful  hint 
**  as  to  many  occurrences  in  the  life  of  Jesus,  the  causes  of  which  are  not  obvious  "  (L.  J.  i, 
b,  s.  141);  that  is  Paulus,  like  Bahrdt  and  Venturini,  though  less  openly,  is  fond  of  using 
such  secret  and  influential  allies  as  deus  ex  machinA^  for  the  explanation  of  much  that  is  mira- 
culous in  the  life  of  Jesus  (the  transfiguration,  residence  after  the  resurrection,  etc.). 

•  Orig.  c.  Cels.  i.  62. 

^  Let  the  reader  bear  in  mind  the  kindred  names  Nicolaus  and  Nicolaitans. 
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^£flinmon  people  would  be  more  offensive,  than  in  the  circle  in  which  the 
synoptical' tradition  was  formed.  Thus  the  reproach  which  modem  criticism 
has  cast  on  the  first  gospel,  on  the  score  of  its  silence  respecting  Nicodemus, 
is  turned  upon  the  fourth,  on  the  score  of  its  information  on  the  same 
subject. 

These  considerations,  however,  should  not  create  any  prejudice  against  the 
ensuing  conversation,  which  is  the  proper  object  of  our  investigations.  This 
may  still  be  in  the  main  genuine ;  Jesus  may  have  held  such  a  conversation 
with  one  of  [his  adherents,  and  our  Evangelist  may  have  embellished  it  no 
further  than  by  making  this  interlocutor  a  man  of  rank.  Neither  will  we, 
with  the  author  of  the  Probabilia,  take  umbrage  at  the  opening  address  of 
Nicodemus,  nor  complain,  with  him,  that  there  is  a  want  of  connexion 
between  that  address  and  the  answer  of  Jesus.^  The  requisition  of  a  new  birth 
{y€vvrfirjivajL  avco^ev),  as  a  condition  of  entrance  into  the  kingdom  of  heaven, 
does  not  differ  essentially  from  the  summons  with  which  Jesus  opens  his 
ministry  in  the  synoptical  gospels.  Repent  ye,  for  the  kingdom  of  heaven  is  at 
hand.  New  .birth,  or  new^  i^r^ation,  was  a  current  image  among  the  Jews, 
especially  as  denoting  the  conversion  of  an  idolater  into  a  worshipper  of 
Jehovah.  It  was  customary  to  say  of  Abraham,  that  when,  according  to  the 
Jewish  supposition,  he  renounced  idolatry  for  the  worship  of  the  true  God, 
he  became  a  new  creature  (nenn  nn3).«  The  proselyte,  too,  in  allusion  to 
his  relinquishing  all  his  previous  associations^  was  compared  to  a  new-borni 
child.^  That  such  phraseology  was  common  among  the  Jews  at  that  period, 
is  shown  by  the  confidence  with  which  Paul  applies,  as  if  it  required  no 
explanation,  the  term  new  creation,  Koivq  KrCai^  to  those  truly  converted  to 
Christ.  Now,  if  Jesus  required,  even  from  the  Jews,  as  a  condition  of 
entrance  into  the  messianic  kingdom,  the  new  birth  which  they  ascribed  to 
their  heathen  proselytes,  Nicodemus  might  naturally  wonder  at  the  requisi- 
tion, since  the  Israelite  thought  himself,  as  such,  unconditionally  entitled  to 
that  kingdom:  and  this  is  the  construction  which  has  been  put  upon  his 
question  v.  4.*  But  Nicodemus  does  not  ask,  How  canst  thou  say  that  a 
Jew,  or  a  child  of  Abraham,  must  be  born  again  ?  His  ground  of  wonder  is 
that  Jesus  appears  to  suppose  it  possible  for  a  man  to  be  born  again,  and 
that  when  he  is  old.  It  does  not,  therefore,  astonish  him  that  spiritual  new 
birth  should  be  expected  in  a  Jew,  but  corporeal  new  birth  in  a  man.  How 
an  oriental,  to  whom  figurative  speech  in  general — how  a  Jew,  to  whom  the 
image  of  the  new  birth  in  particular  must  have  been  familiar — how  especially 
a  master  of  Israel,  in  whom  the  misconstruction  of  figurative  phrases  cannot, 
as  in  the  apostles  (e.g.  Matt  xv.  15  f. ;  xvi.  7),  be  ascribed  to  want  of  educa- 
tion—could understand  this  expression  literally,  has  been  matter  of  extreme 
surprise  to  expositors  of  all  parties,  as  well  as  to  Jesus  (v.  10).  Hence  some 
have  supposed  that  the  Pharisee  really  understood  Jesus,  and  only  intended  by 
his  question  to  test  the  ability  of  Jesus  to  interpret  his  figurative  expression 

^  Prob.,  p.  44.  Bretscbneider  is  right,  however,  in  declaring;  against  KuinoFs  method  of 
supplying  a  connexion  between  the  discourses  in  John,  by  the  insertion  of  propositions  and 
intermediate  discourses,  supposed  to  have  been  omitted.  Liicke  judiciously  admits  (i,  p. 
446)  that  if,  in  John,  something  appears  to  be  wanting  between  two  consecutive  expressions 
of  Jesus,  we  are  yet  to  suppose  that  there  was  an  immediate  connexion  between  them  in  the 
mind  of  the  Evangelist,  and  it  is  this  connexion  which  it  is  the  task  of  exegesis  to  ascertain. 
In  truth  the  discourses  in  the  fourth  gospel  are  never  entirely  wanting  in  connexion  (apart 
from  the  exceptions  to  be  noticed  in  §  81),  though  that  connexion  is  sometimes  very  latent. 

*  Bereschith  R.,  sect.  39  f.  xxxviii.  2.  Bam  mid  bar  R.,  s.  11  f.  ccxi.  2.  Tanchuma  f.  v.  2, 
in  Schottgen,  i.  s.  704.     Something  similar  is  said  of  Moses,  from  Schemoth  R.,  ib. 

'  Jevamoth  f.  Ixii.  i,  xcii.  i,  in  Lightfoot,  p.  9S4. 

*  E.g.  Knapp,  comm.  in  coUoq.  Christi  cum  Niood.  in  loc. 
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into  a  simple  proposirion  :  ®  but  Jesus  does  not  treat  him  as  a  hypocrite,  as 
in  that  case  he  must  have  done — he  continues  to  instruct  him,  as  one  really 
ignorant  ov  yivwa-Kovra  (v.  lo).  Others  give  the  question  the  following  turn  : 
This  cannot  be  meant  in  a  physical  sense,  how  then  otherwise  ?  ^^  But  the 
true  drift  of  the  question  is  rather  the  contrary :  By  these  words  I  can  only 
understand  physical  new  birth,  but  how  is  this  possible  ?  Our  wonder  at  the 
ignorance  of  the  Jewish  doctor,  therefore,  returns  upon  us ;  and  it  is  heigh- 
tened when,  after  the  copious  explanation  of  Jesus  (v.  5-8),  that  the  new 
birth  which  he  required  was  a  spiritual  birth^  yewrfOijvai  Ik  tov  ^rvcv/taro;, 
Nicodemus  has  made  no  advance  in  comprehension,  but  asks  with  the  same 
obtuseness  as  before  (v.  9),  Haw  can  these  things  be  f  By  this  last  difficulty 
Liicke  is  so  straitened,  that,  contrary  to  his  ordinary  exegetical  tact,  he  refers 
the  continued  amazement  of  Nicodemus  (as  other  expositors  had  referred  his 
original  question)  to  the  circumstance  that  Jesus  maintained  the  necessity  of 
new  birth  even  for  Israelites.  But,  in  that  case,  Nicodemus  would  have 
inquired  concerning  the  necessity,  not  the  possibility,  of  that  birth ;  instead 
of  asking,  I/ow  can  these  things  be  ?  he  would  have  asked.  Why  must  these 
things  be  ?  This  inconceivable  mistake  in  a  Jewish  doctor  is  not  then  to 
be  explained  away,  and  our  surprise  must  become  strong  suspicion  so  soon  as 
it  can  be  shown,  that  legend  or  the  Evangelist  had  inducements  to  represent 
this  individual  as  more  simple  than  he  really  was.  First,  then,  it  must  occur 
to  us,  that  in  all  descriptions  and  recitals,  contrasts  are  eagerly  exhibited ; 
hence  in  the  representation  of  a  colloquy  in  which  one  party  is  the  teacher, 
the  other  the  taught,  there  is  a  strong  temptation  to  create  a  contrast  to  the 
wisdom  of  the  former  by  exaggerating  the  simplicity  of  the  latter.  Further, 
we  must  remember  the  satisfaction  it  must  give  to  a  Christian  mind  of  that 
age,  to  place  a  master  of  Israel  in  the  position  of  an  unintelligent  person,  by 
the  side  of  the  Master  of  the  Christians.  Lastly,  it  is,  as  we  shall  presently  see 
more  clearly,  the  constant  method  of  the  fourth  Evangelist  in  detailing  the 
conversations  of  Jesus,  to  form  the  knot  and  the  progress  of  the  discussion, 
by  making  the  interlocutors  understand  literally  what  Jesus  intended  figura- 
tively. 

In  reply  to  the  second  query  of  Nicodemus,  Jesus  takes  entirely  the  tone 
of  the  fourth  Evangelist's  prologue  (v.  11-13).^^  The  question  hence  arises, 
whether  the  Evangelist  borrowed  from  Jesus,  or  lent  to  him  his  own  style. 
A  previous  investigation  has  decided  in  favour  of  the  latter  alternative.^* 
But  this  inquiry  referred  merely  to  the  form  of  the  discourses  ;  in  relation  to 
their  matter,  its  analogy  with  the  ideas  of  Philo,  does  not  authorize  us  at 
once  to  conclude  that  the  writer  here  puts  his  Alexandrian  doctrine  of  the 
Logos  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus ;  ^'  because  the  expressions.  We  speak  that  we 
do  know,  etc.  o  ot&i/xcv  XaXov/xcr  #c.  t.  X.,  and,  No  man  hath  ascended  up  to 
heaven^  etc.  ovScU  dvafi€prjK€y  k,  r.  X.,  have  an  analogy  with  Matt.  xL  27 ; 
and  the  idea  of  the  pre-existence  of  the  Messiah  which  is  here  propounded, 
is,  as  we  have  seen,  not  foreign  to  the  Apostle  Paul 

V.  14  and  15  Jesus  proceeds  from  the  more  simple  things  of  the  earth, 
cViycioi?,  the  communications  concerning  the  new  birth,  to  the  more  difficult 

*  Paulus,  Comm.  4,  s.  183.     L.  J.  I,  a,  s.  176. 

*°  Liicke  and  Tholiick,  in  loc. 

^^  III.    II  :   6  iwpdxafup  fAaprvpovfieif  xal  I.    18  :    ^eor    ov5elt    ^(^pcure    mhrore,      6 

T^p  fiaprvplop  7fnu¥  od  XaftjSdyere.     13  '  jcoi       fiopcyetnit  vlbsj  6  S»  e/f  rw  irdXiror  roO  rarpdf 
oideis  aya^€^riK€P  els  r^  oupcurbp,  el  /iij  6  iic      iKtiPOf  i^:nyif(raTo, 

ToO  o^payov  Karapdtf  6  Uds  rod  Apdpdnrov  6  II  :  — kqI  cl  f&oc  avror  oi  rafiikapoi^, 

CtP  ip  T^  oupaP(fi* 

"  Sup.  §  46. 

1*  This  is  informed  in  the  Probabilia,  p.  46. 
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things  of  heaven,  iirovpavuHSy  the  announcement  of  the  destination  of  the 
Messiah  to  a  vicarious  death.  The  Son  of  Man,  he  says,  must  de  lifted  up 
(\nl/wOriy<u,  which,  in  John's  phraseology,  signifies  crucifixion,  with  an  allusion 
to  a  glorifying  exaltation),  in  the  same  way,  and  with  the  same  effect,  as  the. 
brazen  serpent  Num.  xxi.  8,  9.  Here  many  questions  press  upon  us.  Is  it 
credible,  that  Jesus  already,  at  the  very  commencement  of  his  public  ministry, 
foresaw  his  death,  and  in  the  specific  form  of  crucifixion  ?  and  that  long 
before  he  instructed  his  disciples  on  this  point,  he  made  a  communication  on 
the  subject  to  a  Pharisee  ?  Can  it  be  held  consistent  with  the  wisdom  of 
Jesus  as  a  teacher,  that  he  should  impart  such  knowledge  to  Nicodemus  ? 
Even  Liicke  ^^  puts  the  question  why,  when  Nicodemus  had  not  understood 
the  more  obvious  doctrine,  Jesus  tormented  him  with  the  more  recondite, 
and  especially  with  the  secret  of  the  Messiah's  death,  which  was  then  so 
remote  ?  He  answers :  it  accords  perfectly  with  the  wisdom  of  Jesus  as  a 
teacher,  that  he  should  reveal  the  sufferings  appointed  for  him  by  God  as 
early  as  possible,  because  no  instruction  was  better  adapted  to  cast  down 
false  worldly  hopes.  But  the  more  remote  the  idea  of  the  Messiah's  death 
from  the  conceptions  of  his  cotemporaries,  owing  to  the  worldliness  of  their 
expectations,  the  more  impressively  and  unequivocally  must  Jesus  express 
that  idea,  if  he  wished  to  promulgate  it ;  not  in  an  enigmatical  form  which  he 
could  not  be  sure  that  Nicodemus  would  understand.  Liicke  continues : 
Nicodemus  was  a  man  open  to  instruction ;  one  of  whom  good  might  be 
expected.  But  in  this  very  conversation,  his  dulness  of  comprehension  in 
earMy  things^  cViycio,  had  evinced  that  he  must  have  still  less  capacity  for 
/uavcnly  things^  itrovpdvta;  and,  according  to  v.  12,  Jesus  himself  despaired 
of  enlightening  him  with  respect  to  them.  Liicke,  however,  observes,  that  it 
was-  a  practice  with  Jesus  to  follow  up  easy  doctrine  which  had  not  been 
comprehended,  by  difficult  doctrine  which  was  of  course  less  comprehensible  ; 
that  he  purposed  thus  to  give  a  spur  to  the  minds  of  his  hearers,  and  by 
straining  their  attention,  engage  them  to  reflect.  But  the  examples  which 
Liicke  adduces  of  such  proceeding  on  the  part  of  Jesus,  are  aU  drawn  from 
the  fourth  gospel.  Now  the  very  point  in  question  is,  whether  that  gospel 
correctly  represents  the  teaching  of  Jesus ;  consequently  Liicke  argues  in  a 
circle.  We  have  seen  a  similar  procedure  ascribed  to  Jesus  in  his  conversa- 
tion with  the  woman  of  Samaria,  and  we  have  already  declared  our  opinion 
that  such  an  overburthening  of  weak  faculties  with  enigma  on  enigma,  does 
not  accord  with  the  wise  rule  as  to  the  communication  of  doctrine,  which  the 
same  gospel  puts  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus,  xvi.  12.  It  would  not  stimulate, 
but  confuse,  the  mind  of  the  hearer,  who  persisted  in  a  misapprehension  of 
the  well-known  figure  of  the  new  birth,  to  present  to  him  the  novel  compari- 
son of  the  Messiah  and  his  death,  to  the  brazen  serpent  and  its  effects ;  a 
comparison  quite  incongruous  with  his  Jewish  ideas. ^^  In  the  first  three 
Gospels  Jesus  pursues  an  entirely  different  course.  In  these,  where  a  mis- 
construction betrays  itself  on  the  part  of  the  disciples,  Jesus  (except  where  he 
breaks  off  altogether,  or  where  it  is  evident  that  the  Evangelist  unhistorically 
associates  a  number  of  metaphorical  discourses)  applies  himself  with  the 
assiduity  of  an  earnest  teacher  to  the  thorough  explanation  of  the  difficulty, 
and  not  until  he  has  effected  this  does  he  proceed,  step  by  step,  to  convey 
further  instruction  (e.g.  Matt  xiii.  10  ff.,  36  ft,  xv.  i6,  xvi.  8  ff.).^®    This 

"  Ut  sup.  p.  476. 

^^  Comp.  Bretschneider,  ut  sup. 

^'  De  Wette  adduces  as  examples  of  a  similar  procedure  on  the  part  of  Jesus  in  the 
synoptical  gospels*  Matt.  xix.  21,  xx.  22  f.  But  these  two  cases  are  of  a  totally  different 
lund  from  the  one  under  consideration  in  John.     We  have  here  to  treat  of  a  want  of  com- 

A  A 
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is  the  method  of  a  wise  teacher ;  on  the  contrary,  to  leap  from  one  subject 
to  another,  to  overburthen  and  strain  the  mind  of  the  hearer,  a  mode  of 
instruction  which  the  fourth  Evangelist  attributes  to  Jesus,  is  wholly  inconsis- 
tent with  that  character.  To  explain  this  inconsistency,  we  must  suppose 
that  the  writer  of  the  fourth  gospel  thought  to  heighten  in  the  most  effective 
manner  the  contrast  which  appears  from  the  first,  between  the  wisdom  of  the 
one  party  and  the  incapacity  of  the  other,  by  representing  the  teacher  as 
overwhelming  the  pupil,  who  put  unintelligent  questions  on  the  most  elemen- 
tary  doctrine,  with  lofty  and  difficult  themes,  beneath  which  his  faculties  are 
laid  prostrate. 

From  V.  i6,  even  those  commentators  who  pretend  to  some  ability  in  this 
department,  lose  all  hope  of  showing  that  the  remainder  of  the  discourse  may 
have  been  spoken  by  Jesus.  Not  only  does  Paulus  make  this  confession,  but 
even  Oishausen,  with  a  concise  statement  of  his  reasons. ^^  At  the  above 
verse,  any  special  reference  to  Nicodemus  vanishes,  and  there  is  commenced 
an  entirely  general  discourse  on  the  destination  of  the  Son  of  God,  to  confer 
a  blessing  on  the  world,  and  on  the  manner  in  which  unbelief  forfeits  this 
blessing.  Moreover,  these  ideas  are  expressed  in  a  form,  which  at  one 
moment  appears  to  be  a  reminiscence  of  the  Evangelist's  introduction,  and  at 
another  has  a  striking  similarity  with  passages  in  the  first  Epistle  of  John.^^ 
In  particular,  the  expression,  the  only  begotten  Son,  6  /lovoycv^  vtof,  which  is 
repeatedly  (v.  i6  and  i8)  attributed  to  Jesus  as  a  designation  of  his  own 
person,  is  nowhere  else  found  in  his  mouth,  even  in  the  fourth  gospel ;  this 
circumstance,  however,  marks  it  still  more  positively  as  a  favourite  phrase  of 
the  Evangelist  (i.  14-18),  and  of  the  writer  of  the  Epistles  (i  John  iv.  9). 
Further,  many  things  are  spoken  of  as  past,  which  at  the  supposed  period  of 
this  conversation  with  Nicodemus  were  yet  future.  For  even  if  the  words, 
he  gave,  IStaKtv,  refer  not  to  the  giving  over  to  death,  but  to  the  sending  of 
the  Messiah  into  the  world  ;  the  expressions,  nien  laved  darkness  '^awqcrav  oi 
ayOptan'otrb  o-koto^j  and,  their  deeds  were  evil,  ^v  trovrfpa  avroiv  ra  Kpya  (v.  19), 
as  Liicke  also  remarks,  could  only  be  used  after  the  triumph  of  darkness  had 
been  achieved  in  the  rejection  and  execution  of  Jesus  :  they  belong  then  to 
the  Evangelist's  point  of  view  at  the  time  when  he  wrote,  not  to  that  of  Jesus 
when  on  the  threshold  of  his  public  ministry.  In  general  the  whole  of  this 
discourse  attributed  to  Jesus,  with  its  constant  use  of  the  third  person  to 
designate  the  supposed  speaker ;  with  its  dogmatical  terms  only  begotten,  light, 
and  the  like,  applied  to  Jesus ;  with  its  comprehensive  view  of  the  crisis  and 
its  results,  which  the  appearance  of  Jesus  produced,  is  far  too  objective  for 
us  to  believe  that  it  came  from  the  lips  of  Jesus.    Jesus  could  not  speak  thus 

prdiension,  in  the  face  of  which  it  is  surprising  that  Jesus  instead  of  descending  to  its  level, 
chooses  to  elevate  himself  to  a  still  less  attainable  aliitude.*  In  the  passages  quoted  from 
the  synoptists,  on  the  other  hand,  we  have  examples  of  an  excessive  self-valuation,  too  high 
an  estimate  of  their  ability  to  promote  the  cause  of  Jesus,  on  the  part  of  the  rich  young  man 
and  of  the  sons  of  Zebedee,  and  Jesus  with  perfect  propriety  checks  their  egotistic  ardour  by 
the  abrupt  presentation  of  a  higher  demand.  These  instances  could  only  be  parallel  with 
that  of  Nicodemus,  if  the  latter  had  piqued  himself  on  his  enlightenment,  and  Jesus,  by  a 
sudden  flight  into  a  higher  r^on,  had  sought  to  convince  him  of  his  ignorance. 

^'  Bibl.  Comm.  2,  s.  96. 

^*  III.  19 :  aOrrf  H  tar  up  ^  Kpla-Ut  9ri  t6  I.  9:  ^  r^  0<3t  r6  dXi|^cvdr,  rb  ^tarl^ow 

&9$pvr 01  fiSXKw  r6  ffKiros  ^  r6  ^wf.  5  :  koI  t6  4^  ^^  ^  ffKVtiq,  ^cUrec,   kqX  ^ 

III.    16  :   oih-ta  ykp  ijydrrifftw  6   Otis  r^  ffKorla  a&rb  ov  jraWXa/3er* 
Kotrnmr,   &ffTe  rbv  vlb»  ainov  row  ^poytrij  I   John    iv.   9 :    h    raOrtf    i^a^tpiiBii    1^ 

l^ircr,   Ira  xat    b  wurreOiaif  dt  wrbi',  /iii  dTdn;  rou  Btov  ip  ^/ur,  tfrc  rhv  vUr  avroO  rhw 

drdAi^rat  liXX'  #X7  t^  aliawiWm  /umtytpii  dx^orctXcr  6  Btbs  €h  T^r  c^/ior,  Ua 
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of  himself,  but  the  Evangelist  might  speak  thus  of  Jesus.  Hence  the  same 
expedient  has  been  adopted,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Baptist's  discourse  already 
considered,  and  it  has  been  supposed  that  Jesus  is  the  speaker  down  to  v.  16, 
but  that  from  that  point  the  Evangelist  appends  his  own  dogmatic  reflections.^^ 
But  there  is  again  here  no  intimation  of  such  a  transition  in  the  text ;  rather, 
the  connecting  word  for^  yap  (v.  16),  seems  to  indicate  a  continuation  of 
the  same  discouise.  No  writer,  and  least  of  all  the  fourth  Evangelist  (comp. 
vii.  39,  xi.  51  f.,  xii.  16,  xxxiiL  37  if.),  would  scatter  his  own  observations 
thus  undistinguishingiy,  unless  he  wished  to  create  a  misapprehension.^^ 

If  then  it  be  established  that  the  evangelist,  from  v.  16  to  the  end  of  the 
discourse,  means  to  represent  Jesus  as  the  speaker,  while  Jesus  can  never 
have  so  spoken,  we  cannot  rest  satisfied  with  the  half  measure  adopted  by 
Liicke,  when  he  maintains  that  it  is  really  Jesus  who  continues  to  speak  from 
the  above  passage,  but  that  the  Evangelist  has  inwoven  his  own  explanations 
and  amplifications  more  liberally  than  before.  For  this  admission  under- 
mines all  certainty  as  to  how  far  the  discourse  belongs  to  Jesus,  and  how  far 
to  the  Evangelist ;  besides,  as  the  discourjse  is  distinguished  by  the  closest 
uniformity  of  thought  and  style,  it  must  be  ascribed  either  wholly  to  Jesus  or 
wholly  to  the  Evangelist  Of  these  two  alternatives  the  former  is,  according 
to  .the  above  considerations,  impossible ;  we  are  therefore  restricted  to  the 
latter,  which  we  have  observed  to  be  entirely  consistent  with  the  manner  of 
the  fourth  Evangelist. 

But  not  only  on  the  passage  v.  16-21  must  we  pkass  this  judgment :  v.  14 
has  appeared  to  us  out  of  keeping  wiih  the  position  of  Jesus ;  and  the  be- 
haviour of  Nicodemus,  v.  4  and  9,  altogether  inconceivable.  Thus  in  the 
very  first  sample,  when  compared  with  the  observations  which  we  have 
already  made  on  John  iii.  23  ff.,  iv.  i  ff.,  the  fourth  gospel  presents  to  us  all 
the  peculiarities  which  characterize  its  mode  of  reporting  the  discourses  of 
Jesus.  They  are  usually  commenced  in  the  form  of  dialogue,  and  so  far  as 
this  extends,  the  lever  that  propels  the  conversation  is  the  striking  contrast 
between  the  spiritual  sense  and  the  carnal  interpretation  of  the  language  of 
Jesus ;  generally,  however,  the  dialogue  is  merged  into  an  uninterrupted  dis- 
course, in  which  the  writer  blends  the  person  of  Jesus  with  his  own,  and 
makes  the  former  use  concerning  himself,  language  which  could  only  be  used 
by  John  concerning  Jesus. 

§  81. 

THE  DISCOURSES   OF  JESUS,   JOHN   V.-XII. 

In  the  fifth  chapter  of  John,  a  long  discourse  of  Jesus  is  connected  with  a 
cure  wrought  by  him  on  the  sabbath  (19-47).     The  mode  in  which  Jesus  at 

^*  Pauhis  and  Olshausen,  in  loc. 

'®  Tholiick  (Glaubwiirdigkeit,  &  335)  adduces  as  examples  of  a  similar  unobserved  fusion 
of  a  discourse  quoted  from  a  foreign  source,  with  the  writer's  own  matter,  GaL  iL  14  if. 
Euseb.,  H.  £.  iii.  i,  39.  Hieron.  Comm.  in  Jes.  53.  But  such  instances  in  an  epistle,  a 
commentary  or  an  historical  work  interspersed  with  reasoning  and  criticism  are  not  parallel 
with  those  in  an  historical  narrative  of  the  nature  of  our  fourth  gospel.  In  works  of  the 
former  kind,  the  reader  expects  the  author  to  reason,  and  hence,  when  tlie  disg^oiirse  of 
another  party  has  been  introduced,  he  is  prepared  at  the  slightest  pause  to  see  the  author 
again  take  up  the  argument.  It  is  quite  different  with  a  work  like  our  fourth  gospel.  The 
introduction,  it  is  true,  is  put  forth  as  the  author's  own  reasoning,  and  it  is  there  quite  natural 
that  after  a  brief  quotation  from  the  discourse  of  another,  v.  15,  he  should,  at  v.  16,  resume 
the  character  of  speaker  without  any  express  intimation.  But  when  once  he  has  entered  on 
his  narrative,  which  is  strictly  a  recital  of  what  has  been  done,  and  what  has  been  said,  all 
that  he  annexes  without  any  mark  of  distinction  (as  e.g.  xii.  37)  to  a  discourse  explicitly 
ascribed  to  another,  must  be  considered  as  a  continuation  of  that  discourse. 
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V.  17  defends  his  activity  on  the  sabbath,  is  worthy  of  notice,  as  distinguished 
from  that  adopted  by  him  in  the  earlier  gospels.  These  ascribe  to  him,  in 
such  cases,  three  arguments  :  the  example  of  David,  who  ate  the  shew-bread ; 
the  precedent  of  the  sabbatical  labours  of  the  priests  in  the  temple,  quoted 
also  in  John  vii.  23  (Matt.  xii.  3  ff.  parall.) ;  and  the  course  pursued  with 
respect  to  an  ox,  sheep,  or  ass,  that  falls  into  the  pit  (Matt.  xii.  11,  parall.}, 
or  is  led  out  to  watering  on  the  sabbath  (Luke  xiii.  18) :  all  which  arguments 
are  entirely  in  the  practical  spirit  that  characterizes  the  popular  teaching  of 
Jesus.  The  fourth  Evangelist,  on  the  contrary,  makes  him  argue  from  the 
uninterrupted  activity  of  God,  and  reminds  us  by  the  expression  which  he 
puts  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus,  My  Father  worketh  hitherto,  6  varrjp  c(i>$  apm. 
i/yyoferai,  of  a  principle  in  the  Alexandrian  metaphysics,  viz.  God  never  ceases 
to  act,  TTotcoK  6  ^€09  ovoen-orc  iraverauL :  ^  a  metaphysical  proposition  more  likely 
to  be  familiar  to  the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel  than  to  Jesus.  In  the 
synoptical  gospels,  miracles  of  healing  on  -the  sabbath  are  followed  up  by 
declarations  respecting  the  nature  and  design  of  the  sabbatical  institution,  a 
species  of  instruction  of  which  the  people  were  greatly  in  need ;  but  in  the 
present  passage,  a  digression  is  immediately  made  to  the  main  theme  of  the 
gospel,  the  person  of  Christ  and  his  relation  to  the  Father.  The  perpetual 
recurrence  of  this  theme  in  the  fourth  gospel  has  led  its  adversaries,  not 
without  reason,  to  accuse  it  of  a  tendency  purely  theoretic,  and  directed  to 
the  glorification  of  Jesus.  In  the  matter  of  the  succeeding  discourse  there  is 
nothing  to  create  a  difficulty,  nothing  that  Jesus  might  not  have  spoken,  for 
it  treats,  with  the  strictest  coherence,  of  things  which  the  Jews  expected  of 
the  Messiah,  or  which  Jesus  attributed  to  himself,  according  to  the  synoptists 
also :  as,  for  instance,  the  raising  of  the  dead,  and  the  office  of  judging  the 
world.  But  this  consistency  in  the  matter  only  heightens  the  difficulty  con- 
nected with  the  form  and  phraseology  in  which  it  is  expressed.  For  the 
discourse,  especially  its  latter  half  (from  v.  31),  is  full  of  the  closest  analogies 
with  the  first  epistle  of  John,  and  with  passages  in  the  gospel  in  which  either 
the  author  speaks,  or  John  the  Baptist'  One  means  of  explaining  the  for- 
mer resemblance  is  to  suppose,  that  the  Evangelist  formed  his  style  by  closely 
imitating  that  of  Jesus.     That  this  is  possible,  is  not  to  be  disputed ;  but  it 

^  Philo.  Opp.  ed.  Mang.  i.  44.  apud  Gfrorer,  i.  p.  122. 

'  Job.  V.  20 :  6  y&f>  Tar^p  ^tXet  r6r  vi^  John  iii.  35  (the  Baptist) :  6  yb^p  xar^p 

Kol  Trdvra  ikUcvwrut  a^j),  d  avr^t  roiet.  dyaxf  rb»  vUiv  koX  mna  deduKO^  ip  rj  X^^ 

24  :  6  rbp  \6yop  /iov  dKOtlktP — /irra^firfKCV  cUrroO. 

iK  ToO  Ba^drw  e/f  rip'  jui^r.  I  Joh.  iii.  1 4 :  ii/Uit  oTSoficy,  Ihri  /Aerafitpij- 

32  :  ircU  olda,  Uri  dXij&'^t  iffTiP  ^  fiaprvpla,  KOfiep  ix  rov  Oopdrw  els  rijp  J^p. 

Ifp  fULpTvpei  v€pi  ipjw,  Joh.  xix.  35  :  Kal  dXijOiwii  irrvp   qAtw  ^ 

fiaprvpla,  jrdjrecrot    oldep,   5rt    dXi^^    Xfyci. 

34 :  kyCi  8^  oO  rtipd  ipOpuwov  lijp  fiaprvplaw  Comp.  xxi.  24.     I  Joh.  3,  12. 

XafiPdjua.  I  Joh.  ▼.  9 :  el  Hip  fiaprvptop  tup  dtrBpdrtop 

36 :  iyCi  9^  tx^  /MprvpUtp  fielitt  rod  ^liaop-  \afjtfidtfOfiep,   ^    fjMprvpla    rov    BeoOt    iiei^^ap 

pov,  iarip'  Sri  a0n;  iartp  if  ptaprvfUa  rov  BeoVf  l^p 

37  :  Kal  6  rifiyf/at  fte  iraHiPf  ai>r6t  luiukfrri'  ftefMpr^piiKe  repl  rov  vlmi  adroO. 
pffxe  repl  i/itw. 

lb.  I  oUre  Hip  ^iopiip  airoO  dKiiKbare  rtiwoTet  Joh.   i.    18  :   $ebp  o6delt   iiipajce  irwrore. 

oihe  t6  elBos  airw  itapdKart.  Comp.  I  Toh.  iv.  12. 

38 :  Kal  rbp  \6yop  airroS  o^k  tx/ere  fidpopra  i  Joh.  1.  lo :  mU  6  \6yin  oAtoO  adx  iffriw 

ip  ifJMf.  ip  iffJiur. 

40  :  KoXo^  Bikere  IXBelp  rp6t  ak,  &a  il'vifp  I  Joh.  v.  12 :  6  /k^  ^x**^  "f^^  v^  ^^  ^^ ' 

42  :  Uti  riiP  dydmiP  roO  BeoS  o6k  fx^^  ^^  '  J^h.  ii.  15  :  0^  iirrtw  if  dydnf  rov  rarpdt 

iavraii.  ip  avrtp. 

44  :  rOs  iOpaffBe  OfieTs  Turre^etw,  96^  Topii         Joh.  xi.  43  :  iiydwii^aw  yiip  Hfp  86^  r&p 

dXMjXup  XofAfidPOpres,  koI  ri/p  96^  t^p  rapd  dpBpairtap  fidXXor,  i^wep  Hfp  iifop  rw  Beou. 
rmf  fUifW  BeoO  96  lifretre  ; 
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is  equally  certain  that  it  could  proceed  only  from  a  mind  destitute  of  origin- 
ality and  self-confidence, — a  character  which  the  fourth  Evangelist  in  nowise 
exhibits  Further,  as  in  the  other  gospels  Jesus  speaks  in  a  thoroughly 
different  tone  and  style,  it  would  follow,  if  he  really  spoke  as  he  is  repre- 
sented to  have  done  by  John,  that  the  manner  attributed  to  him  by  the 
synoptists  is  fictitious.  Now,  that  this  manner  did  not  originate  with  the 
Evangelists  is  plain  from  the  fact,  that  each  of  them  is  so  little  master  of  his 
matter.  Neither  could  the  bulk  of  the  discourses  have  been  the  work  of 
tradition,  not  only  because  they  have  a  highly  original  cast,  but  because  they 
bear  the  impress  of  the  alleged  time  and  locality.  On  the  contrary,  the 
fourth  Evangelist,  by  the  ease  with  which  he  disposes  his  materials,  awakens 
the  suspicion  that  they  are  of  his  own  production  ;  and  some  of  his  favourite 
ideas  and  phrases,  such  as,  The  Father  showeth  the  Son  all  that  himself  doeth^^ 
and  those  already  quoted,  seem  to  have  sprung  from  an  Hellenistic  source, 
rather  than  from  Palestine.  But  the  chief  point  in  the  argument  is,  that  in 
this  gospel  John  the  Baptist  sp>eaks,  as  we  have  seen,  in  precisely  the  same 
strain  as  the  author  of  the  gospels,  and  his  Jesus.  It  cannot  be  supposed, 
that  not  only  the  Evangelist,  but  the  Baptist,  whose  public  career  was  prior  to 
that  of  Jesus,  and  whose  character  was  strongly  marked,  modelled  his  expres- 
sions with  verbal  minuteness  on  those  of  Jesus.  Hence  only  two  cases  are 
possible :  either  the  Baptist  determined  the  style  of  Jesus  and  the  Evangelist 
(who  indeed  appears  to  have  been  the  Baptist's  disciple) ;  or  the  Evangelist 
determined  the  style  of  the  Baptist  and  Jesus.  The  former  alternative  will 
be  rejected  by  the  orthodox,  on  the  ground  of  the  higher  nature  that  dwelt 
in  Christ ;  and  we  are  equally  disinclined  to  adopt  it,  for  the  reason  that 
Jesus,  even  though  he  may  have  been  excited  to  activity  by  the  Baptist,  yet 
appears  as  a  character  essentially  distinct  from  him,  and  original ;  and  for  the 
still  more  weighty  consideration,  that  the  style  of  the  Evangelist  is  much  too 
feeble  for  the  rude  Baptist, — too  mystical  for  his  practical  mind.  There  re- 
mains, then,  but  the  latter  alternative,  namely,  that  the  Evangelist  has  given 
his  own  style  both  to  Jesus  and  to  the  Baptist :  an  explanation  in  itself  more 
natural  than  the  former,  and  supported  by  a  multitude  of  examples  from  all 
kinds  of  historical  writers.  If  however  the  Evangelist  is  thus  responsible  for 
the  form  of  this  discourse,  it  is  still  possible  that  the  matter  may  have  be- 
longed to  Jesus,  but  we  cannot  pronounce  to  what  extent  this  is  the  case, 
and  we  have  already  had  proof  that  the  Evangelist,  on  suitable  opportunities, 
very  freely  presents  his  own  reflections  in  the  form  of  a  discourse  from  Jesus. 
In  chap,  vi.,  Jesus  represents  himselfi  or  rather  his  Father,  v.  27  ff.,  as  the 
giver  of  the  spiritual  manna.  This  is  analogous  to  the  Jewish  idea  above 
quoted,  that  the  second  Goel,  like  the  first,  would  provide  manna ;  ^  and  to 
the  invitation  of  Wisdom  in  the  Proverbs,  ix.  5,  Comey  eat  of  my  bread: 
€kBtT€,  ^aycrc  rutv  i/iMv  aprtav.  But  the  succeeding  declaration,  that  he  is 
himself  the  bread  of  life  that  cometh  down  from  heaven^  dpro^  6  tiov  6  U  rov 
ovpavov  Karafia^  (v.  33  and  35)  appears  to  find  its  true  analogy  only  in  the 
idea  of  Philo,  that  the  divine  wordy  \oy09  $€io^,  is  that  which  nourishes  the  soul, 
TO  rp€if>ov  Trjv  ^nj^ifv.*  From  v.  51,  the  difficulty  becomes  still  greater.  Jesus 
proceeds  to  represent  his  flesh  as  the  bread  from  heaven,  which  he  will  give 
for  the  life  of  the  world,  and  to  eat  the  flesh  of  the  Son  of  Man^  and  to  drink 
his  bloody  he  pronounces  to  be  the  only  means  of  attaining  eternal  life.     The 

'  Vid.  the  passages  compared  by  Gfrorer,  I,  s.  194,  from  Philo,  de  linguarum  confusictie. 

*  Sup.  §  14. 

^  De  profugis,  0pp.  Mang.,  i.  s.  566,  Gfrorer,  i,  s.  202.  What  is  farther  said  of  the 
XirfOi :  d^*  o5  rcUrcu  rcu^cSac  koX  ao^iai  /^wcur  iJvwaoi  may  be  compared  with  John  iv.  14, 
vi.  35,  vii.  38. 
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similarity  of  these  expressions  to  the  words  which  the  synoptists  and  Paul 
attribute  to  Jesus,  at  the  institution  of  the  Lord's  Supper,  led  the  older  com- 
mentators generally  to  understand  this  passage  as  having  reference  to  the 
Sacramental  supper,  ultimately  to  be  appointed  by  Jesus. *  The  chief  ob- 
jection to  this  interpretation  is,  that  before  the  institution  of  the  supper^  such 
an  allusion  would  be  totally  unintelligible.  Still  the  discourse  might  have 
some  sense,  however  erroneous,  for  the  hearers,  as  indeed  it  had,  according 
to  the  narrator's  statement ;  and  the  impossibility  of  being  understood  is  not, 
in  the  fourth  gospel,  so  shunned  by  Jesus,  that  that  circumstance  alone  would 
suffice  to  render  this  interpretation  improbable.  It  is  certainly  supported  by 
the  analogy  between  the  expressions  in  the  discourse,  and  the  words  asso- 
ciated with  the  institution  of  the  supper,  and  this  analogy  has  wrung  from 
one  of  our  recent  critics  the  admission,  that  even  if  Jesus  himself,  in  uttering 
the  above  expressions,  did  not  refer  to  the  supper,  the  Evangelist,  in  choosing 
and  conveying  this  discourse  of  Jesus  might  have  had  that  institution  in  his 
mind,  and  might  have  supposed  that  Jesus  here  gave  a  premonition  of  its 
import.*^  In  that  case,  however,  he  could  scarcely  have  abstained  from 
modifying  the  language  of  Jesus ;  so  that,  if  the  choice  of  the  expression  tat 
the  fleshy  etc.,  can  only  be  adequately  explained  on  the  supposition  of  a  refer- 
ence to  the  Lord's  Supper,  we  owe  it,  without  doubt,  to  the  Evangelist  alone. 
Having  once  said,  apparently  in  accordance  with  Alexandrian  ideas,  that 
Jesus  had  described  himself  as  i?u  bread  of  life^  how  could  he  fail  to  be  re- 
minded of  the  bread,  which  in  the  Christian  community  was  partaken  of  as 
the  body  of  Christ,  together  with  a  beverage,  as  his  blood  ?  He  would  the 
more  gladly  seize  the  opportunity  of  making  Jesus  institute  the  supper  pro- 
phetically, as  it  were ;  because,  as  we  shall  hereafter  see,  he  knew  nothing 
definite  of  its  historical  institution  by  Jesus.^ 

The  discourse  above  considered,  also  bears  the  form  of  a  dialogue,  and  it 
exhibits  strikingly  the  type  of  dialogue  which  especially  belongs  to  the  fourth 
gospel :  that,  namely,  in  which  language  intended  spiritually,  is  understood 
carnally.  In  the  first  place  (v.  34),  the  Jews  (as  the  woman  of  Samaria  in 
relation  to  the  water)  suppose  that  by  the  bread  which  cometh  down  from 
heaven,  Jesus  means  some  material  food,  and  entreat  him  evermore  to  supply 
them  with  such.  Such  a  misapprehension  was  certainly  natural ;  but  one 
would  have  thought  that  the  Jews,  before  they  carried  the  subject  farther, 
would  have  indignantly  protested  against  the  assertion  of  Jesus  (v.  32),  that 
Moses  had  not  given  them  heavenly  bread.  When  Jesus  proceeds  to  call 
himself  the  bread  from  heaven,  the  Jews  in  the  synagogue  at  Capernaum 
murmur  that  he,  the  son  of  Joseph,  whose  father  and  mother  they  knew, 
should  arrogate  to  himself  a  descent  from  heaven  (v.  41) ;  a  reflection  which 
the  synoptists  with  more  probability  attribute  to  the  people  of  Nazareth,  the 
native  city  of  Jesus,  and  to  which  they  assign  a  more  natural  cause.  That 
the  Jews  should  not  understand  (v.  53)  how  Jesus  could  give  them  his  flesh 
to  eat  is  y^xy  conceivable  ;  and  for  that  reason,  as  we  have  observed,  it  is  the 
less  so  that  Jesus  should  express  himself  thus  unintelligibly.  Neither  is  it 
surprising  that  this  hard  saying,  o-fcXrjpo^  Xoyo?,  should  cause  many  disciples  to 
fall  away  from  him,  nor  easy  to  perceive  how  Jesus  could,  in  the  first  in- 
stance,  himself  give  reason  for  the  secession,  and  then,  on  its  occurrence, 
fed  so  much  displeasure  as  is  implied  in  v.  61  and  67.  It  is  indeed  said, 
that  Jesus  wished  to  sift  his  disciples,  to  remove  from  his  society  the  super- 

*  See  Lucke*s  History  of  the  interpretation  of  this  passage  in  his  Comm.  2,  Appendix  B, 
p.  727  ff. 
»  Hase,  L.  J.  §  99. 
'  Comp.  Bretschneider,  Probab.,  pp.  56,  88  AT. 
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ficial  believers,  the  earthly-minded,  whom  he  could  not  trust ;  but  the 
measure  which  he  here  adopted  was  one  calculated  to  alienate  from  him  even 
his  best  and  most  intelligent  followers.  For  it  is  certain  that  the  twelve,  who 
on  other  occasions  knew  not  what  was  meant  by  the  leaven  of  the  Pharisees 
(Matt.  xvi.  7),  or  by  the  opposition  between  what  goes  into  the  mouth,  and 
what  comes  out  of  it  (Matt.  xv.  15),  would  not  understand  the  present  dis- 
course ;  and  the  words  of  eternal  life^  for  the  sake  of  which  they  remained 
with  him  (v.  68),  were  assuredly  not  the  words  of  this  sixth  chapter.® 

The  further  we  read  in  the  fourth  gospel,  the  more  striking  is  the  repetition 
of  the  same  ideas  and  expressions.  The  discourses  of  Jesus  during  the  Feast 
of  Tabernacles,  ch.  vii.  and  viti.  are,  as  Liicke  has  remarked,  mere  repetitions 
and  amplifications  of  the  oppositions  previously  presented  (especially  in  ch. 
v.),  of  the  coming,  speaking,  and  acting,  of  Jesus,  and  of  God  (viL  17,  28  f., 
viii.  28  f.,  38,  40,  42,  compare  with  v.  30,  43,  vi.  38) ;  of  being  from  above^ 
clvoi  c#c  Twv  aycD,  and  from  beneath^  Ik  twv  Karco  (viii.  23,  com  p.  iii.  31);  of 
bearing  witness  of  one's  self,  and  receiving  witness  from  God  (viii.  13-19, 
comp.  v.  31-37);  of  light  and  darkness  (viii.  12,  comp.  iil  10,  flf.,  also 
xiL  35  f.);  of  true  and  false  judgment  (viii.  15  f.,  comp.  v.  30).  All  that 
is  new  in  these  chapters,  is  quickly  repeated,  as  the  mention  of  the  de- 
parture of  Jesus  whither  the  Jews  cannot  follow  him  (vii.  33  f.,  viii.  21, 
comp.  xiii.  33,  xiv.  2  ff.,  xvi.  16  ff.) ;  a  declaration,  to  which  are  attached,  in 
the  first  two  instances,  very  improbable  misapprehensions  or  perversions  on 
the  part  of  the  Jews,  who,  although  Jesus  had  said,  /  go  unto  him  that  sent 
me,  are  represented  as  imagining,  at  one  time,  that  he  purposed  journeying 
to  the  dispersed  among  the  Gentiles,  at  another,  that  he  meditated  suicide. 
How  often,  again,  in  this  chapter  are  repeated  the  asseverations,  that  he 
seeks  not  his  own  honour,  but  the  honour  of  the  Father  (vii.  17  f.,  viii.  50, 
54) ;  that  the  Jews  neither  know  whence  he  came,  nor  the  father  who  sent 
him  (vii.  28,  viii.  14,  19,  54);  that  whosoever  believeth  in  him  shall  have 
eternal  life,  shall  not  see  death,  while  whosoever  believeth  not  must  die  in 
his  sins,  having  no  share  in  eternal  life  (viii.  2t,  24,  51,  comp.  iii.  36,  vi.  40). 
— The  ninth  chapter,  consisting  chiefly  of  the  deliberations  of  the  Sanhedrim 
with  the  man  born  blind,  whom  Jesus  had  restored  to  sight,  has  of  course  the 
form  of  conversation,  but  as  Jesus  is  less  on  the  scene  than  heretofore,  there 
is  not  the  usual  amount  of  artificial  contrast ;  in  its  stead,  however,  there  is, 
as  we  shall  presently  find,  another  evidence  of  artistic  design  in  the  narrator. 

The  tenth  chapter  commences  with  the  well-known  discourse  on  the  Good 
Shepherd ;  a  discourse  which  has  been  incorrectly  called  a  parable. ^^  Even 
the  briefest  among  the  other  parables  of  Jesus,  such  as  that  of  the  leaven  and 
of  the  mustard-seed,  contain  the  outline  of  a  history  that  develops  itself, 
having  a  commencement,  progress,  and  conclusion.  Here,  on  the  contrary, 
there  is  no  historical  development ;  even  the  particulars  that  have  an  historical 
character  are  stated  generally,  as  things  that  are  wont  to  happen,  not  as  things 
that  once  happened,  and  they  are  left  without  further  limitation ;  moreover, 
the  door  usurps  the  place  of  the  Shepherd,  which  is  at  first  the  principal 
image ;  so  that  we  have  here,  not  a  parable,  but  an  allegory.     Therefore  this 

*  In  relation  to  this  chapter,  I  entirely  approve  the  following  remark  in  the  Probabilia 
(p.  56) :  videretur— Jesus  ipu  studuisse,  ut  verHs  Uluderet  Ji^is^  nee  ab  its  intelligiretur^ 
sed  reprobaretur,  Jta  vero  nee  egit,  nee  agere  potuit^  neque  si  ita  doeuisset,  tanta  effecisset, 
quanta  ilium  efftcisse  historia  taiatur,     Comp.  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.,  I,  3,  s.  6. 

^®  E.  g.  by  Tholiick  and  Liicke.  The  latter,  however,  allows  that  it  is  rather  an  indpient 
than  a  complete  parable.  Olshauseii  also  remarks,  that  the  discourses  of  the  Shepherd  and 
the  Vine  are  rather  comparisons  than  parables  ;  and  Neander  shows  himself  willing  to  dis- 
tingaish  the  parable  presented  by  the  synoptists  as  a  species,  under  the  genus  similitude,-  to 
which  the  rapoifUoi  of  John  belong. 


S76  PART  II.     CHAPTER  VIL      §   8 1. 

passage  at  least — (and  we  shall  find  no  other,  for  the  similitude  of  the  vine, 
ch.  XV.,  comes,  as  Liicke  confesses,  under  the  same  category  as  the  one  in 
question) — furnishes  no  argument  against  the  allegation  by  which  recent 
cfitics  have  justified  their  suspicions  as  to  the  authenticity  of  the  fourth 
gospel ;  namely,  that  its  author  seems  ignorant  of  the  parabolic  mode  of 
teaching  which,  according  to  the  other  Evangelists,  was  habitual  with  Jesus. 
It  does  not  however  appear  totally  unknown  to  the  fourth  Evangelist  that 
Jesus  was  fond  of  teaching  by  parables,  for  he  attempts  to  give  examples  of 
this  method,  both  in  ch.  x.  and  xv.,  the  first  of  which  he  expressly  styles  a 
parable,  wapoi/iia.  But  it  is  obvious  that  the  parabolic  form  was  not  accordant 
with  his  taste,  and  that  he  was  too  deficient  in  the  faculty  of  depicting  external 
things,  to  abstain  from  the  intermixture  of  reflections,  whence  the  parable  in 
his  hand  became  an  allegory. 

The  discourses  of  Jesus  at  the  Feast  of  Tabernacles  extend  to  x.  i8.  From 
V.  25,  the  Evangelist  professes  to  record  sayings  which  were  uttered  by  Jesus 
three  months  later,  at  the  Feast  of  Dedication.  When,  on  this  occasion,  the 
Jews  desire  from  him  a  distinct  declaration  whether  he  be  the  Messiah,  his 
immediate  reply  is,  that  he  has  already  told  them  this  sufficiently,  and  he 
repeats  his  appeal  to  the  testimony  of  the  Father,  as  given  in  the  works,  ^a, 
done  by  Jesus  in  his  name  (as  in  v.  36).  Hereupon  he  observes  that  his 
unbelieving  interrogators  are  not  of  his  sheep,  whence  he  reverts  to  the 
allegory  of  the  shepherd,  which  he  had  abandoned,  and  repeats  part  of  it 
word  for  word.U  But  Jesus  had  not  recently  abandoned  this  allegory ;  for 
since  its  delivery  three  months  are  supposed  to  have  elapsed,  and  it  is  certain 
that  in  the  interim  much  must  have  been  spoken,  done,  and  experienced  by 
Jesus,  that  would  thrust  this  figurative  discourse  into  the  background  of  his 
memory,  so  that  he  would  be  very  unlikely  to  recur  to  it,  and  in  no  case 
would  he  be  able  to  repeat  it,  word  for  word.  He  who  had  just  quitted  the 
allegory  was  the  Evangelist,  to  whom  three  months  had  not  intervened  between 
the  inditing  of  the  first  half  of  this  chapter,  and  that  of  the  second.  He  wrote 
at  once  what,  according  to  his  statement,  was  chronologically  separated  by  a 
wide  interval ;  and  hence  the  allegory  of  the  shepherd  might  well  leave  so 
distinct  an  echo  in  his  memory,  though  not  in  that  of  Jesus.  If  any  think 
that  they  can  solve  this  difficulty  by  putting  only  the  verbal  similarity  of  the 
later  discourse  to  the  earlier  one  to  the  account  of  the  Evangelist,  such  an 
opinion  cannot  be  interdicted  to  them.  For  others,  this  instance,  in  connexion 
with  the  rest,  will  be  a  positive  proof  that  the  discourses  of  Jesus  in  the  fourth 
gospel  are  to  a  great  extent  the  free  compositions  of  the  Evangelist 

The  same  conclusion  is  to  be  drawn  from  the  discourse  with  which  the 
fourth  Evangelist  represents  Jesus  as  closing  his  public  ministry  (xii.  44-50). 
This  discourse  is  entirely  composed  of  reminiscences  out  of  previous  chapters,^^ 
and,  as  Paulus  expresses  it,^^  is  a  mere  echo  of  some  of  the  principal  apoph- 
thegms of  Jesus  occurring  in  the  former  part  of  the  gospel  One  cannot  easily 
consent  to  let  the  ministry  of  Jesus  close  with  a  discourse  so  little  original, 
and  the  majority  of  recent  commentators  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  the  intention 

^^  X.  27 :    rh.  rpdpara  rh  iftA  r^f  ^wr^t  x.  3  :    JccU  r&  Trpdpara  rifs  0»r^  adrov 

KdyCf  ytribcKw  a^dr  14  :  koI  ytrtJ^KU  tv  ifut 

28 :  Kol  dxtiKovSoOffl  iuh,  4  :  koX  rd  rpdpara  a^r ji  dKoSovOft, 

Also  Kdyta  ^taipr  ali»»iw  dl6<afu  a&rots  corresponds  to  iy^  ifXOciff  Zra  jw^y  (hc^^^^t  v*  ^^9  ^^*^ 
Kol  odx  dpvdo'ec  rtt  a^d  ix  Trjt  x^^P^*  f*^  ^  the  counterpart  of  what  is  said  v.  12  of  the  hire- 
ling who  allows  the  sheep  to  be  scattered. 

"  Comp.  V.  44  with  vii.  17  ;   v.  46  with  viii.  12 ;   v.  47  with  liL  17  ;   v.  48  with  iii  18, 
V.  45  ;  v.  49  with  viii.  28;  v.  50  with  vi  40,  vil  17,  viii.  28. 
*'  L.  J.,  b,  s.  142. 


DISCOURSES  OF  JESUS  IN  THE  FOURTH  GOSPEL.  377 

of  the  Evangelist  here  to  give  us  a  mere  epitome  of  the  teaching  of  Jesus.** 
According  to  our  view  also,  the  Evangelist  is  the  real  speaker ;  but  we  must 
contend  that  his  introductory  words,  Jesus  cried  and  said^  *\7i<tovs  dc  cxpa^c  koI 
tLTTtyy  are  intended  to  imply  that  what  follows  is  an  actual  harangue,  from  the 
lips  of  Jesus.  This  commentators  will  not  admit,  and  they  can  appeal,  not 
without  a  show  of  reason,  to  the  statement  of  the  Evangelist,  v.  36,  that  Jesus 
withdrew  himself  from  the  public  eye,  and  to  his  ensuing  observations  on  the 
obstinate  unbelief  of  the  Jews,  in  which  he  seems  to  put  a  period  to  the  public 
career  of  Jesus ;  whence  it  would  be  contrary  to  his  plan  to  make  Jesus  again 
step  forward  to  deliver  a  valedictory  discourse.  I  will  not,  with  the  older 
expositors,  oppose  to  these  arguments  the  supposition  that  Jesus,  after  his  with- 
drawal, returned  to  pronounce  these  words  in  the  ears  of  the  Jews ;  but  I  hold 
fast  to  the  proposition  that  by  the  introduction  above  quoted,  the  Evangelist 
can  only  have  intended  to  announce  an  actual  harangue.  It  is  said,  indeed, 
that  the  aorist  in  hcpa^t  and  cTttc  has  the  signification  of  the  pluperfect,  and 
that  we  have  here  a  recapitulation  of  the  previous  discourses  of  Jesus,  not- 
withstanding which  the  Jews  had  not  given  him  credence.  But  to  give  this 
retrospective  signification  there  ought  to  be  a  corresponding  indication  in  the 
words  themselves,  or  in  the  context,  whereas  this  is  far  less  the  case  than  e.g. 
in  John  xviii.  24.  Hence  the  most  probable  view  of  the  question  is  this  :  John 
had  indeed  intended  to  close  the  narrative  of  the  public  ministry  of  Jesus  at 
V.  36,  but  his  concluding  observations,  v.  37  ff.,  with  the  categories  oi  faith^ 
mari^j  and  unbeliefy  dirioria,  reminded  him  of  discourses  which  he  had  already 
recorded,  and  he  could  not  resist  the  temptation  of  making  Jesus  recapitulate 
them  with  additional  emphasis  in  a  parting  harangue. 


§  82. 

ISOLATED   MAXIMS  OF  JESUS,  COMMON   TO   THE   FOURTH   GOSPEL  AND  THE 

SYNOPTICAL  ONES. 

The  long  discourses  of  Jesus  above  examined  are  peculiar  to  the  fourth 
gospel;  it  has  only  a  few  brief  maxims  to  which  the  synoptists  present 
parallels.  Among  the  latter,  we  need  not  give  a  special  examination  to  those 
which  are  placed  by  John  in  an  equally  suitable  connexion,  with  that  assigned 
to  them  by  the  other  Evangelists  (as  xii.  25,  comp.  with  Matt  x.  39,  xvi.  25  ; 
and  xiii.  16,  comp.  with  Matt.  x.  24) ;  and  as  the  passage  ii.  19  compared 
with  Matt.  xxvi.  61,  must  be  reserved  until  we  treat  of  the  history  of  the 
Passion,  there  remain  to  us  only  three  passages  for  our  present  consideration. 

The  first  of  these  is  iv.  44,  where  the  Evangelist,  after  having  mentioned 
that  Jesus  departed  from  Samaria  into  Galilee,  adds,  For  Jesus  himself  testified 
that  a  prophet  has  no  honour  in  his  oivn  country^  avros  yap  6  'I.  i/jLapTvprfa'€yj  on 
vpo^rfrq^  iv  rg  tStgi  ^rarptSc  rifirfv  ovk  <;((t.  We  find  the  same  idea  in  Matthew 
xui.  57  (Mark  vi.  4  ;  Luke  iv.  24),  A  prophet  is  not  without  honour^  save  in  his 
own  country  and  in  his  own  house^  ovk  Icrri,  Trpoifirfni^  0x1/109,  cl  firj  iv  rj  varpi^ 
avrov  KoXlv  rg  oucuf,  avrov.  But  while  in  the  latter  case  it  stands  in  a  highly 
appropriate  connexion,  as  a  remark  prompted  by  the  ungracious  reception 
which  Jesus  met  with  in  his  native  city,  ^nd  which  caused  him  to  leave  it 
again  :  in  John,  on  the  contrary,  it  is  given  as  a  motive  for  the  return  of  Jesus 
into  his  own  country,  Galilee,  where,  moreover,  he  is  immediately  said  to  be 
warmly  received.  The  experience  stated  in  the  above  sentence  would  rather 
have  disinclined  than  induced  Jesus  to  undertake  a  journey  into  Galilee ; 

^*  Liicke,  Tholiick,  Paulus,  in  loc 


' 
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hence  the  expedient  of  translating  yap  by  although^  is  the  best  adapted  to  the 
necessity  of  the  case,  and  has  even  been  embraced  by  Kuinol,  except  that, 
unhappily,  it  is  an  open  defiance  of  the  laws  of  language.  Unquestionably, 
if  Jesus  knew  that  the  prophet  held  this  unfavourable  position  in  his  native 
country^  varpl^j  it  is  not  probable  that  he  would  regard  it  as  a  reason  for  going 
thither.  Some  expositors,  therefore,  have  been  induced  to  understand  irorfMs, 
not  as  the  province,  but  in  a  narrower  sense,  as  the  native  city,  and  to  supply, 
after  the  statement  that  Jesus  went  into  Galilee,  the  observation,  which  they 
assume  the  Evangelist  to  have  omitted,  that  he  avoided  his  native  city, 
Nazareth,  for  the  reason  given  in  the  ensuing  verse.  But  an  ellipsis  such  as 
this  explanation  requires  us  to  suppose,  belongs  not  less  to  the  order  of 
impossibilities  than  the  transmutation  of  yap  into  though.  The  attempt  to 
introduce  the  desiderated  statement  that  Jesus  did  not  visit  his  own  varpi^ 
into  the  present  passage  has  been  therefore  renounced  :  but  it  has  yet  been 
thought  possible  to  discover  there  an  intimation  that  he  did  not  soon  return 
thither  ;  a  delay  for  which  the  maxim,  ori  tef^rfrrf^  «c.  r.  X.  might  consistently 
be  quoted  as  a  reason.^  But  to  render  this  interpretation  admissible,  the 
entire  period  of  the  absence  of  Jesus  from  Galilee  must  have  been  mentioned 
immediately  before  the  notice  of  his  return  ;  instead  of  this,  however,  only  the 
short  time  that  Jesus  had  tarried  in  Samaria  is  given  (v.  45),  so  that  in 
ludicrous  disproportion  of  cause  and  effect,  the  fear  of  the  contempt  of  his 
fellow-countrymen  would  on  the  above  supposition,  be  made  the  reason  for 
delaying  his  return  into  Galilee,  not  until  after  a  residence  of  some  months  in 
Judea,  but  until  after  the  lapse  of  two  days  spent  in  Samaria.  So  long, 
therefore,  as  Galilee  and  Nazareth  are  admitted  to  be  the  fl-arpc?  of  Jesus,  the 
passage  in  question  cannot  be  vindicated  from  the  absurdity  of  representing, 
that  Jesus  was  instigated  to  return  thither  by  the  contempt  which  he  knew  to 
await  him.  Consequently,  it  becomes  the  interest  of  the  expositor  to  recollect, 
that  Matthew  and  Luke  pronounce  Bethlehem  to  be  the  birthplace  of  Jesus, 
whence  it  follows  that  Judea  was  his  native  country,  which  he  now  forsook  on 
account  of  the  contempt  he  had  there  experienced.^  But  according  to  iv.  i, 
comp.  ii.  23,  iii.  26  ff.,  Jesus  had  won  a  considerable  number  of  adherents  in 
Judea,  and  could  not  therefore  complain  of  a  lack  of  honour^  rifi-ij ;  moreover 
the  enmity  of  the  Pharisees,  hinted  at  in  iv.  i,  was  excited  by  the  growing 
consequence  of  Jesus  in  Judea,  and  was  not  at  all  referrible  to  such  a  cause 
as  that  indicated  in  the  maxim  :  ori  Trpo^tfrri^  k.  r.  X.  Further,  the  entrance 
into  Galilee  is  not  connected  in  our  passage  with  a  departure  from  Judea,  but 
from  Samaria ;  and  as,  according  to  the  import  of  the  text,  Jesus  departed 
from  Samaria  and  went  into  Galilee,  because  he  had  found  that  a  prophet  has 
no  honour  in  his  own  country,  Samaria  might  rather  seem  to  be  pointed  out 
as  his  native  country,  in  conformity  with  the  reproach  cast  on  him  by  the 
Jews,  viii.  48  ;  though  even  this  supposition  would  not  give  consistency  to  the 
passage,  for  in  Samaria  also  Jesus  is  said,  iv.  39,  to  have  had  a  favourable 
reception.  Besides,  we  have  already  seen,^  that  the  fourth  Evangelist  knows 
nothing  of  the  birth  of  Jesus  in  Bethlehem,  but  on  all  occasions  presupposes 
him  to  be  a  Galilean  and  a  Nazarene.      From  the  above  considerations  we 

^  Cyril,  Erasmus.  Tholuck*s  expedient,  which  Olshausen  approves,  is  to  give  ifMprvpifff€P 
the  signification  of  the  pluperfect,  and  to  understand  ydf)  as  an  explicative.  But  I  do  not  see 
how  this  can  be  of  any  avail,  for  ydp  and  o9v  (v.  45)  would  still  torm  a  relation  of  agreement 
between  two  propositions,  which  one  would  have  expected  to  be  opposed  to  each  other  by 
puh  and  di, 

'  Paulus,  Comm.  4,  s.  251,  56. 

'  This  idea  is  so  entirely  in  the  spirit  of  the  ancient  harmonists,  that  I  can  scarcely  believe 
Liicke  to  be  the  first  to  whom  it  had  occurred  (Comm.  I,  s.  545  f.). 

♦  Vid.  sup.  §  39. 
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obtain  only  the  negative  result,  that  it  is  impossible  to  discover  any  consistent 
relation  between  the  maxim  in  question  and  the  context  A  posii;ive  result, — 
namely,  how  the  maxim  came  to  occupy  its  actual  position,  notwithstanding 
this  want  of  relation,  will  perhaps  be  obtained  when  we  have  examined  the 
two  other  passages  belonging  to  the  present  head  of  our  inquiry. 

The  declaration  xiii.  20,  He  that  recevueth  you  reuiveth  me,  and  he  that 

receweth  me  reuiveth  him  that  sent  me,  has  an  almost  verbal  parallel  in  Matt. 

X.  40.     In  John,  it  is  preceded  by  the  prediction  of  the  betrayal  of  Jesus,  and 

his  explanation  to  his  disciples  that  he  had  told  them  this  before  it  came  to 

pass,  in  order  that  when  his  prediction  was  fulfilled,  they  might  believe  in 

him  as  the  Messiah.     What  is  the  connexion  between  these  subjects  and  the 

above  declaration,  or  between  the  latter  and  its  ensuing  context,  where  Jesus 

recurs  to  his  betrayer  ?    It  is  said  that  Jesus  wished  to  impress  on  his  disciples 

the  high  dignity  of  a  messianic  missionary,  a  dignity  which  the  betrayer 

thought  lightly  of  losing ;  ^  but  the  negative  idea  of  loss,  on  which  this 

supposition  turns,  is  not  intimated  in  the  text.   Others  are  of  opinion  that  Jesus, 

observing  the  disciples  to  be  disheartened  by  the  mention  of  the  betrayer, 

sought  to  inspire  them  with  new  courage  by  representing  to  them  their  high 

value ;  ^  but  in  that  case  he  would  hardly  have  reverted  immediately  after  to 

the  traitor.     Others,  again,  conjecture  that  some  intermediate  sentences  have 

been  omitted  by  the  writer ;  ^  but  this  expedient  is  not  much  happier  than 

that  of  Kuinol,  who  supposes  the  passage  to  be  a  gloss  taken  from  Matt.  x. 

40,  united  originally  to  v.  16  of  chap.  xiii.  of  John,  but  by  some  chance 

transposed  to  the  end  of  the  paragraph.     Nevertheless,  the  indication  of  v.  16 

is  an  useful  way-mark.      This  verse,  as  well  as  v.  20,  has  a  parallel  in  the 

discourse  of  instructions  in  Matthew   (x.  24) ;   if  a  few  fragments  of  this 

discourse  had  reached  the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel  through  the  medium  of 

tradition,  it  is  very  probable  that  one  of  them  would  bring  the  others  to  his 

recollection.     In  v.  16  there  is  mention  of  the  sent,  dLiroo-roAos,  and  oi  him  who 

sent  him,  tciiu^ofi  auroK;  so  in  v.  20,  of  those  whom  Jesus  will  send,  and  of 

Him  who  sent  Jesus.      It  is  true,  that  the  one  passage  has  a  humiliating,  the 

other  an  encouraging  tendency,  and  their  affinity  lies,  therefore,  not  in  the 

sense,  but  in  the  words  ;  so  that  as  soon  as  the  fourth  Evangelist  puts  down, 

from  memory,  traditional  sayings  of  Jesus,  we  see  him  subject  to  the  same 

law  of  association  as  the  synoptists.      It  would  have  been  the  most  natural 

arrangement  to  place  v.  20  immediately  after  v.  16;   but  the  thought  of  the 

traitor  was  uppermost  in  the  mind  of  the  writer,  and  he  could  easily  postpone 

the  insertion  of  an  apophthegm  that  had  only  a  verbal  connexion  with  his 

previous  matter. 

Our  third  passage,  xiv.  31,  lies  yet  farther  within  the  domain  of  the  history 
of  the  Passion  than  the  one  last  examined,  but  as,  like  this,  it  can  be  viewed 
quite  independently,  we  shall  not  be  anticipating  if  we  include  it  in  our  present 
chapter.  In  the  above  passage,  the  words  Arise,  let  us  go  hence,  cyccjpco-^c, 
ay«D/Mv  ^Krcv^cv,  remind  us  of  those  by  which  Jesus,  Matt  xxvi.  46 ;  Mark  xiv. 
42,  summons  bis  disciples  to  join  him  in  encountering  the  traitor :  Rise,  let  us 
be  going,  ly€ip€o-6€  ayiafuv.  The  position  of  the  words  in  John  is  perplexing, 
because  the  summons  to  depart  has  no  effect ;  Jesus,  as  if  he  had  said  nothing 
of  the  kind,  immediately  continues  (xv.  1),  I  am  the  true  vine,  etc.,  and  does 
not  take  his  departure  with  his  disciples  until  after  he  has  considerably  pro- 
longed his  discourse.  Expositors  of  every  hue  have  been  singularly  unani- 
mous in  explaining  the  above  words  by  the  supposition,  that  Jesus  certainly 

>  Paulus,  L.  J.  I,  b,s.  158. 
*  Lttcke,  2,  8  478. 
'  l^oluck,  in  loc. 
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intended  at  the  moment  to  depart  and  betake  himself  to  Gethsemane,  but 
love  for  his  disciples,  and  a  strong  desire  to  impart  to  them  still  further 
admonition  and  comfort,  detained  him;  that  hence,  the  first  part  of  the 
summons,  Arise^  was  executed,  but  that,  standing  in  the  room  in  which  he 
had  supped,  he  pursued  his  discourse,  until,  later  (xviii.  i),  he  also  put  into 
effect  the  words,  let  us  go  hence,^  It  is  possible  that  the  circumstances  were 
such ;  it  is  also  possible  that  the  image  of  this  last  evening,  with  all  its  details, 
might  be  engraven  so  deeply  and  accurately  in  the  memory  of  a  disciple,  that 
he  might  narrate  how  Jesus  arose,  and  how  touchingly  he  lingered.  But  one 
who  wrote  under  the  influence  of  a  recollection  thus  lively,  would  note  the 
particulars  which  were  most  apparent ;  the  rising  to  depart  and  the  delay, — 
not  the  mere  words,  which  without  the  addition  of  those  circumstances  are 
altogether  unintelligible.  Here  again,  then,  the  conjecture  arises  that  a 
reminiscence  of  the  evangelical  tradition  presented  itself  to  the  writer,  and 
that  he  inserted  it  just  where  it  occurred  to  him,  not,  as  it  happened,  in  the 
best  connexion;  and  this  conjecture  assumes  probability  so  soon  as  we 
discover  what  might  have  reminded  him  of  the  above  expression.  In  the 
synoptical  parallels  the  command,  Rise^  let  us  be  goings  is  connected  with  the 
announcement.  Behold  the  hour  is  at  hand ^  and  the  Son  of  man  is  betrayed  into 
the  hands  of  sinners — behold  he  is  at  hand  that  doth  betray  me;  with  the 
announcement,  that  is,  of  the  hostile  power  which  is  approaching,  before 
which,  however,  Jesus  exhibits  no  fear,  but  goes  to  encounter  the  danger  with 
the  decision  imphed  in  that  command  In  John's  gospel,  also,  Jesus,  in  the 
passage  under  our  notice,  had  been  speaking  of  a  hostile  power  when  he 
said,  The  Prince  of  this  world  cometh  and  hath  nothing  in  me.  It  makes  little 
difference  that  in  John  it  is  the  power  that  dwells  in  the  betrayer,  and  in  those 
led  by  him,  while,  in  the  synoptical  gospels,  it  is  the  betrayer  who  is  impelled 
by  that  power,  that  is  said  to  approach.  If  the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel  knew 
by  tradition  that  Jesus  had  united  with  the  announcement  of  an  approaching 
danger  the  words,  Rise^  let  us  be  goings  this  expression  would  be  likely  to  occur 
to  him  on  the  mention  of  the  prince  of  this  world ;  and  as  in  that  stage  of  his 
narrative  he  had  placed  Jesus  and  his  disciples  in  the  city  and  within  doors, 
so  that  a  considerable  change  of  place  was  necessary  before  they  could  en- 
counter the  enemy,  he  added  to  ayw/xcv  (let  us  go\  cvrcv^cv  (hence).  As, 
however,  this  traditional  fragment  had  intruded  itself  unawares  into  the 
train  of  thought,  which  he  designed  to  put  as  a  farewell  discourse  into  the 
mouth  of  Jesus,  it  was  immediately  lost  sight  of,  and  a  free  course  was  given 
to  the  stream  of  valedictory  instruction,  not  yet  exhausted. 

If,  from  the  point  of  view  now  attained,  we  glance  back  on  our  first  passage, 
iv.  44,  it  is  easy  to  see  how  the  Evangelist  might  be  led  to  insert  in  so  unsuit- 
able a  connexion  the  testimony  of  Jesus  as  to  the  treatment  of  a  prophet  in 
his  own  country.  It  was  known  to  him  traditionally,  and  he  appears  to  have 
applied  it  to  Galilee  in  general,  being  ignorant  of  any  unfavourable  contact  of 
Jesus  with  the  Nazarenes.  As,  therefore,  he  knew  of  no  special  scene  by 
which  this  observation  might  have  been  prompted,  he  introduced  it  where  the 
simple  mention  of  Galilee  suggested  it,  apparently  without  any  definite  idea  of 
its  bearing. 

The  result  of  the  above  investigation  is  this :  the  fourth  Evangelist  succeeds 
in  giving  connectedness  to  his  materials,  when  he  presents  his  own  thoughts 
in  the  form  of  discourses  delivered  by  Jesus  ;  but  he  often  fails  lamentably  in 
that  particular,  when  he  has  to  deal  with  the  real  traditional  sayings  of  Jesus. 

*  Paulus,  L.  J.  I,  b,  s.  175  ;  Lucke,  Tholuck,  Olshausen,  in  loc. ;  Hug,  Einl.  in  das  N. 
T.  2,  s.  209. 
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In  the  above  instances,  when  he  has  the  same  problem  before  him  as  the 
synoptists,  he  is  as  unfortunate  in  its  solution  as  they ;  nay,  he  is  in  a  yet  more 
evil  case,  for  his  narrative  is  not  homogeneous  with  the  common  evangelical 
tradition,  and  presented  few  places  where  a  genuine  traditional  relic  could  be 
inserted.  Besides,  he  was  accustomed  to  cast  his  metal,  liquid  from  his  own 
invention,  and  was  little  skilled  in  the  art  of  adapting  independent  fragments 
to  each  other,  so  as  to  form  an  harmonious  mosaic. 


§83. 

THE   MODERN   DISCUSSIONS   ON   THE   AUTHENTICITY   OF   THE   DISCOURSES 

IN   THE  GOSPEL   OF  JOHN.        RESULT. 

The  foregoing  examination  of  the  discourses  of  Jesus  in  the  fourth  gospel, 
has  sufficiently  prepared  us  to  form  a  judgment  on  the  controversy  of  which 
they  have  recently  been  the  subject.  Modern  criticism  views  these  discourses 
with  suspicion,  partly  on  account  of  their  internal  contexture,  which  is  at 
variance  with  certain  generally  received  rules  of  historical  probability,  and 
partly  on  account  of  their  external  relation  to  other  discourses  and  narratives. 
On  the  other  hand,  this  gospel  has  had  numerous  defenders. 

With  respect  to  the  internal  contexture  of  the  above  discourses,  there  arises 
a  twofold  question :  Does  it  correspond  to  the  laws,  first  of  verisimilitude,  and 
secondly,  of  memory  ? 

It  is  alleged  by  the  friends  of  the  fourth  gospel  that  its  discourses  are  dis- 
tinguished by  a  peculiar  stamp  of  truth  and  credibility ;  that  the  conversations 
which  it  represents  Jesus  as  holding  with  men  of  the  most  diverse  disposition 
and  capacity,  are  faithful  delineations  of  character,  satisfying  the  strictest 
demands  of  psychological  criticism.^  In  opposition  to  this,  it  is  maintained 
to  be  in  the  highest  degree  improbable,  that  Jesus  should  have  adopted  pre- 
cisely the  same  style  of  teaching  to  persons  differing  widely  in  their  degrees  of 
cultivation  ;  that  he  should  have  spoken  to  the  Galileans  in  the  synagogue  at 
Capernaum  not  more  intelligibly  than  to  a  master  of  Israel ;  that  the  matter 
of  his  discourses  should  have  turned  almost  entirely  on  one  doctrine — the 
dignity  of  his  person  ;  and  that  their  form  should  have  been  such  as  to  seem 
selected  with  a  view  to  perplex  and  repel  his  hearers.  Neither,  it  is  further 
urged,  do  the  interlocutors  express  themselves  in  conformity  with  their  position 
and  character.  The  most  educated  Pharisee  has  no  advantage  in  intelligence 
over  a  Samaritan  woman  of  the  lowest  grade ;  the  one,  as  well  as  the  other,  can 
only  put  a  carnal  interpretation  on  the  discourse  which  Jesus  intends  spiritually; 
their  misconstructions,  too,  are  frequently  so  glaring,  as  to  transcend  all  belief, 
and  so  uniform  that  they  seem  to  belong  to  a  standing  set  of  features  with  which 
the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel  has  chosen,  for  the  sake  of  contrast,  to  depict 
those  whom  he  brings  into  conversation  with  Jesus.*  Hence,  I  confess,  I 
understand  not  what  is  the  meaning  of  verisimilitude  in  the  mind  of  those  who 
ascribe  it  to  the  discourses  of  Jesus  in  the  Gospel  of  John; 

As  to  the  second  point,  regarding  the  powers  of  memory,  it  is  pretty 
generally  agreed  that  discourses  of  the  kind  peculiar  to  John's  gospel, — in 
contradistinction  to  the  apophthegms  and  parables,  either  isolated  or  strung 
together,  in  the  synoptical  gospels, — ^namely,  series  of  dependent  propositions, 

*  Wegscheider,  Einl.  in  das  Evang.  Joh.,  s.  271  ;  Tholiick  Comm.  s.  37  f. 

*  Thus  Eckennann,  theol  Beitnige,  $,  2,  s.  228 ;  (Vogel)  der  Evangelist  Johannes  and 
seine  Ausleger  vor  dem  jungsten  Gericht,  I,  s.  28  flf. ;  Wegscheider,  s.  281  ;  Bretschneider, 
Probabil.,  33,  45,  apud  Wegscheider,  ut  sup.  s.  281 ;  Bretschneider,  Probab.,  p.  33,  45. 
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or  prolonged  dialogues,  are  among  the  most  difficult  to  retain  and  reproduce 
with  accuracy.®  Unless  such  discourses  were  reduced  to  writing  at  the 
moment  of  their  delivery,  all  hope  of  their  faithful  reproduction  must  be 
abandoned.  Hence  Dr.  Paulus  once  actually  entertained  the  idea,  that  in  the 
judgment-halls  of  the  temple  or  the  synagogues  at  Jerusalem,  there  were  stationed 
a  sort  of  shorthand  writers,  whose  office  it  was  to  draw  up  verbal  processes, 
and  that  from  their  records  the  Christians,  after  the  death  of  Christ,  made 
transcripts.^  In  like  manner,  Bertholdt  was  of  opinion,  that  our  Evangelist, 
during  the  lifetime  of  Jesus,  took  down  most  of  the  discourses  of  Jesus  in-  the 
Aramaean  language,  and  made  these  notes  the  foundation  of  his  gospel, 
composed  at  a  much  later  period.^  These  modern  hypotheses  are  clearly 
unhistorical  ^  ®  nevertheless,  their  propounders  were  able  to  adduce  many 
reasons  in  their  support.  The  prophetic  declarations  of  Jesus  relative  to  his 
death  and  resurrection,  said  Bertholdt,  are  more  indefinite  in  John  than  in  the 
synoptical  gospels,  a  sure  sign  that  they  were  recorded  before  their  fulfilment, 
for  otherwise  the  writer's  experience  of  the  event  would  have  reflected  more 
clearness  on  the  predictions.  To  this  we  may  add  the  kindred  argument,  by 
which  Henke  thought  it  possible  to  establish  the  genuineness  of  the  discourses 
in  John :  namely,  that  the  fourth  Evangelist  not  seldom  appends  explanatory 
remarks,  often  indeed  erroneous,  to  the  obscure  expressions  of  Jesus,  thus 
proving  that  he  was  scrupulously  conscientious  in  reporting  the  discourses,  for 
otherwise  he  would  have  mingled  his  comments  with  their  original  matter.^ 
But  it  is  with  justice  objected,  that  the  obscurity  of  the  predictions  in  the 
fourth  gospel  is  in  perfect  harmony  with  the  mystical  spirit  that  pervades  the 
work,  and  as,  besides,  the  author,  together  with  his  fondness  for  the  obscure 
and  enigmatical,  indisputably  possessed  taste,  he  must  have  been  conscious 
that  a  prophecy  would  only  be  the  more  piquant  and  genuine-looking,  the 
more  darkly  it  was  delivered  :  hence,  though  he  put  those  predictions  into  the 
mouth  of  Jesus  long  after  the  events  to  which  they  refer,  he  might  yet  choose 
to  give  them  an  indefinite  form.  This  observation  helps  to  explain  why  the 
Evangelist,  when  elucidating  some  obscure  expressions  of  Jesus,  adds  that  bis 
disciples  did  not  understand  them  until  after  his  resurrection,  or  after  the  out- 
pouring of  the  Holy  Spirit  (ii.  22,  vit.  39) ;  for  the  opposition  of  the  darkness 
in  which  the  disciples  at  one  time  groped,  to  the  light  which  ultimately  arose 
on  them,  belongs  to  that  order  of  contrasts  with  which  this  gospel  abounds. 
Another  argument,  adopted  by  Bertholdt  and  approved  by  Tholiick,  is,  that 
in  the  discourses  of  the  fourth  gospel  there  sometimes  occur  observations, 
which,  having  no  precise  meaning  in  themselves,  nor  any  connexion  with  the 
rest  of  the  discourse,  must  have  been  occasioned  by  some  external  circum- 
stance, and  can  only  be  accounted  for  on  the  supposition  of  prompt,  nay,  of 
immediate  reduction  to  writing ;  and  among  their  examples  the  passage,  Arise^ 
let  us  go  hence  (xiv.  31),  is  one  of  the  most  important  But  the  origin  of  such 
digressive  remarks  has  been  above  explained  in  a  manner  that  renders  the 
hypothesis  of  instantaneous  notetaking  superfluous. 

Thus  commentators  had  to  excogitate  some  other  means  of  certifying  the 

>  De  Wette,  Einl.  in  das  N.  T.,  §  105  ;  Tholiick,  Comm.  z.  Job.,  s.  38  f. ;  Glaabwurdig- 
keit,  s.  544  ff. ;  Liicke,  i,  s.  198  f. 
^  Commentar,  4,  s.  275  f. 

*  Verosimilia  de  origine  evangelii  Joannis,  opusc  p.  I  fT.,  Einleit.  in  das  N.  T.,  s.  1302  ff. 
This  opinion  is  approved  by  Wegscheider,  ut  sup.  p.  270  flf.  and  also  Hug,  2.  263  f.,  and 
I'boliick,  Comm.  p.  38,  think  the  supposition  of  early  notes  not  to  be  altogether  rejected. 

*  Liicke,  I,  s.  192  f. 

7  Henke,  programm.  quo  illustratur  Johannes  apostolus  nonnoUorum  Jesu  apophtlyiegma- 
turn  et  ipse  interpres.  i 

'  Bretschneider,  Probab.,  p.  14  fl  / 


DISCOURSES  OF  JESUS  IN   THE  FOURTH  GOSPEL.  383 

genuineness  of  the  discourses  of  Jesus  in  the  fourth  gospel.  The  general 
argument,  so  often  adduced,  founded  on  what  a  good  memory  might  achieve, 
especially  among  men  of  simple  lives,  unusued  to  writing,  lies  in  the  region  of 
abstract  possibility,  where,  as  Liicke  remarks,'^  there  may  always  be  nearly  as 
much  said  against  as  for  a  theory.  It  has  been  thought  more  effectual  to 
adopt  an  argument  resting  on  a  narrower  basis,  and  to  appeal  to  the  individual 
distinctions  of  the  Apostle  John, — to  his  intimate  and  peculiar,  relation 'to 
Jesus  as  the  favourite  disciple, — to  his  enthusiasm  for  his  master,  which  must 
surely  have  strengthened  his  memory,  and  have  enabled  him  to  preserve  in 
the  most  lively  recollection  all  that  came  from  the  lips  of  his  divine  friend. *° 
Although  this  peculiar  relation  of  John  to  Jesus  rests  on  the  authority  of 
John's  gospel  alone,  we  might,  without  reasoning  in  a  circle,  draw  from  it 
conclusions  as  to  the  credibility  of  the  discourses  communicated  by  him,  were 
the  faults  of  which  his  gospel  is  accused  only  such  as  proceed  from  the  in- 
evitable fading  of  the  memory ;  because  the  positive  notices  of  that  relation 
could  never  flow  from  this  negative  cause.  As,  however,  the  suspicion  which 
has  arisen  to  the  prejudice  of  the  fourth  Evangelist  has  gone  far  beyond  those 
limits,  even  to  the  extent  of  taxing  him  with  free  invention,  no  fact  resting  on 
the  word  of  John  can  be  used  in  support  of  the  discourses  which  he  com- 
municates. But  neither  the  above  relation,  if  admitted,  nor  the  remark  that 
John  apparently  attached  himself  to  Jesus  in  early  youth,  when  impressions 
sink  deepest,  and  from  the  time  of  his  master's  death  lived  in  a  circle  where 
the  memory  of  his  words  and  deeds  was  cherished,**  suffices  to  render  it 
probable  that  John  could  retain  in  his  mind  long  series  of  ideas,  and  com- 
plicated dialogues,  until  the  period  in  which  the  composition  of  his  gospel 
must  be  placed;  For  critics  are  agreed  that  the  tendency  of  the  fourth  gospel, 
its  evident  aim  to  spiritualize  the  common  faith  of  Christians  into  the  Gnosis, 
and  thus  to  crush  many  errors  which  had  sprung  up,  is  a  decisive  attestation 
that  it  was  composed  at  a  period  when  the  church  had  attained  a  degree  of 
maturity,  and  consequently  in  the  extreme  old  age  of  the  apostle.^' 

Hence  the  champions  of  the  discourses  in  question  are  fain  to  bring 
forward,  as  a  forlorn  hope,  the  supernatural  assistance  of  the  Paraclete,  which 
was  promised  to  the  disciples,  and  which  was  to  restore  all  that  Jesus  had  said 
to  their  remembrance.  This  is  done  by  Tholiick  with  great  confidence,^*  by 
Liicke  with  some  diffidence,^*  which  Tholiick's  Anzeiger  severely  censures,  but 
which  we  consider  laudable,  because  it  implies  a  latent  consciousness  of  the 
circle  that  is  made,  in  attempting  to  prove  the  truthfulness  of  the  discourses 
in  John,  by  a  promise  which  appears  nowhere  but  in  those  discourses  ;  ^^  and 
of  the  inadequacy  of  an  appeal,  in  a  scientific  inquiry,  to  a  popular  notion^ 
such  as  that  of  the  aid  of  the  Holy  Spirit  The  consciousness  of  this  in- 
adequacy shows  itself  indirectly  in  Tholuck,  for  he  ekes  out  the  assistance  of 
the  Paraclete  by  early  notes ;  and  in  Liicke  also,  for  he  renounces  the  verbal 
authenticity  of  the  discourses  in  John,  and  only  contends  for  their  substantial 
veracity  on  grounds  chiefly  connected  with  the  relation  which  they  bear  to 
other  discourses. 

*  Ut  sap.  p.  199. 

'^  W^scheider,  p.  286 ;  Liicke,  p.  195  f. 
^^  Wegscheider,  p.  285  ;  Liicke,  ut  sup. 

**  Liicke,  s.  124  f.  175.  Kern,  iiber  den  Urspmng  des  Evang.  Matthai,  in  der  Tiib. 
Zeitschrift,  1834,  2,  s.  109. 

»  s.  39. 

>*  S.  197.     "  But  lastly,  why  should  we  fear  to  adduce,"  etc. 

^*  The  aid  promised  to  the  disciples  when  brought  before  rulers  and  tribunals.  Matt.  x. 
19  f.,  is  quite  distinct  from  a  bringing  to  remembrance  of  the  discourses  of  Jesus  (John 
xiv.  26). 
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The  external  relation  of  the  discourses  of  Jesus  in  John's  gospel  is  also 
twofold ;  for  they  may  be  compared  both  with  those  discourses  which  the 
synoptists  put  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus^  and  with  the  manner  in  which  the 
author  of  the  fourth  gospel  expresses  himself  when  he  is  avowedly  the 
speaker. 

As  a  result  of  the  former  comparison,  critics  have  pointed  out  the  important 
difference  that  exists  between  the  respective  discourses  in  their  matter,  as  well 
as  in  their  form.     In  the  first  three  gospels,  Jesus  closely  adapts  his  teaching 
to  the  necessities  of  his  shepherdiess  people,  contrasting,  at  one  time,  the 
corrupt  institutions  of  the  Pharisees  with  the  moral  and  religious  precepts  of 
the  Mosaic  law ;  at  another,  the  carnal  messianic  hopes  of  the  age  with  the 
purely  spiritual  nature  of  his  kingdom,  and  the  conditions  of  entrance  therein. 
,      In  the  fourth  gospel,  on  the  contrary,  he  is  perpetually  dilating,  and  often  in 
a  barren,  speculative  manner,  on  the  doctrine  of  his  person  and  higher  nature : 
so  that  in  opposition  to  the  diversified  doctrinal  aftoT practical  materials  of  the 
synoptical  discourses,  we  have  in  John  a  one-sided  dogmatism.^^    That  this 
opposition  does  not  hold  invariably,  and  that  in  the  discourses  of  the  synoptical 
gospels  there  are  passages  which  have  more  affinity  with  those  of  John,  and 
vice  versi,  must  be  granted  to  judicious  critics ;  ^"^  but  the  important  prepon-. 
derance  of  the  dogmatical  element  on  the  one  side,  and  of  the  practical  on  the 
other,  is  a  difficulty  that  demands  a  thorough  explanation.     In  answer  to  this 
requisition,  it  is  common  to  adduce  the  end  which  John  is  supposed  to  have 
had  in  view  in  the  composition  of  his  gospel :  namely,  to  furnish  a  supplement 
to  the  first  three  gospels,  and  to  supply  their  omissions.     But  if  Jesus  taught 
first  in  one  style,  then  in  another,  how  was  it  that  the  synoptists  selected 
almost  exclusively  the  practical  and  popular,  John,  nearly  without  exception, 
the  dogmatic  and  speculative  portions  of  his  discourse  ?     This  is  accounted 
for  in  a  manner  intrinsically  probable.     In  the  oral  tradition,  it  is  observed, 
on  which  the  first  three  gospels  were  founded,  the  simple  and  popular,  the 
concise  and  sententious  discourses  of  Jesus,  being  the  most  easy  of  retention, 
would  alone  be  propagated,  while  his  more  profound,  subtle  and  diffuse  dis- 
courses would  be  lost.^^    But  according  to  the  above  supposition,  the  fourth 
.  Evangelist  came  as  a  gleaner  after  the  synoptists  :  now  it  is  certain  that  all  the 
\  discourses  of  Jesus  having  a  practical  tendency  had  not  been  preserved  by 
\them ;  hence,  that  the  former  has  almost  invariably  avoided  giving  any  relic 
pf  such  discourses,  can  only  be  explained  by  his  preference  for  the  dogmatic 
||Lnd  speculative  vein :  a  preference  which  must  have  had  both  an  objective 
and  a  subjective  source,  the  necessities  of  his  time  and  circumstances,  and  the 
bent  of  his  own  mind.     This  is  admitted  even  by  critics  who  are  favourable 
to  the  authenticity  of  the  fourth  gospel, *•  with  the  reservation,  that  the  pre- 
ference betrays  itself  only  negatively,  by  omission,  not  positively,  by  addition. 
There  is  a  further  difference  between  the  synoptical  gospels  and  the  fourth, 
as  to  the  form  of  teaching  adopted  by  Jesus ;  in  the  one,  it  is  aphoristic  and 
parabolic,  in  the  other,  dialectic*^      We  have  seen  that  the  parable  is  alto- 
gether waixting  in  the  fourth  gospel,  and  it  is  natural  to  ask  why,  since  Luke, 
as  well  as  Matthew,  has  many  admirable  parables  peculiar  to  himself,  John 
has  not  been  able  to  make  a  rich  gleaning,  even  after  those  two  predecessors  ? 
It  is  true  that  isolated  apothegms  and  sentences,  similar  to  the  synoptical 
ones,  are  not  entirely  absent  from  the  fourth  gospel :   but,  on  the  other  hand, 

>•  Bretschneider,  Probab.,  p.  2,  3,  31  ff. 

>7  De  Wette,  Einl.  in  das  N.  T.,  §  103  ;  Hase,  L.  J.,  §  7. 

*•  Lucke,  ut  sup.  pp.  336,  337.     Kern,  ut  sup. 

*'  Tholiick,  ut  sup. 

^  Bretschneider,  ut  sup. 
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it  must  be  admitted  that  the  prevailing  aphoristic  and  parabolic  form  of  in 
stniction,  ascribed  to  Jesus  by  the  synoptists,  is  more  suited  to  the  character 
of  a  popular  teacher  of  Palestine,  than  the  dialectic  form  which  he  is  made  to 
adopt  by  John.*^ 

But  the  relation  of  the  discourses  of  Jesus  in  the  gospel  of  John,  to  the 
Evangelist's  own  style  of  thinking  and  writing,  is  decisive.  Here  we  find  a 
similarity,^'  which,  as  it  extends  to  the  discourses  of  a  third  party,  namely,  the 
Baptist,  cannot  be  explained  by  supposing  that  the  disciple  bad  formed  his 
style  on  that  of  the  master,^  but  requires  us  to  admit  that  the  Evangelist  has 
lent  his  own  style  to  the  principal  characters  in  his  narrative.  The  latest 
commentator  on  John  has  not  only  acknowledged  this  with  regard  to  the 
colouring  of  the  expression ;  he  even  thinks  that  in  the  matter  itself  he  can 
here  and  there  detect  the  explanatory  amplifications  of  the  Evangelist,  who,  to 
use  his  own  phrase,  has  had  a  hand  in  the  composition  of  the  longer  and  more 
difficult  discourses.^^  But  since  the  Evangelist  does  not  plainly  indicate  his 
additions,  what  is  to  assure  us  that  they  are  not  throughout  interwoven  with 
the  ideas  of  Jesus,  nay,  that  all  the  discourses  which  he  communicates  are  not 
entirely  his  own  productions  ?  The  style  furnishes  no  guidance,  for  this  is 
everywhere  the  same,  and  is  admitted  to  be  the  Evangelist's  own  ;  neither  does 
the  sense,  for  in  it  also  there  is  no  essential  difference  whether  the  Evangelist 
speaks  in  his  own  name  or  in  that  of  Jesus  :  where  then  is  the  guarantee  that 
the  discourses  of  Jesus  are  not,  as  the  author  of  the  Probabilia  maintains,  free 
inventions  of  the  fourth  Evangelist  ? 

Liicke  adduces  some  particulars,  which  on  this  supposition  would  be  in  his 
opinion  inexplicable.^  First,  the  almost  verbal  agreement  of  John  with  the 
synoptists  in  isolated  sayings  of  Jesus.  But  as  the  fourth  Evangelist  was  with- 
in the  pale  of  the  Christian  community,  he  must  have  had  at  his  command  a 
tradition,  from  which,  though  drawing  generally  on  his  own  resources,  he 
might  occasionally  borrow  isolated,  marked  expressions,  nearly  unmodified. 
Another  argument  of  Liicke  is  yet  more  futile.  If,  he  says,  John  had  really 
had  the  inclination  and  ability  to  invent  discourses  for  Jesus,  he  would  have 
been  more  liberal  in  long  discourses ;  and  the  alternation  of  brief  remarks 
with  prolonged  addresses,  is  not  to  be  explained  on  the  above  supposition. 
But  this  would  follow  only  if  the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel  appeared  to  be  a 
tasteless  writer,  whose  perception  did  not  tell  him,  that  to  one  occasion  a 
short  discourse  was  suitable,  to  another  a  long  one,  and  that  the  alternation  of 
diffuse  harangues  with  concise  sentences  was  adapted  to  produce  the  best 
impression.  Of  more  weight  is  the  observation  of  Paulus,  that  if  the  fourth 
Evangelist  had  given  the  rein  to  his  invention  in  attributing  discourses  to 
Jesus,  he  would  have  obtruded  more  of  his  own  views,  of  which  he  has  given 
an  abstract  in  his  prologue ;  whereas  the  scrupulousness  with  which  he  ab- 
stains from  putting  his  doctrine  of  the  I^gos  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus,  is  a 
proof  of  the  faithfulness  with  which  he  confined  himself  to  the  materials  pre- 
sented by  his  memory  or  his  authorities.^^  But  the  doctrine  of  the  Logos  is 
substantially  contained  in  the  succeeding  discourse  of  Jesus ;  and  that  the 
form  in  which  it  is  propounded  by  the  evangelist  in  his  preface,  does  not  also 

**  De  Wette,  ut  sup.  §  105. 

**  Comp.  Schulze,  der  schriAst.  Charakter  und  Werth  des  Johannes.     1803. 

''  Stronck — de  doctrinU  et  dictione  Johannis  apostoli,  ad  Jesu  magistri  doctrinam  diction- 
emque  exacte  composita.     1797. 

*^  Liicke,  Comm.  z.  Joh.  I,  p.  200. 

**  Ut.  sup  p.  199, 

^  In  his  review  of  the  2nd  Ed.  of  Liicke*s  Commentar.,  in  the  Litt.  Blattder  allgem. 
Kirchenzeitung  1834,  no.  18. 
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reappear,  is  sufficiently  explained  by  the  consideration,  that  he  must  have 
known  that  form  to  be  altogether  foreign  to  the  teaching  of  Jesus. 

We  therefore  hold  it  to  be  established,  that  the  discourses  of  Jesus  in  John's 
gospel  are  mainly  free  compositions  of  the  Evangelist ;  but  we  have  admitted 
that  he  has  culled  several  sayings  of  Jesus  from  an  authentic  tradition,  and 
hence  we  do  not  extend  this  proposition  to  those  passages  which  are  counte- 
nanced-by  parallels  in  the  synoptical  gospels.  In  these  compilations  we  have 
an  example  of  the  vicissitudes  which  befal  discourses,  that  are  preserved  only 
in  the  memory  of  a  second  party.  Severed  from  their  original  connexion,  and 
broken  up  into  smaller  and  smaller  fragments,  they  present  when  reassembled 
the  appearance  of  a  mosaic,  in  which  the  connexion  of  the  parts  is  a  purely 
external  one,  and  every  transition  an  artificial  juncture.  The  discourses  of 
Jesus  in  John  present  just  the  opposite  appearance.  Their  gradual  transi- 
tions, only  rendered  occasionally  obscure  by  the  mystical  depths  of  meaning 
in  which  they  lie, — transitions  in  which  one  thought  develops  itself  out  of 
another,  and  a  succeeding  proposition  is  frequently  but  an  explanatory  ampli- 
fication of  the  preceding, ^^ — are  indicative  of  a  pliable,  unresisting  mass,  such 
as  is  never  presented  to  a  writer  by  the  traditional  sayings  of  another,  but 
such  as  proceeds  from  the  stores  of  his  own  thought,  which  he  moulds  accord- 
ing to  his  will.  For  this  reason  the  contributions  of  tradition  to  these  stores 
of  thought  (apart  from  the  sayings  which  are  also  found  in  the  earlier  gospels) 
were  not  so  likely  to  have  been  particular,  independent  dicta  of  Jesus,  as  rather 
certain  ideas  which  formed  the  basisof  many  of  his  discourses,  and  which  were 
modified  and  developed  according  to  the  bent  of  a  mind  of  Alexandrian  or 
Greek  culture.  Such  are  the  correlative  ideas  of  wartfp  and  vio$  {^father  and 
soti)^  4>w9  and  o-icoros  (iig^  and  darkness),  ^larf  and  Odvaro^  {life  and  death),  ^oi 
and  icaro)  {above  and  beneath),  a-ap^  and  irvcv/Aa  (Jiesh  and  spirit) ;  also  some 
symbolical  expressions,  as  a/>ro$  rrj^  (^<u^s  (bread  of  life),  vhap  t^v  {water  of 
life).  These  and  a  few  other  ideas,  variously  combined  by  an  ingenious 
author,  compose  the  bulk  of  the  discourses  attributed  to  Jesus  by  John  ;  a 
certain  uniformity  necessarily  attending  this  elemental  simplicity. 

^  This  peculiarity  of  the  discourses  in  John  cannot  be  better  described  than  by  Erasmus 
in  his  Epist.  ad  Ferdinandum,  prefatory  to  his  Paraphrase  :  habet  Johannes  suum  quoddam 
dicendi  genus,  Ua  sermonem  velut  ansults  ex  sese  cohcerentibus  contexens,  nonnunquam  ex  con- 

trariis,  nonnunquam  ex  similibuSf  nonnunquam  ex  iisdem,  subinde  repetitis^ ut  oraHonis 

quodque  membrum  semper  excipiat  prius,  sic  utprioris  finis  sit  initium  sequentis,  etc. 
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§   84. 

GENERAL  COMPARISON   OF   THE   MANNER   OF  NARRATION  THAT   DISTIN- 
GUISHES THE   SEVERAL  EVANGELISTS. 

If,  before  proceeding  to  the  consideration  of  details,  we  compare  the  general 
character  and  tone  of  the  historical  narration  in  the  various  gospels,  we  find 
differences,  first,  between  Matthew  and  the  two  other  synoptists ;  secondly, 
between  the  three  first  evangelists  collectively  and  the  fourth. 

Among  the  reproaches  which  modern  criticism  has  heaped  on  the  gospel  of 
Matthew,  a  prominent  place  has  been  given  to  its  want  of  individualized  and 
dramatic  life  ;  a  want  which  is  thought  to  prove  that  the  author  was  not  an 
eye-witness,  since  an  eye-witness  is  ordinarily  distinguished  by  the  precision 
and  minuteness  of  his  narration.^  Certainly,  when  we  read  the  indefinite 
designation  of  times,  places  and  persons,  the  perpetually  recurring  rorc,  then, 
trapayiav  iKtWev,  departing  from  thence y  ayOpioiros,  a  man,  which  characterize 
this  gospel ;  when  we  recollect  its  wholesale  statements,  such  as  that  Jesus 
went  through  all  the  cities  and  villages  (ix.  35,  xi.  i,  comp.  iv.  23) ;  that 
they  brought  to  him  all  sick  people,  and  that  he  healed  them  all  (iv.  24  f., 
xiv.  35  f.,  comp.  XV.  29  ff.)  ;  and  finally,  the  bareness  and  brevity  of  many 
isolated  narratives  :  we  cannot  disapprove  the  decision  of  this  criticism,  that 
Matthew's  whole  narrative  resembles  a  record  of  events  which,  before  they 
were  committed  to  writing,  had  been  long  current  in  oral  tradition,  and  had 
thus  lost  the  impress  of  particularity  and  minuteness.  But  it  must  be  ad- 
mitted, that  this  proof,  taken  alone,  is  not  absolutely  convincing  ;  for  in  most 
cases  we  may  verify  the  remark,  that  even  an  eye-witness  may  be  unable 
graphically  to  narrate  what  he  has  seen.^ 

But  our  modem  critics  have  not  only  measured  Matthew  by  the  standard  of 
what  is  to  be  expected  from  an  eye-witness,  in  the  abstract ;  they  have  also 
compared  him  with  his  fellow-evangelists.  They  are  of  opinion,  not  only 
that  John  decidedly  surpasses  Matthew  in  the  power  of  delineation,  both  in 
their  few  parallel  passages  and  in  his  entire  narrative,  but  also  that  the  two 
other  synoptists,  especially  Mark,  are  generally  far  clearer  and  fuller  in  their 
style  of  narration.^  This  is  the  actual  fact,  and  it  ought  not  to  be  any  longer 
evaded.      With  respect  to  the  fourth  Evangelist,  it  is  true  that,  as  one  would 

^  Schulz,  iiber  das  Abend mahl,  s.  303  ff.  ;   Sieffert,  iiber  den  Urspr.  des  ersten  kanon. 
Evang.  s.  58,  73,  u.  s. ;  Schneckenburger,  iiber  den  Urspr.  s.  73. 
'  Olshausen,  b.  Comm.  i.  s.  13. 

'  See  the  above  named  critics,  passim ;  and  Hug.  Einl.  in  das  N.  T.  2,  s.  212. 
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have  anticipated,  he  is  not  devoid  of  general,  wholesale  statements,  such  as, 
that  Jesus  during  the  feast  did  many  miracles,  that  hence  many  believed  on 
him  (ii.  23),  with  others  of  a  similar  kind  (iii.  22,  vii.  i):  and  he  not  seldom 
designates  persons  indecisively.  Sometimes,  however,  he  gives  the  names  of 
individuals  whom  Matthew  does  not  specify  (xii.  3,  4,  comp  with  Matt  xxvi. 
7,  8;  and  xviii.  10  with  Matt  xxvi.  51  ;  also  vi.  5  ff.  with  Matt  xiv.  16  f.)  ; 
and  he  generally  lets  us  know  the  district  or  country  in  which  an  event  hap- 
pened. His  careful  chronology  we  have  already  noticed  ;  but  tjie  point  of 
chief  importance  is  that  his  narratives  (e.g.  that  of  the  man  born  blind,  and 
that  of  the  resurrection  of  Lazarus)  have  a  dramatic  and  life-like  charactel', 
which  we  seek  in  vain  in  the  first  gospel.  The  two  intermediate  Evangelists 
are  not  free  from  indecisive  designations  of  time  (e.g.  Mark  viii.  i ;  Luke  v. 
17,  viii.  22) ;  of  place  (Mark  iii.  13 ;  Luke  vi.  12) ;  and  of  persons  (Mark  x. 
17;  Luke  xiii.  23);  nor  from  statements  that  Jesus  went  through  all  cities, 
and  healed  all  the  sick  (Mark.i.  32  Jf.,  38  f.;  Luke  iv.  40  f.) ;  but  they  often  give 
us  the  details  of  what  Matthew  has  only  stated  generally.  Not  only  does  Luke 
associate  many  discourses  of  Jesus  with  special  occasions  concerning  which 
Matthew  is  silent,  but  both  he  and  Mark  notice  the  office  or  names  of  per- 
sons, to  whom  Matthew  gives  no  precise  designation  (Matt.  ix.  18  ;  Mark  v. 
22  ;  Luke  viii.  41;  Matt  xix.  16;  Luke  xviii.  18;  Matt  xx.  30  ;  Mark  x. 
46).  But  it  is  chiefly  in  the  lively  description  of  particular  incidents,  that  we 
perceive  the  decided  superiority  of  Luke,  and  still  more  of  Mark,  over  Mat- 
thew. Let  the  reader  only  compare  the  narrative  of  the  execution  of  John  the 
Baptist  in  Matthew  and  Mark  (Matt.  xiv.  3  ;  Mark  vi.  17),  and  that  of  the 
demoniac  or  demoniacs  of  Gadara  (Matt  viii.  28  (f.  paralL). 

These  facts  are,  in  the  opinion  of  our  latest  critics,  a  confirmation  of  the 
fourth  Evangelist's  claim  to  the  character  of  an  eye-witness,  and  of  the  greater 
proximity  of  the  second  and  third  Evangelists  to  the  scenes  they  describe,  than 
can  be  attributed  to  the  first  But,  even  allowing  that  one  who  does  not 
narrate  graphically  cannot  be  an  eye-witness,  this  does  not  involve  the  propo- 
sition that  whoever  does  narrate  graphically  must  be  an  eye-witness.  In  all 
cases  in  which  there  are  extant  two  accounts  of  a  single  fact,  the  one  full,  the 
other  concise,  opinions  may  be  divided  as  to  which  of  them  is  the  original.* 
When  these  accounts  have  been  liable  to  the  modifications  of  tradition,  it  is 
important  to  bear  in  mind  that  tradition  has  two  tendencies :  the  one,  to  sub- 
limate the  concrete  into  the  abstract,  the  individual  into  the  general ;  the 
other,  not  less  essential,  to  substitute  arbitrary  fictions  for  the  historical  reality 
which  is  lost*  If  then  we  put  the  want  of  precision  in  the  narrative  of  the 
first  Evangelist  to  the  account  of  the  former  function  of  the  legend,  ought  we 
at  once  to  regard  the  precision  and  dramatic  effect  of  the  other  gospels,  as  a 
proof  that  their  authors  were  eye-witnesses  ?  Must  we  not  rather  examine 
whether  these  qualities  be  not  derived  from  the  second  function  of  the  legend?® 
The  decision  with  which  the  other  inference  is  drawn,  is  in  fact  merely  an 
after-taste  of  the  old  orthodox  opinion,  that  all  our  gospels  proceed  immedi- 
ately from  eye-witnesses,  or  at  least  through  a  medium  incapable  of  error. 
Modern  criticism  has  limited  this  supposition,  and  admitted  the  possibility 
that  one  or  the  other  of  our  gospels  may  have  been  affected  by  oral  tradition. 
Accordingly  it  maintains,  not  without  probability,  that  a  gospel  in  which  the 
descriptions  are  throughout  destitute  of  colouring  and  life,  cannot  be  the  pro- 

^  Comp.  Saunier,  iiber  die  Quellen  des  Markus,  s.  42  flU 

B  Kern,  iiber  deQ  Urspr.  des  £v.  Matt,  ut  sup.  s.  70  f. 

•  I  say,  examine  whether— noU  consider  it  decided  that — so  that  the  accusation  of  oppon- 
ents, that  I  use  both  the  particularity  and  the  brevity  of  narratives  as  proofs  of  their  mythical 
character,  falls  to  the  ground  of  itself^ 
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duction  of  an  eye-witness,  and  must  have  suffered  from  the  effacing  fingers  of 
tradition.  But  the  counter  proposition,  that  the  other  gospels,  in  which  the 
style  of  narration  is  more  detailed  and  dramatic,  rest  on  the  testimony  of  eye- 
witnesses, would  only  follow  from  the  supposed  necessity  that  this  must  be 
the  case  with  some  of  our  gospels.  For  if  such  a  supposition  be  made  with 
respect  to  several  narratives  of  both  the  above  kinds,  there  is  no  question  that 
the  more  graphic  and  vivid  ones  are  with  preponderant  probability  to  be  re- 
ferred to  eye-witnesses.  But  this  supposition  has  merely  a  subjective  founda- 
tion. It  was  an  easier  transition  for  commentators  to  make  from  the  old 
notion  that  all  the  gospels  were  immediately  or  mediately  autoptical  narra- 
tives, to  the  limited  admission  that  perhaps  one  may  fall  short  of  this  charac- 
ter, than  to  the  general  admission  that  it  may  be  equally  wanting  to  all  But, 
according  to  the  rigid  rules  of  consequence,  with  the  orthodox  view  of  the 
scriptural  canon,  falls  the  assumption  of  pure  ocular  testimony,  not  only  for 
one  or  other  of  the  gospels,  but  for  all ;  the  possibility  of  the  contrary  must 
be  presupposed  in  relation  to  them  all,  and  their  pretensions  must  be  esti- 
mated according  to  their  internal  character,  compared  with  the  external  testi- 
monies. From  this  point  of  view — the  only  one  that  criticism  can  consistently 
adopt — it  is  as  probable,  considering  the  nature  of  the  external  testimonies 
examined  in  our  Introduction,  that  the  three  last  Evangelists  owe  the  dramatic 
effect  in  which  they  surpass  Matthew,  to  the  embellishments  of  a  more  mature 
tradition,  as  that  this  quality  is  the  result  of  a  closer  communication  with  eye- 
witnesses. 

That  we  may  not  anticipate,  let  us,  in  relation  to  this  question,  refer  to  the 
results  we  have  already  obtained.  The  greater  particularity  by  which  Luke 
is  distinguished  from  Matthew  in  his  account  of  the  occasions  that  suggested 
many  discourses  of  Jesus,  has  appeared  to  us  of^en  to  be  the  result  of  subse- 
quent additions ;  and  the  names  of  persons  in  Mark  (xiii.  3  comp.  v.  37  ; 
Luke  viii.  51)  have  seemed  to  rest  on  a  mere  inference  of  the  narrator.  Now, 
however,  that  we  are  about  to  enter  on  an  examination  of  particular  narra- 
tives, we  will  consider,  from  the  ]X)int  of  view  above  indicated,  the  constant 
forms  of  introduction,  conclusion,  and  transition,  already  noticed,  in  the 
several  gospels.  Here  we  find  the  difference  between  Matthew  and  the  other 
synoptbts,  as  to  their  more  or  less  dramatic  style,  imprinted  in  a  manner  that 
can  best  teach  us  how  much  this  style  is  worth. 

Matthew  (viii.  16  f.)  states  in  general  terms,  that  on  the  evening  after  the 
cure  of  Peter's  motherin-law,  many  demoniacs  were  brought  to  Jesus,  all  of 
whom,  together  with  others  that  were  sick,  he  healed  Mark  (i.  32)  in  a 
highly  dramatic  manner,  as  if  he  himself  had  witnessed  the  scene,  tells,  that 
on  the  same  occasion,  the  whole  city  was  gathered  together  at  the  door  of  the 
house  in  which  Jesus  was ;  at  another  time,  he  makes  the  crowd  block  up  the 
entrance  (ii.  2) ;  in  two  other  instances,  he  describes  the  concourse  as  so 
great,  that  Jesus  and  his  disciples  could  not  take  their  food  (iii.  20,  vi.  31) ; 
and  Luke  on  one  occasion  states,  that  the  people  even  gathered  together  in 
innumerable  multitudes  so  that  they  trode  one  upon  another  (xii.  i).  All 
highly  vivid  touches,  certainly :  but  the  want  of  them  can  hardly  be  prejudicial 
to  Matthew,  for  they  look  thoroughly  like  strokes  of  imagination,  such  as 
abound  in  Mark's  narrative,  and  often,  as  Schleiermacher  observes,^  give  it 
almost  an  apocryphal  appearance.  In  detailed  narratives,  of  which  we  shall 
presently  notice  many  examples,  while  Matthew  simply  tells  what  Jesus  said 
on  a  certain  occasion,  the  two  other  Evangelists  are  able  to  describe  the 
glance  with  which  his  words  were  accompanied  (Mark  iii.  5,  x.  21 ;  Luke  vi.io). 

7  Ueber  den  Lukas,  s.  74,  and  elsewhere. 
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On  the  mention  of  a  blind  beggar  of  Jericho,  Mark  is  careful  to  give  us 
his  name,  and  the  name  of  his  father  (x.  46).  From  these  particulars  we 
might  already  augur,  what  the  examination  df  single  narratives  will  prove  : 
namely,  that  the  copiousness  of  Mark  and  Luke  is  the  product  of  the  second 
function  of  the  legend,  which  we  may  call  the  function  of  embellishment. 
Was  this  embellishment  gradually  wrought  out  by  oral  tradition,  or  was  it  the 
arbitrary  addition  of  our  Evangelists  ?  Concerning  this,  there  may  be  a 
difference  of  opinion,  and  a  degree  of  probability  in  relation  to  particular 
passages  is  the  nearest  approach  that  can  be  made  to  a  decision.  In  any 
case,  not  only  must  it  be  granted,  that  a  narrative  adorned  by  the  writer's  own 
additions  is  more  remote  from  primitive  truth  than  one  free  from  such 
additions ;  but  we  may  venture  to  pronounce  that  the  earlier  efforts  of  the 
legend  are  rapid  sketches,  tending  to  set  off  only  the  leading  points  whether 
of  speech  or  action,  and  that  at  a  later  period  it  aims  rather  to  give  a  sym- 
metrical effect  to  the  whole,  including  collateral  incidents ;  so  that,  in  either 
view,  the  closest  approximation  to  truth  remains  on  the  side  of  the  first 
gospel. 

While  the  difference  as  to  the  more  or  less  d]:amatic  style  of  concluding  and 
connecting  forms,  lies  chiefly  between  Matthew  and  the  other  synoptists ; 
another  difference  with  respect  to  these  forms,  exists  between  all  the  synoptists 
and  John.  While  most  of  the  synoptical  anecdotes  from  the  public  life  of 
Jesus  are  wound  up  by  a  panegyric,  those  of  John  generally  terminate,  so  to 
speak,  polemically.  It  is  true  that  the  three  first  Evangelists  sometimes  men- 
tion, by  way  of  conclusion,  the  offence  that  Jesus  gave  to  the  narrow-hearted, 
and  the  machinations  of  his  enemies  against  him  (Matt.  viii.  34,  xii.  14, 
xxi.  46,  xxvi.  3  f. ;  Luke  iv.  28  f.,  xi.  53  f.) ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
fourth  Evangelist  closes  some  discourses  and  miracles  by  the  remark,  that  in 
consequence  of  them,  many  believed  on  Jesus  (ii.  23,  iv.  39,  53,  vii.  31,  40 
f.,  viii.  30,  X.  42,  xi.  45).  But  in  the  synoptical  gospels,  throughout  the 
period  previous  to  the  residence  of  Jesus  in  Jerusalem,  we  find  forms  implying 
that  the  fame  of  Jesus  had  extended  far  and  wide  (Matt  iv.  24,  ix.  26,  31 ; 
Mark  i.  28,  45,  v.  20,  vii.  36;  Luke  iv.  37,  v.  15,  vii.  17,  viii.  39);  that 
the  people  were  astonished  at  his  doctrine  (Matt.  vii.  28  ;  Mark  i.  22,  xi.  18 ; 
Luke  xix.  48),  and  miracles  (Matt.  viii.  27,  ix.  8,  xiv.  33,  xv.  31),  and  hence 
followed  him  from  all  parts  (Matt.  iv.  25,  viii.  i,  ix.  36,  xii.  15,  xiii.  2, 
xiv.  13).  In  the  fourth  gospel,  on  the  contrary,  we  are  continually  told  that 
the  Jews  sought  to  kill  Jesus  (v.  18,  vii.  i) ;  the  Pharisees  wish  to  take  him, 
or  send  out  officers  to  seize  him  (vii.  30, 32, 44;  comp.  viii.  20^  x.  39);  stones 
are  taken  up  to  cast  at  him  (viii.  59,  x.  31);  and  even  in  those  passages 
where  there  is  mention  of  a  favourable  disposition  on  the  part  of  the  people, 
the  Evangelist  limits  it  to  one  portion  of  them,  and  represents  the  other  as 
inimical  to  Jesus  (vii.  11-13).  He  is  especially  fond  of  drawing  attention 
to  such  circumstances,  as  that  before  the  final  catastrophe  all  the  guile  and 
power  of  the  enemies  of  Jesus  were  exerted  in  vain,  because  his  hour  was  not 
yet  come  (vii.  30,  viii.  20) ;  that  the  emissaries  sent  out  against  him,  over- 
come by  the  force  of  his  words,  and  the  dignity  of  his  person,  retired  without 
fulfilling  their  errand  (vii.  32,  44  ff.)  ;  and  that  Jesus  passed  unharmed  through 
the  midst  of  an  exasperated  crowd  (viii.  59,  x.  39  ;  corap.  Luke  iv.  30).  The 
writer,  as  we  have  above  remarked,  certainly  does  not  intend  us  in  these 
instances  to  think  of  a  natural  escape,  but  of  one  in  which  the  higher  nature 
of  Jesus,  his  invulnerability  so  long  as  he  did  not  choose  to  lay  down  his  life, 
was  his  protection.  And  this  throws  some  light  on  the  object  which  the 
fourth  Evangelist  had  in  view,  in  giving  prominence  to  such  traits  as  those  just 
enumerated :  they  helped  him  to  add  to  the  number  of  the  contrasts,  by 
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which,  throughout  his  works,  he  aims  to  exalt  the  person  of  Jesus.  The  pro- 
found wisdom  of  Jesus,  as  the  divine  Logos,  appeared  the  more  resplendent, 
from  its  opposition  to  the  rude  unapprehensiveness  of  the  Jews ;  his  goodness 
wore  a  more  touching  aspect,  confronted  with  the  inveterate  malice  of  his 
enemies ;  his  appearance  gained  in  impressiveness,  by  the  strife  he  excited 
among  the  people ;  and  his  power,  as  that  of  one  who  had  life  in  himself, 
commanded  the  more  reverence,  the  oftener  his  enemies  and  their  instruments 
tried  to  seize  him,  and,  as  if  restrained  by  a  higher  power,  were  not  able  to 
lay  hands  on  him,— the  more  marvellously  he  passed  through  the  ranks  of 
adversaries  prepared  to  take  away  his  life.  It  has  been  made  matter  of  praise 
to  the  fourth  Evangelist,  that  he  alone  presents  the  opposition  of  the  pharisaic 
party  to  Jesus,  in  its  rise  and  gradual  progress :  but  there  are  reasons  for 
questioning  whether  the  course  of  events  described  by  him,  be  not  rather 
ficticious  than  real.  Partially  fictitious,  it  evidently  is ;  for  he  appeals  to  the 
supernatural  for  a  reason  why  the  Pharisees  so  long  effected  nothing  against 
Jesus  :  whereas  the  synoptists  preserve  the  natural  sequence  of  the  facts  by 
stating  as  a  cause,  that  the  Jewish  hierarchy  feared  the  people,  who  were 
attached  to  Jesus  as  a  prophet  (Matt.  xxi.  46;  Mark  xii.  12  ;  Luke  xx.  19). 
If  then  the  fourth  Evangelist  was  so  far  guided  by  his  dogmatical  interest,  that 
for  the  escape  of  Jesus  from  the  more  early  snares  and  assaults  of  his  enemies, 
he  invented  such  a  reason  as  best  suited  his  purpose ;  what  shall  assure  us 
that  he  has  not  also,  in  consistency  with  the  characteristics  which  we  have 
already  discerned  in  him,  fabricated,  for  the  sake  of  that  interest,  entire  scenes 
of  the  kind  above  noticed?  Not  that  we  hold  it  improbable,  that  many 
futile  plots  and  attacks  of  the  enemies  of  Jesus  preceded  the  final  catastrophe 
of  his  fate : — we  are  only  dubious  whether  these  attempts  were  precisely  such 
as  the  gospel  of  John  describes. 


§  8s- 

ISOLATED   GROUPS   OF  ANECDOTES.        IMPUTATION   OF  A    LEAGUE  WITH 

BEELZEBUB,  AND   DEMAND   OF  A  SIGN. 

In  conformity  with  the  aim  of  our  criticism,  we  shall  here  confine  our 
attention  to  those  narratives,  in  which  the  influence  of  the  legend  may  be 
demonstrated.  The  strongest  evidence  of  this  influence  is  found  where  one 
narrative  is  blended  with  another,  or  where  the  one  is  a  mere  variation  of 
the  other :  hence,  chronology  having  refused  us  its  aid,  we  shall  arrange  the 
anecdotes  about  to  be  considered  according  to  their  mutual  aflinity. 

To  begin  with  the  more  simple  form  of  legendary  influence :  Schulz  has 
already  complained,  that  Matthew  mentions  two  instances,  in  which  a  league 
with  Beelzebub  was  imputed  to  Jesus,  and  a  sign  demanded  from  him ;  cir- 
cumstances which  in  Mark  and  Luke  happen  only  once.^  The  first  time  the 
imputation  occurs  (Matt.  ix.  32  ff.),  Jesus  has  cured  a  dumb  demoniac ;  at 
this  the  people  marvel,  but  the  Pharisees  observe.  Iff  casts  out  demons  through 
the  prince  (apx^y)  of  ^^  demons,  Matthew  does  not  here  say  that  Jesus 
returned  any  answer  to  this  accusation.  On  the  second  occasion  (xiL  22  ff.), 
it  is  a  blind  and  dumb  demoniac  whom  Jesus  cures ;  again  the  people  are 
amazed,  and  again  the  Pharisees  declare  that  the  cure  is  effected  by  the  help 
of  Beelzebub,  the  ^x^*'  of  the  demons,  whereupon  Jesus  immediately  exposes 
the  absurdity  of  the  accusation.  That  it  should  have  been  alleged  against 
Jesus  more  than  once  when  he  cast  out  demons,  is  in  itself  probable.     It  is 

*  Ut  sup.  s.  311. 
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however  suspicious  that  the  demoniac  who  gives  occasion  to  the  assertion  of 
the  Pharisees,  is  in  both  instances  dumb  (in  the  second  only,  blindness  is 
added).  Demoniacs  were  of  many  kinds,  every  variety  of  malady  being 
ascribed  to  the  influence  of  evil  spirits  ;  why,  then,  should  the  above  imputation 
be  not  once  attached  to  the  cure  of  another  kind  of  demoniac,  but  twice  to 
that  of  a  dumb  one  ?  The  difficulty  is  heightened  if  we  compare  the  narrative 
of  Luke  (xi.  14  f ),  which,  in  its  introductory  description  of  the  circumstances, 
corresponds  not  to  the  second  narrative  in  Matthew,  but  to  the  first ;  for  as 
there,  so  in  Luke,  the  demoniac  is  only  dumb,  and  his  cure  and  the  astonish- 
ment of  the  people  are  told  with  precisely  the  same  form  of  expression  : — in 
all  which  points,  the  second  narrative  of  Matthew  is  more  remote  from  that 
of  Luke.  But  with  this  cure  of  the  dumb  demoniac,  which  Matthew  represents 
as  passing  off  in  silence  on  the  part  of  Jesus,  Luke  connects  the  very  dis- 
course which  Matthew  appends  to  the  cure  of  the  one  both  blind  and  dumb ; 
so  that  Jesus  must  on  both  these  successive  occasions,  have  said  the  same 
thing.  This  is  a  very  unlikely  repetition,  and  united  with  the  improbability, 
that  the  same  accusation  should  be  twice  made  in  connexion  with  a  dumb 
demoniac,  it  suggests  the  question,  whether  legend  may  not  here  have  doubled 
one  and  the  same  incident  ?  How  this  can  have  taken  place,  Matthew  him- 
self-shows  us,  by  representing  the  demoniac  as,  in  the  one  case,  simply  dumb, 
in  the  other,  blind  also.  Must  it  not  have  been  a  striking  cure  which  excited, 
on  the  one  hand,  the  astonishment  of  the  people,  on  the  other,  this  desperate 
attack  of  the  enemies  of  Jesus  ?  Dumbness  alone  might  soon  appear  an  in- 
sufficient malady  for  the  subject  of  the  cure,  and  the  legend,  ever  prone  to 
enhance,  might  deprive  him  of  sight  also.  If  then,  together  with  this  new 
form  of  the  legend,  the  old  one  too  was  handed  down,  what  wonder  that  a 
compiler,  more  conscientious  than  critical,  such  as  the  author  of  the  first  gos- 
pel, adopted  both  as  distinct  histories,  merely  omitting  on  one  occasion  the 
discourse  of  Jesus,  for  the  sake  of  avoiding  repetition.' 

Matthew,  having  omitted  (ix.  34)  the  discourse  of  Jesus,  was  obliged  also 
to  defer  the  demand  of  a  sign,  which  required  a  previous  rejoinder  on  the 
part  of  Jesus,  until  his  second  narration  of  the  charge  concerning  Beelzebub ; 
and  in  this  point  again  the  narrative  of  Luke,  who  also  attaches  the  demand 
of  a  sign  to  the  accusation,  is  parallel  with  the  later  passage  of  Matthew.'  But 

'  Schleiermacher  (s.  175)  does  not  perceive  the  connexion  of  the  discourse  on  the  bias* 
phemy  against  the  Holy  Ghost,  in  Matthew  (xii.  31  f.),  though  it  links  on  excellently  to  the 
foregoing  expression,  iyu  iv  Tpe^fum  $€ov  iKpdXKta  rd  daifiifui  (v.  28).  It  is  more  easy, 
however,  to  understand  this  difficulty,  than  that  he  should  think  (s.  185  f.)  that  discourse 
better  introduced  in  Luke  (xii.  10).  For  here,  between  the  preceding  proposition,  that 
whosoever  denies  the  Son  of  Man  before  men,  shall  be  denied  before  the  angels  of  God,  and 
the  one  in  question,  the  only  connexion  is  that  the  expression  d,pv€ta-$ai  rbv  vlbv  toG  d^Bpthrov 
brought  to  the  writer's  recollection  the  words  elvev  \6yov  ei'f  rby  vlby  toG  df$p(Jtnrw.  One 
proof  of  this  is  that  between  the  latter  passage  and  the  succeeding  declaration,  that  the 
necessary  words  would  be  given  to  the  disciples,  when  before  the  tribunal,  by  the  iryeu/ua 
Ayioyf  the  connexion  consists  just  as  superficially  in  the  expression  rvevfia  Ayioi'.  What  fol- 
lows in  Matthew  (v.  33-37),  had  l)een  partly  given  already  in  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount,  but 
stands  here  in  a  better  connexion  than  Schleiermacher  is  willing  to  admit. 

'  Luke  makes  the  demand  of  a  sign  follow  immediately  on  the  accusation,  and  then  gives 
in  succession  the  answers  of  Jesus  to  both.  This  representation  modern  criticism  holds  to  be 
far  more  probable  than  that  of  Matthew,  who  gives  first  the  accusation  and  its  answer,  then 
the  demand  of  a  sign  and  its  refusal ;  and  this  judgment  is  grounded  on  the  difficulty  of  sup> 
posing,  that  after  Jesus  had  given  a  sufficiently  long  answer  to  the  accusation,  the  very  same 
people  who  had  urged  it  would  still  demand  a  sign  (Schleiermacher,  s.  175  ;  Schneckenbur- 
ger,  iiber  den  Urspr.  s.  52  f.).  But  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  equally  improbable  that  Jesus, 
after  having  some  time  ago  delivered  a  forcible  discourse  on  the  more  important  point,  the 
accusation  concerning  Beelzebub,  and  even  after  an  interruption  which  had  led  him  to  a 
totally  irrelevant  declaration  (Luke  xi.  27  f.)i  should  revert  to  the  less  important  point, 
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Matthew  not  only  has,  with  Luke,  a  demand  of  a  sign  in  connexion  with  the 
above  charge ;  he  has  also  another,  after  the  second  feeding  of  the  multitude 
(xvi.  I  if.),  and  this  second  demand  Mark  also  has  (viii.  1 1  f.),  while  he  omits 
the  first  Here  the  Pharisees  come  to  Jesus  (according  to  Matthew,  in  the 
unlikely  companionship  of  Sadducees),  and  tempt  him  by  asking  for  a  sign  from 
heaven,  aifffiuov  Ik  tov  ovpaofov.  To  this  Jesus  gives  an  answer,  of  which  the 
concluding  proposition,  a  wicked  and  adulterous  generation  seeketh  after  a 
sign  ;  and  there  shall  no  sign  be  given  unto  it,  but  the  sign  of  the  prophet  Jonas, 
ycvca  TTOvrfpa  koX  fjLOi)(aXi^  <nffi€iov  iTri^rjfrti^  koX  <nffi€lov  ov  BoOrjaerai  avrfj^  ci  firf 
TO  <rr}fi€loy  *Ia>va  rov  Trpo<f>-qTov,  in  Matthew,  agrees  word  for  word  with  the 
opening  of  the  earlier  refusal  It  is  already  improbable  enough,  that  Jesus 
should  have  twice  responded  to  the  above  requisition  with  the  same  enigma- 
tical reference  to  Jonah  ;  but  the  words  (v.  2,  3)  which,  in  the  second  passage 
of  Matthew,  precede  the  sentence  last  quoted,  are  totally  unintelligible.  For 
why  Jesus,  in  reply  to  the  demand  of  his  enemies  that  he  would  show  them  a 
sign  from  heaven,  should  tell  them  that  they  were  indeed  well  versed  in  the 
natural  signs  of  the  heavens,  but  were  so  much  the  more  glaringly  ignorant  of 
the  spiritual  signs  of  the  messianic  times,  is  so  far  from  evident,  that  the  other- 
wise unfounded  omission  of  v.  2  and  3,  seems  to  have  arisen  from  despair  of 
finding  any  connexion  for  them>  Luke,  who  also  has  (xii.  54  f),  in  words 
only  partly  varied,  this  reproach  of  Jesus  that  his  cotemporaries  understood 
better  the  signs  of  the  weather  than  of  the  times,  gives  it  another  position, 
which  might  be  regarded  as  the  preferable  one ;  since  after  speaking  of  the 
fire  which  he  was  to  kindle,  and  the  divisions  which  he  was  to  cause,  Jesus 
might  very  aptly  say  to  the  people :  You  take  no  notice  of  the  unmistakable 
prognostics  of  this  great  revolution  which  is  being  prepared  by  my  means,  so 
ill  do  you  understand  the  signs  of  the  times.^  But  on  a  closer  examination, 
Luke's  arrangement  appears  just  as  abrupt  here,  as  in  the  case  of  the  two 
parables  (xiii.  18).®  If  from  hence  we  turn  again  to  Matthew,  we  easily  see 
how  he  was  led  to  his  mode  of  representation.  He  may  have  been  induced 
to  double  the  demand  of  a  sign,  by  the  verbal  variation  which  he  met  with, 
the  required  sign  being  at  one  time  called  simply  a  <njfi€iov,  at  another  a 
<nffi€ioy  ix  rov  ovpavov.  And  if  he  knew  that  Jesus  had  exhorted  the  Jews  to 
study  the  signs  of  the  times,  as  they  had  hitherto  studied  the  appearance  of 
the  heavens,  the  conjecture  was  not  very  remote,  that  the  Jews  had  given 
occasion  for  this  admonition  by  demanding  a  sign  from  heaven,  frt\yM.ov  cfc 
TOV  ovpavov.  Thus  Matthew  here  presents  us,  as  Luke  often  does  elsewhere, 
with  a  fictitious  introduction  to  a  discourse  of  Jesus ;  a  proof  of  the  pro- 

namely,  the  demand  of  a  sign.  The  discourse  on  the  departure  and  return  of  the  unclean 
spirit,  is  in  Matthew  (v.  43-45)  annexed  to  the  reply  of  Jesus  to  this  demand  ;  but  in  Luke 
(xi.  24  ff.)  it  follows  the  answer  to  the  imputation  of  a  league  with  Beelzebub,  and  this  may 
at  first  seem  to  be  a  more  suitable  arrangement.  But  on  a  closer  examination,  it  will  appear 
very  improbable  that  Jesus  should  conclude  a  defence^  exacted  from  him  by  his  enemies, 
with  so  calm  and  purely  theoretical  a  discourse,  which  supposes  an  audience,  if  not  favour- 
ably prepossessed,  at  least  open  to  instruction  ;  and  it  will  be  found  that  here  again  there  is 
no  further  connexion  than  that  both  discourses  treat  of  the  expulsion  of  demons.  By  this 
single  feature  of  resemblance,  the  writer  of  the  third  gospel  was  led  to  sever  the  connexion 
between  the  answer  to  the  oft- named  accusation,  and  that  to  the  demand  of  a  sign,  which 
accusation  and  demand,  as  the  strongest  proofs  of  the  malevolent  unbelief  of  the  enemies  of 
Jesus,  seem  to  have  been  associated  by  tradition.  The  first  Evangelist  refrained  from  this 
violence,  and  reserved  the  discourse  on  the  return  of  the  unclean  spirit,  which  was  suggested 
by  the  suspicion  cast  on  the  expulsion  of  demons  by  Jesus,  until  he  had  communicated  the 
answer  by  which  Jesus  parries  the  demand  of  a  sign. 
^  Vid.  Griesbach,  Comm.  crit.  in  loc. 

*  Comp.  Schleiermacher,  s.  190  f. 

*  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  i.  i.  s.  139. 
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position,  advanced  indeed,  but  too  little  regarded  by  Siefrert:^  that  it  is  in 
the  nature  of  traditional  records,  such  as  the  three  first  gospels,  that  one  par- 
ticular should  be  best  preserved  in  this  narrative,  another  in  that ;  so  that 
first  one,  and  then  the  other,  is  at  a  disadvantage,  in  comparison  with  the 
rest. 


§86. 

VISIT  OF  THE  MOTHER  AND   BRETHREN   OF  JESUS.      THE   WOMAN   WHO 
PRONOUNCES  THE  MOTHER  OF  JESUS   BLESSED. 

All  the  synoptists  mention  a  visit  of  the  mother  and  brethren  of  Jesus,  on 
being  apprised  of  which  Jesus  points  to  his  disciples,  and  declares  that  they 
who  do  the  will  of  God  are  his  mother  and  his  brethren  (Matt.  xii.  46  ff.  ; 
Mark  iii.  31  ff.  ;  Luke  viii.  19  ff.).  Matthew  and  Luke  do  not  tell  us  the 
object  of  this  visit,  nor,  consequently,  whether  this  declaration  of  Jesus,  which 
appears  to  imply  a  disowning  of  his  relatives,  was  occasioned  by  any  special 
circumstance.  On  this  subject  Mark  gives  us  unexpected  information  ;  he 
tells  us  (v.  21)  that  while  Jesus  was  teaching  among  a  concourse  of  people, 
who  even  prevented  him  from  taking  food,  his  relatives,  under  the  idea  that 
he  was  beside  himself,  went  out  to  seize  him,  and  take  him  into  the  keeping 
of  his  family.^  In  describing  this  incident,  the  Evangelist  makes  use  of  the 
expression,  tkeyw  on  i^iarrf  (they  said^  he  is  beside  himself)^  and  it  was  merely 
this  expression,  apparently,  that  suggested  to  him  what  he  next  proceeds  to 
narrate  :  ol  ypaftfULTei^  eXcyov,  ort  BccXj^cjSovX  ^ci  k,  t.  X.  (/he  scribes  said^  he 
hath  Beelzebub^  etc.,  comp.  John  x.  20).  With  this  reproach,  which  however 
he  does  not  attach  to  an  expulsion  of  demons,  he  connects  the  answer  of 
Jesus ;  he  then  recurs  to  the  relatives,  whom  he  now  particularizes  as  the 
mother  and  brethren  of  Jesus,  supposing  them  to  have  arrived  in  the  mean- 
time ;  and  he  makes  their  announcement  call  forth  from  Jesus  the  answer  of 
which  we  have  above  spoken. 

These  particulars  imparted  by  Mark  are  very  welcome  to  commentators, 
as  a  means  of  explaining  and  justifying  the  apparent  harshness  of  the  answer 
which  Jesus  returns  to  the  announcement  of  his  nearest  relatives,  on  the 
ground  of  the  perverted  object  of  their  visit  But,  apart  from  the  difficulty 
that,  on  the  usual  interpretation  of  the  accounts  of  the  childhood  of  Jesus, 
it  is  not  to  be  explained  how  his  mother  could,  after  the  events  therein  de- 
scribed, be  thus  mistaken  in  her  son,  it  is  very  questionable  whether  we  ought 
to  accept  this  information  of  Mark's.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  associated  with 
the  obvious  exaggeration,  that  Jesus  and  his  disciples  were  prevented  even 
from  taking  food  by  the  throng  of  people ;  and  in  the  second  place,  it  has  in 
itself  a  strange  appearance,  from  its  ^want  of  relation  to  the  context  If  these 
points  are  considered,  it  will  scarcely  be  possible  to  avoid  agreeing  with  the 
opinion  of  Schleiermacher,  that  no  explanation  of  the  then  existing  relations 
of  Jesus  with  his  family  is  to  be  sought  in  this  addition ;  that  it  rather  belongs 
to  those  exaggerations  to  which  Mark  is  so  prone,  as  well  in  his  introductions 
to  isolated  incidents,  as  in  his  general  statements.'  He  wished  to  make  it 
understood  why  Jesus  returned  an  ungracious  answer  to  the  announcement  of 
his  relatives ;  for  this  purpose  he  thought  it  necessary  to  give  their  visit  an 
object  of  which  Jesus  did  not  approve,  and  as  he  knew  that  the  Pharisees  had 

7  Ueber  den  Urspr.  s.  115. 

^  For  the  proof  of  this  interpretation,  see  Fritzsche,  comm.  in  Marc.  p.  97  ff. 

'  Ueber  den  Lukas,  s.  121. 


EVENTS  IN  THE  PUBLIC  LIFE  OF  JESUS.  39$ 

pronounced  him  to  be  under  the  influence  of  Beelzebub,  he  attributed  a 
similar  opinion  to  his  relatives. 

If  we  lay  aside  this  addition  of  Mark's,  the  comparison  of  the  three  very 
similar  narratives  presents  no  result  as  it  regards  their  matter ;'  but  there  is  a 
striking  difference  between  the  connexions  in  which  the  Evangelists  place  the 
event.  Matthew  and  Mark  insert  it  after  the  defence  against  the  suspicion  of 
diabolical  aid,  and  before  the  parable  of  the  sower ;  whereas  Luke  makes  the 
visit  considerably  prior  to  that  imputation,  and  places  the  parable  even  before 
the  visit  It  is  worthy  of  notice,  however,  that  Luke  has,  after  the  defence 
against  the  accusation  of  a  league  with  Beelzebub,  in  the  position  which  the 
two  other  Evangelists  give  to  the  visit  of  the  relatives  of  Jesus,  an  incident 
which  issues  in  a  declaration^  precisely  similar  to  that  which  the  announce- 
ment calls  forth*  After  the  refutation  of  the  Pharisaic  reproach,  and  the  dis- 
course on  the  return  of  the  unclean  spirit,  a  woman  in  the  crowd  is  filled  with 
admiration,  and  pronounces  the  mother  of  Jesus  blessed,  on  which  Jesus,  as 
before  on  the  announcement  of  his  mother,  replies ;  Veay  rather  blessed  are 
they  who  hear  the  word  of  God  and  keep  itl^  Schleiermacher  here  again  pre- 
fers the  account  of  Luke  :  he  thinks  this  little  digression  on  the  exclamation 
of  the  woman  especially  evinces  a  fresh  and  lively  recollection,  which  has 
inserted  it  in  its  real  place  and  circumstances ;  whereas  Matthew,  confounding 
the  answer  of  Jesus  to  the  ejaculation  of  the  woman,  with  the  very  similar  one 
to  the  announcement  of  his  relatives,  gives  to  the  latter  the  place  of  the  former, 
and  thus  passes  over  the  scene  with  the  woman.^  But  how  the  woman  could 
feel  herself  hurried  away  into  so  enthusiastic  an  exclamation,  precisely  on 
hearing  the  abstruse  discourse  on  the  return  of  the  expelled  demons,  or  even 
the  foregoing  reprehensive  reply  to  the  Pharisees,  it  is  difficult  to  understand, 
and  the  contrary  conjecture  to  that  of  Schleiermacher  might  rather  be  estab* 
lished;  namely,  that  in  the  place  of  the  announcement '  of  the  relatives,  the 
writer  of  the  third  gospel  inserted  the  scene  with  the  woman,  from  its  having 
a  like  termination.  I'he  evangelical  tradition,  as  we  see  from  Matthew  and 
Mark,  whether  from  historical  or  merely  accidental  motives,  had  associated 
the  above  visit  and  the  saying  about  the  spiritual  relatives,  with  the  discourse 
of  Jesus  on  the  accusation  of  a  league  with  Beelzebub,  and  on  the  return  of 
the  unclean  spirit ;  and  Luke  also,  when  he  came  to  the  conclusion  of  that 
discourse,  was  reminded  of  the  anecdote  of  the  visit  and  its  point — the  extol- 
ling of  a  spiritual  relationship  to  Jesus.  But  he  had  already  mentioned  the 
visit  f  he  therefore  seized  on  the  scene  with  the  woman,  which  presented  a 

'  Schneckenburger  (uber  den  Ur.  s.  54)  finds  an  attempt  at  dramatic  efTect  in  the  c/W  rtt, 
and  the  iKr^ivo.t  ^  X^^P*  of  Matthew,  as  compared  with  the  elToir  and  vepip\€}pdfUPot 
KVK\<fi  of  Mark.  This  is  a  remarkable  proof  of  the  partial  acumen  which  plays  so  distin- 
guished a  part  to  the  disadvantage  of  Matthew  in  modern  criticism.  For  who  does  not  see 
that  if  Matthew  had  eZror,  it  would  be  numbered  among  the  proofs  that  his  narrative  is  want- 
ing in  dramatic  life  ?  As  for  the  words  im-cimt  Hfp  X^'P^i  there  is  nothing  to  be  discovered 
in  them  which  could  give  to  them  more  than  to  the  ve^/SXc^/icpot  of  Mark,  the  stamp  of 
artificiality  ;  we  might  as  well  attribute  the  latter  expression  to  Mark's  already  discovered 
fondness  for  describing  the  action  of  the  eyes,  and  consequently  regard  it  as  an  addition  of 
his  own. 

*  Answer  to  the  announcement,  viii.  21  :  Answer  to  the  woman,  xi.  28  :  /AevoOrye 
fiijryip  fioO  Kcd  dScK^  /lov  olh-oL  tlaiv  ol  rhv  ^uucdpioi  (sc.  ovx  "h  M^^P  M<>u,  dXX*)  ol  dKou- 
X^Toy  Tw  0€ou  dfCQurrcf  koI  iriK«vKret  a&r&w.          omtt  r^  Xliyov  rou  0€w  koX  4>u\M(rwTet  OL^iy ' 

*  Ut  sup  s.  177  f. 

'  That  which  decided  the  Evangelist  to  place  the  visit  after  the  parable  of  the  sower,  was 
probably  not,  as  Schleiermacher  thinks,  a  real  chronological  connexion.  On  the  contrary, 
we  recognize  the  usual  characteristic  of  his  arrangement,  in  the  transition  from  the  concluding 
sentence  in  the  explanation  of  the  parable  :  these  are  they  who  having  heard  the  word^  keep 
it,  and  bring  forth  fruit  with  paiience,  to  the  similar  expression  of  Jesus  on  the  occasion  of 
the  visit :  those  who  hear  the  word  of  God  and  do  it. 
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similar  termination.  From  the  strong  resemblance  between  the  two  anec- 
dotes, 1  can  scarcely  believe  that  they  are  founded  on  two  really  distinct  inci- 
dents ;  rather,  it  is  more  likely  that  the  memorable  declaration  of  Jesus,  that 
he  preferred  his  spiritual  before  his  bodily  relatives,  had  in  the  legend  received 
two  different  settings  or  frames.  According  to  one,  it  seemed  the  most 
natural  that  such  a  depreciation  of  his  kindred  should  be  united  with  an  actual 
rejection  of  them  ;  to  another,  that  the  exaltation  of  those  who  were  spiritu- 
ally near  to  him,  should  be  called  forth  by  a  blessing  pronounced  on  those 
who  were  nearest  to  him  in  the  flesh.  Of  these  two  forms  of  the  legend, 
Matthew  and  Mark  give  only  the  first ;  Luke,  however,  had  already  disposed, 
of  this  on  an  earlier  occasion  ;  when,  therefore,  he  came  to  the  passage  where, 
in  the  common  evangelical  tradition,  that  anecdote  occurred,  he  was  induced 
to  supply  its  place  by  the  second  form. 

§87. 

CONTENTIONS   FOR   PRE-EMINENCE   AMONG  THE   DISCIPLES.      THE  LOVE  OF 

JESUS   FOR  CHILDREN. 

The  three  first  Evangelists  narrate  several  contentions  for  pre-eminence 
which  arose  among  the  disciples,  with  the  manner  in  which  Jesus  composed 
these  differences.  One  such  contention,  which  is  said  to  have  arisen  among 
the  disciples  after  the  transfiguration,  and  the  first  prediction  of  the  passion, 
is  common  to  all  the  gospels  (Matt,  xviii.  i  ff. ;  Mark  ix.  33  ff. ;  Luke  ix. 
46  ff.).  There  are  indeed  divergencies  in  the  narratives,  but  the  identity  of 
the  incident  on  which  they  are  founded  is  attested  by  the  fact,  that  in  all  of 
them,  Jesus  sets  a  little  child  before  his  disciples  as  an  example ;  a  scene 
which,  as  Schleiermacher  remarks,^  would  hardly  be  repeated.  Matthew  and 
Mark  concur  in  mentioning  a  dispute  about  pre-eminence,  which  was  excited 
by  the  two  sons  of  Zebedee.  These  disciples  (according  to  Mark),  or  their 
mother  for  them  (according  to  Matthew),  petitioned  for  the  two  first  places 
next  to  Jesus  in  the  messianic  kingdom  (Matt.  xx.  20  ff.  ;  Mark  x.  35  ff.).' 
Of  such  a  request  on  the  part  of  the  sons  of  Zebedee,  the  third  Evangelist 
knows  nothing ;  but  apart  from  this  occasion,  there  is  a  further  contention  for 
pre-eminence,  on  which  discourses  are  uttered,  similar  to  those  which  the  two 
first  Evangelists  ^ave  connected  with  the  above  petition.  At  the  last  supper 
of  which  Jesus  partook  with  his  disciples  before  his  passion,  Luke  makes  the 
latter  fall  into  a  <^tXov€ticta  {dispute)  which  among  them  shall  be  the  greatest ; 
a  dispute  which  Jesus  seeks  to  quell  by  the  same  reasons,  and  partly  with  the 
same  words,  that  Matthew  and  Mark  give  in  connexion  with  the  ayavoKn^o-ts, 
{indignation),  excited  in  the  disciples  generally  by  the  request  of  the  sons  of 
Zebedee.  Luke  here  reproduces  a  sentence  which  he,  in  common  with  Mark, 
had  previously  given  almost  in  the  same  form,  as  accompanying  the  presen- 
tation of  the  child ;  and  which  Matthew  has,  not  only  on  the  occasion  of 

^  Ut  sup.  s.  152. 

'  Schuiz  (ub.  d.  Abendm.  s.  320)  speaks  consistently  with  the  tone  of  the  recent  criticism 
on  Matthew  when  he  asserts,  that  he  does  not  doubt  for  a  fnonunt  that  every  observant 
reader  will,  without  hesitation^  prefer  the  representation  of  Mark,  who,  without  mentioning 
the  mother,  confines  the  whole  transaction  to  Jesus  and  the  two  apostles.  But  so  far  as  his- 
torical probability  is  concerned,  1  would  ask,  why  should  not  a  woman,  who  was  one  of  the 
female  companions  of  Jesus  (Matt,  xxvii.  56),  have  ventured  on  such  a  petition  ?  As  regards 
psychological  probability,  the  sentiment  of  the  church,  in  the  choice  of  the  passage  for  St. 
Jameses  day,  has  usually  decided  in  favour  of  Matthew  ;  for  so  solemn  a  prayer,  uttered  on 
the  spur  of  the  moment,  is  just  in  character  with  a  woman,  and  more  especially  a  mother 
devoted  to  her  sons. 
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Salome's  prayer,  but  also  in  the  great  anti-pharisaic  discourse  (comp.  Luke  xxii. 
26;  Mark  ix.  35  ;  Luke  ix.  48 ;  Matt.  xx.  26  f.,  xxiii.  11).  However  credible  it 
may  be  that  with  the  worldly  messianic  hopes  of  the  disciples,  Jesus  should 
often  have  to  suppress  disputes  among  them  on  the  subject  of  their  future 
rank  in  the  Messiah's  kingdom,  it  is  by  no  means  probable  that,  for  example, 
the  sentence,  Whosoever  will  be  great  among  you^  let  him  be  the  servant  of  all: 
should  be  spoken,  ist,  on  the  presentation  of  the  child ;  2pdly,  in  connexion 
with  the  prayer  of  the  sons  of  Zebedee  \  3rdly,  in  the  anti-pharisaic  discourse, 
and  4thly,  at  the  last  supper.  There  is  here  obviously  a  traditional  confusion, 
whether  it  be  (as  Sieffert  in  such  cases  is  fond  of  supposing)  that  several 
originally  distinct  occurrences  have  been  assimilated  by  the  legend,  i.e.  the 
same  discourse  erroneously  repeated  on  various  occasions ;  or  that  out  of  one 
incident  the  legend  has  made  many,  i.e.  has  invented  various  occasions  for 
the  same  discourse.  Our  decision  between  these*  two  possibilities  must 
depend  on  the  answer  to  the  following  question :  Have  the  various  facts^  to 
which  the  analogous  discourses  on  humility  are  attached,  the  dependent  ap- 
pearance of  mere  frames  to  the  discourses,  or  the  independent  one  of  occur- 
rences that  carry  their  truth  and  significance  in  themselves  ? 

It  will  not  be  denied  that  the  petition  of  the  sons  of  Zebedee,  is  in  itselt 
too  specific  and  remarkable  to  be  a  mere  background  to  the  ensuing  dis- 
course ;  and  the  same  judgment  must  be  passed  on  the  scene  with  the  child : 
so  that  we  have  already  two  cases  of  contention  for  pre-eminence  subsisting 
in  themselves.  If  we  would  assign  to  each  of  these  occurrences  its  appropriate 
discourses,  the  declarations  which  Matthew  connects  with  the  presentation  of 
the  child  :  Unless  ye  become  as  this  child^  etc.,  and  Whosoever  shall  humble 
himself  as  this  child,  etc.,  evidently  belong  to  this  occasion.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  sentences  on  ruling  and  serving  in  the  world -and  in  the  kingdom  of 
Jesus,  seem  to  be  a  perfectly  suitable  comment  on  the  petition  of  the  sons  of 
Zebedee,  with  which  Matthew  associates  them  :  also  the  saying  about  the  first 
and  the  last,  the  greatest  and  the  least,  which  Mark  and  Luke  give  so  early  as 
at  the  scene  with  the  child,  Matthew  seems  rightly  to  have  reserved  for  the 
scene  with  the  sons  of  Zebedee.  It  is  otherwise  with  the  contention  spoken 
of  by  Luke  (xxii.  24  ff.).  This  contention  originates  in  no  particular  occasion, 
nor  does  it  issue  in  any  strongly  marked  scene  (unless  we  choose  to  insert 
here  the  washing  of  the  disciples'  feet,  described  by  John,  who,  for  the  rest, 
mentions  no  dispute; — of  which  scene,  however,  we  cannot  treat  until  we 
come  to  the  history  of  the  Passion).  On  the  contrary,  this  contention  is 
ushered  in  merely  by  the  words,  ^eVcro  3c  fcat  <^iA.oveucta  iv  avrois, — nearly  the 
same  by  which  the  first  contention  is  introduced,  ix.  46, — ^and  leads  to  a  dis- 
course from  Jesus,  which,  as  we  have  already  noticed,  Matthew  and  Mark 
represent  him  to  have  delivered  in  connexion  with  the  earlier  instances  of 
rivalry ;  so  that  this  passage  of  Luke  has  nothing  peculiarly  its  own,  beyond 
its  position,  at  the  last  supper.  This  position,  however,  is  not  very  secure ; 
for  that  immediately  after  the  discourse  on  the  betrayer,  so  humiliating  to  the 
disciples,  pride  should  so  strongly  have  taken  possession  of  them,  is  as  diffi- 
cult to  believe,  as  it  is  easy  to  discover,  by  a  comparison  of  v.  23  and  24,  how 
the  writer  might  be  led,  without  historical  grounds,  to  insert  here  a  contention 
for  pre-eminence.  It  is  clear  that  the  words  koL  airroX  iqpiavTo  avirfrtlv  irpot 
lavrov9,  TO,  rt9  apa  €irf  i$  airwv  6  rovro  /icAAcuv  irpda'(r€iv  ;  suggested  tO  him  the 
similar  ones,  lyivrro  Sc  koI  ^lAovctxia  cv  avrois,  ro^  tC%  airrSti^  doxci  etvai  /ictifcuv ; 
that  is,  the  disputes  about  the  betrayer  called  to  his  remembrance  the  disputes 
about  pre-eminence.  One  such  dispute  indeed,  he  had  already  mentioned, 
but  had  only  connected  with  it,  one  sentence  excepted,  the  discourses  occa- 
sioned by  the  exhibition  of  the  child  ;  he  had  yet  in  reserve  those  which  the 
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two  first  Evangelists  attach  to  the  petition  of  the  sons  of  Zebedee,  an  occasion 
which  seems  not  to  have  been  present  to  the  mind  of  the  third  Evangelist, 
whence  he  introduces  the  discourses  pertaining  to  it  here,  with  the  general 
statement  that  they  originated  in  a  contention  for  pre-eminence,  which  broke 
out  among  the  disciples.  Meanwhile  the  chronological  position,  also,  of  the 
two  first-named  disputes  about  rank,  has  very  little  probability ;  for  in  both 
instances,  it  is  after  a  prediction  of  the  passion,  which,  like  the  prediction  of 
the  betrayal,  would  seem  calculated  to  suppress  such  thoughts  of  earthly 
ambition.*  We  therefore  welcome  the  indication  which  the  evangelical  narra- 
tive itself  presents,  of  the  manner  in  which  the  narrators  were  led  unhistori- 
cally  to  such  an  arrangement.  In  the  answer  of  Jesus  to  the  prayer  of  Salome, 
the  salient  point  was  the  suffering  that  awaited  him  and  his  disciples  ;  hence 
by  the  most  natural  association  of  ideas,  the  ambition  of  the  two  disciples,  the 
antidote  to  which  was  the  announcement  of  approaching  trial,  was  connected 
with  the  prediction  of  the  passion.  Again,  on  the  first  occasion  of  rivalry,  the 
preceding  prediction  of  the  passion  leads  in  Mark  and  Luke  to  the  observa- 
tion, that  the  disciples  did  not  understand  the  words  of  Jesus,  and  yet  feared 
to  ask  him  concerning  them,  whence  it  may  be  inferred  that  they  debated 
and  disputed  on  the  subject  among  themselves ;  here,  then,  the  association 
of  ideas  caused  the  Evangelists  to  introduce  the  contention  for  pre-eminence, 
also  carried  on  in  the  absence  of  Jesus.  This  explanation  is  not  applicable 
to  the  narrative  of  Matthew,  for  there,  between  the  prediction  of  the  passion 
and  the  dispute  of  the  disciples,  the  anecdote  of  the  coin  angled  for  by  Peter, 
intervenes. 

With  the  above  contentions  for  pre-eminence,  another  anecdote  is  indirectly 
connected  by  means  of  the  child  which  is  put  forward  on  one  of  those  occa- 
sions. Children  are  brought  to  Jesus  that  he  may  bless  them  ;  the  disciples 
wish  to  prevent  it,  but  Jesus  speaks  the  encouraging  words.  Suffer  little  chil- 
dren to  come  unto  me,  and  adds  that  only  for  children,  and  those  who  resemble 
children,  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven  destined  (Matt.  xix.  13  ff. ;  Mark  x.  13  flf. ; 
Luke  xviii.  15  flf.).  This  narrative  has  many  points  of  resemblance  to  that  of 
the  child  placed  in  the  midst  of  the  disciples.  Firstly,  in  both,  Jesus  presents 
children  as  a  model,  and  declares  that  only  those  who  resemble  children  can 
enter  the  kingdom  of  God ;  secondly,  in  both,  the  disciples  appear  in  the 
light  of  opposition  to  children ;  and,  thirdly,  in  both,  Mark  says,  that  Jesus 
took  the  children  in  his  arms  (^vayicaXurafi€vo9).  If  these  points  of  resem- 
blance be  esteemed  adequate  ground  for  reducing  the  two  narratives  to  one, 
the  latter  must,  beyond  all  question,  be  retained  as  the  nearest  to  truth,  be- 
cause the  saying  of  Jesus,  Suffer  little  children,  etc.,  which  from  its  retaining 
this  original  form  in  all  the  narratives,  bears  the  stamp  of  genuineness,  could 
scarcely  have  been  uttered  on  the  other  occasion ;  whereas,  the  sentences  on 
children  as  patterns  of  humility,  given  in  connexion  with  the  contention  about 
rank,  might  very  well  have  been  uttered  under  the  circumstances  above  de- 
scribed, in  retrospective  allusion  to  previous  contentions  about  rank.  Never- 
theless, this  might  rather  be  the  place  for  supposing  an  assimilation  of  origin- 
ally diverse  occurrences,  since  it  is  at  least  evident,  that  Mark  has  inserted  the 
expression  ^ayfcoAio-a/xcvof  in  both,  simply  on  account  of  the  resemblance 
between  the  two  scenes. 

*  Compare  Schletermacher,  ut  sup.  s.  283. 
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§  88. 
THE  PURIFICATION"  OF  THE  TEMPLE. 

Jesus,  during  his  first  residence  in  Jerusalem,  according  to  John  (ii.  14  ff.), 
according  to  the  synoptists,  during  his  last  (Matt  xxi.  12  IT.  parall.),  under- 
took the  purification  of  the  temple.  The  ancient  commentators  thought,  and 
many  modern  ones  still  think,^  that  these  were  separate  events,  especially  as, 
besides  the  chronological  difference,  there  is  some  divergency  between  the 
three  first  Evangelists  and  the  fourth  in  their  particulars.  While,  namely,  the 
former,  in  relation  to  the  conduct  of  Jesus,  merely  speak  in  general  terms  of 
an  expulsion^  cK^SaAAciv,  John  says  that  he  made  a  scourge  of  small  cords ^ 
ffipayiXXiov  €k  (rxoivLav,  for  this  purpose  :  again,  while  according  to  the  former, 
he  treats  all  the  sellers  alike,  he  appears,  according  to  John,  to  make  some 
distinction,  and  to  use  the  sellers  of  doves  somewhat  more  mildly ;  moreover, 
John  does  not  say  that  he  drove  out  the  buyers,  as  well  as  the  sellers.  There 
is  also  a  difference  as  to  the  language  used  by  Jesus  on  the  occasion ;  in  the 
synoptical  gospels,  it  is  given  in  the  form  of  an  exact  quotation  from  the  Old 
Testament ;  in  John,  merely  as  a  free  allusion.  But,  above  all,  there  is  a 
difference  as  to  the  result :  in  the  fourth  gospel,  Jesus  is  immediately  called 
to  account ;  in  the  synoptical  gospels,  we  read  nothing  of  this,  and  according 
to  them,  it  is  not  until  the  following  day  that  the  Jewish  authorities  put  to 
Jesus  a  question,  which  seems  to  have  reference  to  the  purification  of  the 
temple  (Matt  xxi.  23  ff.),  and  to  which  Jesus  replies  quite  otherwise  than  to 
the  remonstrance  in  the  fourth  gospel.  To  explain  the  repetition  of  such  a 
measure,  it  is  remarked  that  the  abuse  was  not  likely  to  cease  on  the  first 
expulsion,  and  that  on  every  revival  of  it,  Jesus  would  feel  himself  anew  called 
on  to  interfere ;  that,  moreover,  the  temple  purification  in  John  is  indicated 
to  be  an  earlier  event  than  that  in  the  synoptical  gospels,  by  the  circumstance, 
that  the  fourth  Evangelist  represents  Jesus  as  being  immediately  called  to 
account,  while  his  impunity  in  the  other  case  appears  a  natural  consequence 
of  the  heightened  consideration  which  he  had  in  the  meantime  won. 

But  allowing  to  these  divergencies  their  full  weight,  the  agreement  between 
the  two  narratives  preponderates.  We  have  in  both  the  same  abuse,  the  same 
violent  mode  of  checking  it,  by  casting  out  (cK^SaXXciv)  the  people,  and  over- 
throwing (avaarp€<ti€iv)  the  tables ;  nay,  virtually,  the  same  language  in  justi- 
fication of  this  procedure,  for  in  John,  as  well  as  in  the  other  gospels,  the 
words  of  Jesus  contain  a  reference,  though  not  a  verbally  precise  one,  to 
Isa.  Ivi.  7;  Jer.  vii.  xi.  These  important  points  of  resemblance  must  at 
least  extort  such  an  admission  as  that  of  Sieffert,^  namely,  that  the  two  occur- 
rences, originally  but  little  alike,  were  assimilated  by  tradition,  the  features  of 
the  one  being  transferred  to  the  other.  But  thus  much  seems  clear;  the 
synoptists  know  as  little  of  an  earlier  event  of  this  kind,  as  in  fact  of  an 
earlier  visit  of  Jesus  to  Jerusalem  :  and  the  fourth  Evangelist  seems  to  have 
passed  over  the  purification  of  the  temple  after  the  last  entrance  of  Jesus  into 
the  metropolis,  not  because  he  presumed  it  to  be  already  known  from  the 
other  gospels,  but  because  he  believed  that  he  must  give  an  early  date  to  the 
sole  act  of  the  kind  with  which  he  was  acquainted.  If  then  each  of  the 
Evangelists  knew  only  of  one  purification  of  the  temple,  we  are  not  warranted 
either  by  the  slight  divergencies  in  the  description  of  the  event,  or  by  the 
important  difference  in  its  chronological  position,  to  suppose  that  there  were 

^  Paulus  and  Tholack,  in  loc. ;  Neander,  L.  J.  Chr. ,  s.  388,  Anm. 
*  Ueber  den  Urspr.  s.  108  ff. 
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two ;  since  chronological  differences  are  by  no  means  rare  in  the  gospels,  and 
are  quite  natural  in  writings  of  traditional  origin.  It  is  therefore  with  justice 
that  our  most  modern  interpreters  have,  after  the  example  of  some  older  ones, 
declared  themselves  in  favour  of  the  identity  of  the  two  histories.' 

On  which  side  lies  the  error  ?    We  may  know  beforehand  how  the  criticism 
of  the  present  day  will  decide  on  this  question :  namely,  in  favour  of  the 
fourth  gospel.     According  to  Liicke,  the  scourge,  the  diversified  treatment  of 
the  different  classes  of  traders,  the  more  indirect  allusion  to  the  Old  Testa- 
ment passage,  are  so  many  indications  that  the  writer  was  an  eye  and  ear_ 
witness  of  the  scene  he  describes ;  while  as  to  chronology,  it  is  well  known 
that  this  is  in  no  degree  regarded  by  the  synoptists,  but  only  by  John,  whence, 
according  to  Sieffert,*  to  surrender  the  narrative  of  the  latter  to  that  of  the 
former,  would  be  to  renounce  the  certain  for  the  uncertain.     As  to  John's 
dramatic  details,  we  may  match  them  by  a  particular  peculiar  to  Mark,  A?td 
they  would  not  suffer  that  any  man  should  carry  any  vessel  through  the  temple 
(v.  1 6),  which  besides  has  a  support  in  the  Jewish  custom  which  did  not  |>er- 
mit  the  court  of  the  temple  to  be  made  a  thoroughfare.*    If,  nevertheless,  this 
particular  is  put  to  the  account  of  Mark's  otherwise  ascertained  predilection 
for  arbitrary  embellishment,®  what  authorizes   us  to  regard  similar  artistic 
touches  from  the  fourth  £vangelist,  as  necessary  proofs  of  his  having  been  an 
eye-witness  ?    To  appeal  here  to  his  character  of  eye-witness  as  a  recognized 
fact,7  is  too  glaring  2ipetUio  principit,  at  least  in  the  point  of  view  taken  by  a 
comparative  criticism,  in  which  the  decision  as  to  whether  the  artistic  details 
of  the  fourth  Evangelist  are  mere  embellishments,  must  depend  solely  on 
intrinsic  probability.     Although  the  different  treatment  of  the  different  classes 
of  men  is  in  itself  a  probable  feature,  and  the  freer  allusion  to  the  Old  Testa- 
ment is  at  least  an  indifferent  one ;  it  is  quite  otherwise  with  the  most  striking 
feature  in  the  narrative  of  John.     Origen  has  set  the  example  of  objecting  to 
the  twisting  and  application  of  the  scourge  of  small  cords,  as  far  too  violent 
and  disorderly  a  procedure.®     Modern  interpreters  soften  the  picture  by  sup- 
posing that  Jesus  used  the  scourge  merely  against  the  cattle  ^  (a  supposition, 
however,  opposed  to  the  text,  which  represents  all  iravrw;  as  being  driven  out 
by  the  scourge) ;  yet  still  they  cannot  avoid  perceiving  the  use  of  a  scourge 
at  all  to  be  unseemly  in  a  person  of  the  digni^  of  Jesus,  and  only  calculated 
to  aggravate   the  already  tumultuary  character  of  the  proceeding.'^     The 
feature  peculiar  to  Mark  is  encumbered  with  no  such  difficulties,  and  while  it 
is  rejected,  is  this  of  John  to  be  received  ?     Certainly  not,  if  we  can  only 
find  an  indication  in  what  way  the  fourth  Evangelist  might  be  led  to  the  free 
invention  of  such  a  particular.     Now  it  is  evident  from  the  quotation  v.  17, 
which  is  peculiar  to  him,  that  he  looked  on  the  act  of  Jesus  as  a  demonstra- 
tion of  holy  zeal — a  sufficient  temptation  to  exaggerate  the  traits  of  zealous- 
ness  in  his  conduct 

In  relation  to  the  chronological  difference,  we  need  only  remember  how 
the  fourth  Evangelist  antedates  the  acknowledgment  of  Jesus  as  the  Messiah 
by  the  disciples,  and  the  conferring  of  the  name  of  Peter  on  Simon,  to  be 
freed  from  the  common  assumption  of  his  pre-eminent  chronological  accuracy, 

'  Liicke,  i.  s.  435  ff.  ;  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  i.  I,  s.  174  f.  ;  i.  3,  s.  4a 
^  Ut  sup.  s.  109 ;  comp.  Schneckenburger,  s.  26  f. 
^  Lightfoot,  s.  632,  from  Bab.  Jevamotii,  f.  vi.  2. 
'  Liicke,  s.  43S. 

'  Liicke,  s.  437  ;  SiefTert,  s.  1 10. 

^  Comm.  in  Job.  torn.  10,  §  17;  0pp.  I,  p.  322,  ed.  Lommatzsch. 
*  Kuinbl,  in  loc. 
'^  Bretschneider,  Probab.  p.  43. 
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which  is  alleged  in  favour  of  his  position  of  the  purification  of  the  temple. 
For  this  particular  case,  however,  it  is  impossible  to  show  any  reason  why  the 
occurrence  in  question  would  better  suit  the  time  of  the  first  than  of  the  last 
passover  visited  by  Jesus,  whereas  there  are  no  slight  grounds  for  the  oppo- 
site opinion.  It  is  true  that  nothing  in  relation  to  chronology  is  to  be  founded 
on  the  improbability  that  Jesus  should  so  early  have  referred  to  his  death  and 
resurrection,  as  he  must  have  done,  according  to  John's  interpretation  of  the 
saying  about  the  destruction  and  rebuilding  of  the  temple ;  ^^  for  we  shall  see, 
in  the  proper  place,  that  this  reference  to  the  death  and  resurrection,  owes 
its  introduction  into  the  declaration  of  Jesus  to  the  Evangelist  alone.  But  it 
is  no  inconsiderable  argument  against  John's  position  of  the  event,  that  Jesus, 
with  his  prudence  and  tact,  would  hardly  have  ventured  thus  early  on  so 
violent  an  exercise  of  his  messianic  authority.^  For  in  that  first  period  of  his 
ministry  he  had  not  given  himself  out  as  the  Messiah,  and  under  any  other 
than  messianic  authority,  such  a  step  could  then  scarcely  have  been  hazarded  ; 
moreover,  he  in  the  beginning  rather  chose  to  meet  his  cotemporaries  on 
friendly  ground,  and  it  is  therefore  hardly  credible  that  he  should  at  once, 
without  trying  milder  means,  have  adopted  an  appearance  so  antagonistic. 
But  to  the  last  week  of  his  life  such  a  scene  is  perfectly  suited.  Then,  afler 
his  messianic  entrance  into  Jerusalem,  it  was  his  direct  aim  in  all  that  he  did 
and  said,  to  assert  his  messiahship,  in  defiance  of  the  contradiction  of  his 
enemies ;  then,  all  lay  so  entirely  at  stake,  that  nothing  more  was  to  be  lost 
by  such  a  step. 

As  regards  the  nature  of  the  event,  Origen  long  ago  thought  it  incredible, 
that  so  great  a  multitude  should  have  unresistingly  submitted  to  a  single  man, 
— one,  too,  whose  claims  had  ever  been  obstinately  contested :  his  only  re- 
source in  this  exigency  is  to  appeal  to  the  superhuman  power  of  Jesus,  by 
virtue  of  which  he  was  able  suddenly  to  extinguish  the  wrath  of  his  enemies, 
or  to  render  it  impotent ;  and  hence  Origen  ranks  this  expulsion  among  the 
greatest  miracles  of  Jesus. ^^  Modern  expositors  decline  the  miracle,^^  but 
Paulus  is  the  only  one  among  them  who  has  adequately  weighed  Origen's 
remark,  that  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things  the  multitude  would  have  opposed 
themselves  to  a  single  person.  Whatever  may  be  said  of  the  surprise  caused 
by  the  suddenness  of  the  appearance  of  Jesus  ^^  (if,  as  John  relates,  he  made 
himself  a  scourge  of  cords,  he  would  need  some  time  for  preparation),  of  the 
force  of  right  on  his  side  ^'  (on  the  side  of  those  whom  he  attacked,  however, 
there  was  established  usage) ;  or,  finally,  of  the  irresistible  impression  pro- 
duced by  the  personality  of  Jesus  ^7  (on  usurers  and  cattle-dealers — on  brute 
men,  as  Paulus  calls  them  ?) :  still,  such  a  multitude,  certain  as  it  might  be  of 
the  protection  of  the  priesthood,  would  not  have  unresistingly  allowed  them- 
selves to  be  driven  out  of  the  temple  by  a  single  man.  Hence  Paulus  is  of 
opinion  that  a  number  of  others,  equally  scandalized  by  the  sacrilegious  traffic, 
made  common  cause  with  Jesus,  and  that  to  their  united  strength  the  buyers 

^^  English  Commentators,  ap.  Liicke,  i,  s.  435  f.,  Anm. 

^*  Eng.  Comm.  ap  Liicke.  Acconling  to  Neander  (s.  387,  Anm. ),  Jesus,  after  his  last 
entrance  into  Jerusalem,  when  the  enthusiasm  of  the  populace  was  on  his  side,  must  have 
shunned  every  act  that  could  be  interpreted  into  a  design  of  using  external  force,  and  thus 
creatine  distusbances.  But  he  must  equally  have  shunned  this  at  the  beginning,  as  at  the 
end,  of  his  career,  and  the  proceeding  in  the  temple  was  rather  a  provocation  of  external 
force  against  himself,  than  a  use  of  it  for  his  own  purposes. 

^  Comm.  in  Toh.  Tom.  10.  16,  p.  321  f.,  ed.  Lommatzch. 

**  Liicke,  in  loc. 

^*  Liicke,  s.  413. 

^'  lb.  and  Tholiick,  in  loc. 

>^  Olshausen,  i,  s.  785. 
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and  sellers  were  compelled  to  yield.^^  But  this  supposition  is  fatal  to  the 
entire  incident,  for  it  makes  Jesus  the  cause  of  an  open  tumult ;  and  it  is  not 
easy  either  to  reconcile  this  conduct  with  his  usual  aversion  to  everything 
revolutionary,  or  to  explain  the  omission  of  his  enemies  to  use  it  as  an  accu- 
sation against  him.  For  that  they  held  themselves  bound  in  conscience  to 
admit  that  the  conduct  of  Jesus  was  justifiable  in  this  case,  is  the  less  credible, 
since,  according  to  a  rabbinical  authority, ^*  the  Jews  appear  to  have  been  so 
far  from  taking  umbrage  at  the  market  in  the  court  of  the  Gentiles  (and  this 
is  all  we  are  to  understand  by  the  word  Icpov),*^  that  the  absence  of  it  seemed 
to  them  like  a  melancholy  desolation  of  the  temple.  According  to  this,  it  is 
not  surprising  that  Origen  casts  a  doubt  on  the  historical  value  of  this  narrative, 
by  the  expression,  ctyc  /cat  avn;  yeyiyrjfrajL  {if  it  really  happerud\  and  at  most 
admits  that  the  Evangelist,  in  order  to  present  an  idea  allegorically,  fral 
ycf€)nfifM.hn3^  awixpiiouTo  vpayfiari  (also  borrowed  the  form  of  an  actual  occur- 
rena)?^ 

But  in  order  to  contest  the  reality  of  this  history,  in  defiance  of  the  agree- 
ment of  all  the  four  Evangelists,  the  negative  grounds  hitherto  adduced  must  be 
seconded  by  satisfactory  positive  ones,  from  whence  it  might  be  seen  how  the 
primitive  Christian  legend  could  be  led  to  the  invention  of  such  a  scene,  apart 
from  any  historical  foundation.  But  these  appear  to  be  wanting.  For  our 
only  positive  data  in  relation  to  this  occurrence  are  the  passages  cited  by  the 
synoptists  from  Isaiah  and  Jeremiah,  prohibiting  that  the  temple  should  be 
made  a  den  of  robbers  \  and  the  passage  from  Malachi  iii.  1-3,  according  to 
which  it  was  expected  that  in  the  messianic  times  Jehovah  would  suddenly 
come  to  his  temple,  that  no  one  would  stand  before  his  appearing,  and  that 
he  would  undertake  a  purification  of  the  people  and  the  worship.  Certainly 
these  passages  seem  to  have  some  bearing  on  the  irresistible  reforming  acti- 
vity of  Jesus  in  the  temple,  as  described  by  our  Evangelists  ;  but  there  is  so 
little  indication  that  they  had  reference  in  particular  to  the  market  in  the 
outer  court  of  the  temple,  that  it  seems  necessary  to  suppose  an  actual  oppo- 
sition on  the  part  of  Jesus  to  this  abuse,  in  order  to  account  for  the  fulfilment 
of  the  above  prophecies  by  him  being  represented  under  the  form  of  an  ex- 
pulsion of  buyers  and  sellers. 


§89. 

NARRATIVES  OF  THE  ANOINTING  OF  JESUS   BY  A  WOMAN. 

An  occasion  on  which  Jesus  was  anointed  by  a  woman  as  he  sat  at  meat,  is 
mentioned  by  all  the  Evangelists  (Matt  xxvL  6  ff. ;  Mark  xiv.  3  If. ;  Luke  viL 
36  fF. ;  John  xiL  i  ff.),  but  with  some  divergencies,  the  most  important  of 
which  lie  between  Luke  and  the  other  three.  First,  as  to  the  chronology ; 
Luke  places  the  incident  in  the  earlier  period  of  the  life  of  Jesus,  before  his 
departure  from  Galilee,  while  the  other  three  assign  it  to  the  last  week  of  his 
life  \  secondly,  as  to  the  character  of  the  woman  who  anoints  Jesus  :  she  is, 
according  to  Luke,  a  woman  who  was  a  sinner^  yvnri\  dfMLfyrwXo^ ;  according  to 
the  two  other  synoptists,  a  person  of  unsullied  reputation ;  according  to  John, 
who  is  more  precise,  Mary  of  Bethany.  From  the  second  point  of  difference 
it  follows,  that  in  Luke  the  objection  of  the  spectators  turns  on  the  admission 

*^  Comm.  4,  s.  164. 

*'  Hieros.  Joh.  tobh.  f.  Ixi.  3,  ap.  Lightfoot,  p.  411. 

^  Liicke,  Comm.  i,  s.  41a 

'^  Ut  sup.,  comp.  also  Woolston,  Disc.  I. 
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of  SO  infamous  'a  person,  in  the  other  gospels,  on  the  wastefulness  of  the 
woman;  from  both,  it  follows,  that  Jesus  in  his  defence  dwells,  in  the  former, 
on  the  grateful  love  of  the  woman,  as  contrasted  with  the  haughty  indifference 
of  the  Pharisees,  in  the  latter,  on  his  approaching  departure,  in  opposition  to 
the  constant  presence  of  the  poor.  There  are  yet  the  minor  differences,  that 
the  place  in  which  the  entertainment  and  the  anointing  occur,  is  by  the  two  first 
and  the  fourth  Evangelists  called  Bethany,  which  according  to  John  xi.  i,  was 
a  Ktap.'q  {town\  by  Lukea  voKl^  (^^tyh  without  any  more  precise  designation  ; 
further,  that  the  objection,  according  to  the  three  former,  proceeds  from  the 
disciples,  according  to  Luke,  from  the  entertainer.  Hence  the  majority  of 
commentators  distinguish  two  anointings,  of  which  one  is  narrated  by  Luke 
the  other  by  the  three  remaining  Evangelists.^ 

But  it  must  be  asked,  if  the  reconciliation  of  Luke  with  the  other  three 
Evangelists  is  despaired  of,  whether  the  agreement  of  the  latter  amongst  them- 
selves is  so  decided,  and  whether  we  must  not  rather  proceed,  from  the  dis- 
tinction of  two  anointings,  to  the  distinction  of  three,  or  even  four  ?  To  four 
certainly  it  will  scarcely  extend ;  for  Mark  does  not  depart  from  Matthew,  ex- 
cept in  a  few  touches  of  his  well-known  dramatic  manner;  but  between  these 
two  Evangelists  on  the  one  side,  and  John  on  the  other,  there  are  differences 
which  may  fairly  be  compared  with  those  between  Luke  and  the  rest.  The 
first  difference  relates  to  the  house  in  which  the  entertainment  is  said  to  have 
been  given  ;  according  to  the  two  first  Evangelists,  it  was  the  house  of  Simon 
the  leper,  a  person  elsewhere  unnoticed ;  the  fourth  does  not,  it  is  true,  ex- 
pressly name  the  host,  but  since  he  mentions  Martha  as  the  person  who  waited 
on  the  guests,  and  her  brother  Lazarus  as  one  of  those  who  sat  at  meat,  there 
is  no  doubt  that  he  intended  to  indicate  the  house  of  the  latter  as  the  locality 
of  the  repast.^  Neither  is  the  time  of  the  occurrence  precisely  the  same,  for 
according  to  Matthew  and  Mark  the  scene  takes  place  after  the  solemn 
entrance  of  Jesus  into  Jerusalem,  only  two  days  at  the  utmost  before  the 
passover ;  according  to  John,  on  the  other  hand,  before  the  entrance,  as  early 
as  six  days  prior  to  the  passover.*  Further,  the  individual  whom  John  states 
to  be  that  Mary  of  Bethany  so  intimately  united  to  Jesus,  is  only  known  to  the 
two  first  evangelists  as  a  woman^  yvmj;  ^  neither  do  they  represent  her  as  being, 
like  Mary,  in  the  house,  and  one  of  the  host's  family,  but  as  coming,  one 
knows  not  whence,  to  Jesus,  while  he  reclined  at  table.  ^  Moreover,  the  act 
of  anointing  is  in  the  fourth  gospel  another  than  in  the  two  first.  In  the 
latter,  the  woman  pours  her  ointment  of  spikenard  on  the  head  of  Jesus ;  in 
John,  on  the  contrary,  she  anoints  his  feet,  and  dries  them  with  her  hair,^  a 
difference  which  gives  the  whole  scene  a  new  character.  Lastly,  the  two 
synoptists  are  not  aware  that  it  was  Judas  who  gave  utterance  to  the  censure 
against  the  woman;  Matthew  attributing  it  to  the  disciples,  Mark,  to  the 
spectators  generally.* 

Thus  between  the  narrative  of  John,  and  that  of  Matthew  and  Mark,  there 
is  scarcely  less  difference  than  between  the  account  of  these  three  collectively, 
and  that  of  Luke  : '  whoever  supposes  two  distinct  occurrences  in  the  one  case, 
must,  to  be  consistent,  do  so  in  the  other ;  and  thus,  with  Origen,  hold,  at 

^  Thas  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  I,  b,  s.  766 ;  L.  J.  I,  a,  s.  292 ;  Tholiick,  Liicke,  Olshausen, 
in  loc  ;  Hase,  L.  J.  §  96,  Anm. 

'  This  difference  struck  Origen,  who  has  given  a  critical  comparison  of  these  four  nar- 
ratives, to  which,  in  point  of  acumen,  there  is  no  parallel  in  more  modem  commentaries. 
See  his  in  Matth,  Comtnentarior,  scries,  0pp.  ed.  de  la  Rue,  3,  s.  892  if. 

'  Origenes,  ut  sup. 

•  lb. 

•  lb. 

•  lb. 
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least  conditionally,  that  there  were  three  separate  anointings.  So  soon,  how- 
ever, as  this  consequence  is  more  closely  examined,  it  must  create  a  difficulty, 
for  how  improbable  is  it  that  Jesus  should  have  been  expensively  anointed 
three  times,  each  time  at  a  feast,  each  time  by  a  woman,  that  woman  being 
always  a  different  one ;  that  moreover  Jesus  should,  in  each  instance,  have 
had  to  defend  the  act  of  the  woman  against  the  censures  of  the  spectators  !  ^ 
Above  all,  how  is  it  to  be  conceived  that  after  Jesus,  on  one  and  even  on  two 
earlier  occasions,  had  so  decidedly  given  his  sanction  to  the  honour  rendered 
to  him,  the  disciples,  or  one  of  them,  should  have  persisted  in  censuring  it?  * 

These  considerations  oblige  us  to  think  of  reductions,  and  it  is  the  most 
natural  to  commence  with  the  narratives  of  the  two  first  synoptists  and  of 
John,  for  these  agree  not  only  in  the  place,  Bethany,  but  also,  generally,  in  the 
time  of  the  event,  the  last  week  of  the  life  of  Jesus ;  above  all,  the  censure  and 
the  reply  are  nearly  the  same  on  both  sides.  In  connexion  with  these  simi- 
larities the  differences  lose  their  importance,  partly  from  the  improbability 
that  an  incident  of  this  kind  should  be  repeated  ;  partly  from  the  probability, 
that  in  the  traditional  propagation  of  the  anecdote  such  divergencies  should 
have  insinuated  themselves.  But  if  in  this  case  the  identity  of  the  occur- 
rences be  admitted,  in  consideration  of  the  similarities,  and  in  spite  of  the 
dissimilarities ;  then,  on  the  other  hand,  the  divergencies  peculiar  to  the 
narrative  of  Luke  can  no  longer  hinder  us  fiom  pronouncing  it  to  be  iden- 
tical with  that  of  the  three  other  Evangelists,  provided  that  there  appear  to  be 
only  a  few  important  points  of  resemblance  between  the  two.  And  such  really 
exist,  for  Luke  now  strikingly  accords  with  Matthew  and  Mark,  in  opposition 
to  John  :  now,  with  the  latter,  in  opposition  to  the  former.  Luke  gives  the 
entertainer  the  same  name  as  the  two  first  synoptists,  namely,  Simon,  the  only 
difference  being,  that  the  former  calls  him  a  Pharisee^  while  the  latter  style  him 
the  leper.  Again,  Luke  agrees  with  the  other  synoptists  in  opposition  to  John, 
in  representing  the  woman  who  anoints  Jesus  as  a  nameless  individual,  not 
belonging  to  the  house ;  and  further,  in  making  her  appear  with  a  box  of  oint- 
ment^ dXapaarpov  /ivpov,  while  John  speaks  only  of  sl  pound  0/  ointment j  Xirpa 
fivpovf  without  specifying  the  vessel.  On  the  other  hand,  Luke  coincides  in 
a  remarkable  manner  with  John,  and  differs  from  the  two  other  Evangelists,  as 
to  the  mode  of  the  anointing.  While,  namely,  according  to  the  latter,  the 
ointment  is  poured  on  the  head  of  Jesus,  according  to  Luke,  the  woman,  wAo 
was  a  sinner,  as,  according  to  John,  Mary,  anoints  the  feet  of  Jesus  ;  and  even 
the  striking  particular,  that  she  dried  them  with  her  hair,'  is  given  by  both  in 
nearly  the  same  words ;  excepting  that  in  Luke,  where  the  woman  is  described 
as  a  sinner,  it  is  added  that  she  bathed  the  feet  of  Jesus  with  her  tears,  and 
kissed  them.  Thus,  without  doubt,  we  have  here  but  one  history  under  three 
various  forms  ;  and  this  seems  to  have  been  the  real  conclusion  of  Origen,  as 
well  as  recently  of  Schleiermacher. 

In  this  state  of  the  case,  the  effort  is  to  escape  as  cheaply  as  possible,  and 
to  save  the  divergencies  of  the  several  Evangelists  at  least  from  the  appearance 
of  contradiction.  First,  with  regard  to  the  differences  between  the  two  first 
Evangelists  and  the  last,  it  has  been  attempted  to  reconcile  the  discrepant 
dates  by  the  supposition,  that  the  meal  at  Bethany  was  held  really,  as  John 
informs  us,  six  days  before  Easter ;  but  that  Matthew,  after  whom  Mark  wrote, 
has  no  contradictory  date  ;  that  rather  he  has  no  date  at  all ;  for  though  he 
inserts  the  narrrative  of  the  meal  and  the  anointing  after  the  declaration  of 

7  Comp.  Schleiermacher,  tiberden  Lukas,  s.  in. 
'  Origenes  and  Schleiermacher.     Winer,  N.  T.  Gramm.,  s.  149. 

•  Luke  vii.  38  :  ro^t  ir6daf  a^ou — ratf  John  xii.  3  :  €^4fia^  rait  0pt^lw  airift  T<At 

Bpi^l  Tfft  ice^oA^  a&r^t  €^4fMW€,  v6dat  airrw. 
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Jesus,  that  after  two  days  is  the  feast  of  the  Passover^  ore  /xcra  8vo  ^/icpas  to 
Tfoxrya.  yiveroL,  this  does  not  prove  that  he  intended  to  place  it  later  as  to  time, 
for  it  is  probable  that  he  gave  it  this  position  simply  because  he  wished  to  note 
here,  before  coming  to  the  betrayal  by  Judas,  the  occasion  on  which  the  traitor 
first  embraced  his  black  resolve,  namely,  the  repast  at  which  he  was  incensed 
by  Mary's  prodigality,  and  embittered  by  the  rebuke  of  Jesus.^^  But  in  oppo- 
sition to  this,  modern  criticism  has  shown  that,  on  the  one  hand,  in  the  mild 
and  altogether  general  reply  of  Jesus  there  could  lie  nothing  personally  offen- 
sive to  Judas ;  and  that,  on  the  other  hand,  the  two  first  gospels  do  not  name 
Judas  as  the  party  who  censured  the  anointing,  but  the  disciples  or  the  by- 
standers generally  :  whereas,  if  they  had  noted  this  scene  purely  because  it 
was  the  motive  for  the  treachery  of  Judas,  they  must  have  especially  pointed 
out  the  manifestation  of  his  feeling.  ^^  There  remains,  consequentiy,  a  chro- 
nological contradiction  in  this  instance  between  the  two  first  synoptists  and 
John :  a  contradiction  which  even  Olshausen  admits. ^^ 

It  has  been  attempted  in  a  variety  of  ways  to  evade  the  farther  difference 
as  to  the  person  of  the  host  As  Matthew  and  Mark  speak  only  of  the  house 
of  Simon  the  leper^  oiKia  Scfuovos  rov  Aeirpov,  some  have  distinguished  the 
owner  of  the  house,  Simon,  from  the  giver  of  the  entertainment,  who  doubtless 
was  Lazarus,  and  have  supposed  that  hence,  in  both  cases  without  error,  the 
fourth  £vangelist  mentions  the* latter,  the  two  first  synoptists  the  former. ^^ 
But  who  would  distinguish  an  entertainment  by  the  name  of  the  householder, 
if  he  were  not  in  any  way  the  giver  of  the  entertainment  ?  Again,  since  John 
does  not  expressly  call  Lazarus  the  host,  but  merely  one  of  the  (rwamxci/xcViiyv 
(those  sitting  at  the  table\  and  since  the  inference  that  he  was  the  host  is 
drawn  solely  from  the  circumstance  that  his  sister  Martha  served^  Sii/kovci  \ 
others  have  regarded  Simon  as  the  husband  of  Martha,  either  separated  on 
account  of  his  leprosy,  or  already  deceased,  and  have  supposed  that  Lazarus 
then  resided  with  his  widowed  sister  :  ^^  an  hypothesis  which  it  is  more  easy 
to  reconcile  with  the  narratives  than  the  former,  but  which  is  unsupported  by 
any  certain  information. 

We  come  next  to  the  divergency  relative  to  the  mode  of  anointing  ;  accord- 
to  the  two  first  Evangelists,  the  ointment  was  poured  ton  the  head  of  Jesus  ; 
according  to  the  fourth,  on  his  feet  The  old,  trivial  mode  of  harmonizing 
the  two  statements,  by  supposing  that  both  the  head  and  the  feet  were 
anointed,  has  recently  been  expanded  into  the  conjecture  that  Mary  indeed 
intended  only  to  anoint  the  feet  of  Jesus  (John),  but  as  she  accidentally 
broke  the  vessel  (crwrpii^cura,  Mark),  the  ointment  flowed  over  his  head  also 
(Matt).^^  This  attempt  at  reconciliation  falls  into  the  comic,  for  as  we  cannot 
imagine  how  a  woman  who  was  preparing  to  anoint  the  feet  of  Jesus  could 

^®  Kuinol,  Comm.  in  Matt,  p.  687. 

^'  SiefTert,  iiber  den  Ursprang,  s.  125  f. 

"  BibL  Comm.  2,  s.  277. 

i>  Vid.  Kuinol,  ut  sup.  p.  688  ;  also  Tholuck,  s.  228. 

'^  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  2,  s.  582 ;  3,  b,  s.  466. 

^^  Schneckenburger,  iiber  den  Ursprung,  u.  s.  f.,  s.  60.  There  is  no  trace  in  Mark's 
account  that  the  words  awrpl^paaa  rb  dXdpaffrpop  signify  an  accidental  fracture ;  nor,  on  the 
other  hand  can  they,  without  the  harshest  ellipsis,  be  understood  to  imply  merely  the  removal 
of  that  which  stopped  the  opening  of  the  vessel,  as  Paulus  and  Fritzsche  maintain.  In- 
teqpreted  without  violence,  they  can  only  mean  a  breaking  of  the  vessel  itself.  Is  it  asked 
with  Paulus  (Ex.  Handb.  3.  b.  s.  471) :  To  what  purpose  destroy  a  costly  vessel?  or  with 
Fritzsche  (in  Marc.  p.  602)  :  To  what  purpose  risk  wounding  her  own  hand,  and  possibly 
the  head  of  f  esus  also  ?  These  are  questions  which  have  a  bearing  on  the  matter  considered 
as  the  act  of  the  woman,  but  not  as  a  narrative  of  Mark  ;  for  that  to  him,  the  destruction  of 
a  precious  vessel  should  appear  suited  to  the  noble  prodigality  of  the  woman,  is  in  perfect 
accordance  with  the  exaggerating  style  which  we  have  often  observed  in  him. 
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bring  the  vessel  of  ointment  over  his  head,  we  must  suppose  that  the  ointment 
spirted  upwards  like  an  effervescing  draught.  So  that  here  also  the  con- 
tradiction remains,  and  not  only  between  Matthew  and  John,  where  it  is 
admitted  even  by  Schneckenburger,  but  also  between  the  latter  Evangelist  and 
Mark. 

The  two  divergencies  relative  to  the  person  of  the  woman  who  anoints 
Jesus,  and  to  the  party  who  blames  her,  were  thought  to  be  the  most  readily 
explained.  That  what  John  ascribes  to  Judas  singly,  Matthew  and  Mark 
refer  to  all  the  disciples  or  spectators,  was  believed  to  be  simply  accounted 
for  by  the  supposition,  that  while  the  rest  manifested  their  disapprobation  by 
gestures  only,  Judas  vented  his  in  words. >•  We  grant  that  the  word  IXeyw 
{they  said),  preceded  as  it  is  in  Mark  by  the  words  ayavaKrovKTcs  irpo^  caurow 
(having  indignation  within  themselves)^  and  followed,  as  in  Matthew,  by  the 
words  'lyvovs  8c  6  lyorov?  {but  Jesus  knowing),  does  not  necessarily  imply  that 
all  the  disciples  gave  audible  expression  to  their  feelings ;  as,  however,  the 
two  first  Evangelists  immediately  afler  this  meal  narrate  the  betrayal  by  Judas, 
they  would  certainly  have  named  the  traitor  on  the  above  occasion,  had  he, 
to  their  knowledge,  made  himself  conspicuous  in  connection  with  the  covetous 
blame  which  the  woman's  liberality  drew  forth.  That  John  particularizes  the 
woman,  whose  name  is  not  given  by  the  synoptists,  as  Mary  of  Bethany,  is,  in 
the  [ordinary  view,  only  an  example  how  the  fourth  Evangelist  supplies  the 
omissions  of  his  predecessors.^^  But  as  the  two  first  synoptists  attach  so 
much  importance  to  the  deed  of  the  woman,  that  they  make  Jesus  predict  the 
perpetuation  of  her  memory  on  account  of  it — a  particular  which  John  has 
not — they  would  assuredly  have  also  given  her  name  had  they  known  it ;  so 
that  in  any  case  we  may  conclude  thus  much :  they  knew  not  who  the  woman 
was,  still  less  did  they  conceive  her  to  be  Mary  of  Bethany. 

Thus  if  the  identity  only  of  the  last  Evangelist's  narrative  with  that  of  the 
two  first  be  acknowledged,  it  must  be  confessed  that  we  have,  on  the  one 
side  or  the  other,  an  account  which  is  inaccurate,  and  disfigured  by  tradition. 
It  is,  however,  not  only  between  these,  but  also  between  Luke  and  his  fellow 
Evangelists  collectively,  that  they  who  suppose  only  one  incident  to  be  the 
foundation  of  their  narratives,  seek  to  remove  as  far  as  possible  the  appearance 
of  contradiction.  Schleiermacher,  whose  highest  authority  is  John,  but  who 
will  on  no  account  renounce  Luke,  comes  in  this  instance,  when  the  two  so 
widely  diverge,  into  a  peculiar  dilemma,  from  which  he  must  have  thought 
that  he  could  extricate  himself  with  singular  dexterity,  since  he  has  not  evaded 
it,  as  he  does  others  of  a  similar  kind,  by  the  supposition  of  two  fundamental 
occurrences.  It  is  true  that  he  finds  himself  constrained  to  concede,  in 
favour  of  John,  that  Luke's  informant  could  not  in  this  case  have  been  an 
eyewitness ;  whence  minor  divergencies,  as  for  instance  those  relative  to  the 
locality,  are  to  be  explained.  On  the  other  hand,  the  apparently  important 
differences  that,  according  to  Luke,  the  woman  is  a  sinner,  according  to  John, 
Mary  of  Bethany ;  that  according  to  the  former,  the  host,  according  to  the 
latter,  the  disciples,  make  objections ;  and  that  the  reply  of  Jesus  is  in  the 
respective  narrations  totally  different — these,  in  Schleiermacher's  opinion,  have 
their  foundation  in  the  fact  that  the  occurrence  may  be  regarded  from  two 
points  of  view.  The  one  aspect  of  the  occurrence  is  the  murmuring  of  the 
disciples,  and  this  is  given  by  Matthew ;  the  other,  namely,  the  relations  of 
Jesus  with  the  pharisaic  host,  is  exhibited  by  Luke ;  and  John  confirms  both 
representations.  The  most  decided  impediment  to  the  reconciliation  of  Luke 
with  the  other  evangelists,  his  designation  of  the  woman  as  a  sinner^  dfut/n-ojA^, 

'^  Kuinol,  in  Matth.,  p.  689. 

*7  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  3  b,  s.  466,  and  many  others. 
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Schleiermacher  invalidates,  by  calling  it  a  false  inference  of  the  narrator  from 
the  address  of  Jesus  to  Mary,  Thy  sins  are  forgiven  thett  a<l>itovTaL  o-oc  al 
afjLopTLcu.  This  Jesus  might  say  to  Mary  in  allusion  to  some  error,  unknown 
to  us,  but  such  as  the  purest  are  liable  to,  without  compromising  her  reputa* 
tation  with  the  spectators,  who  were  well  acquainted  with  her  character ;  and 
it  was  only  the  narrator  who  erroneously  concluded  from  the  above  words  of 
Jesus,  and  from  his  further  discourse,  that  the  woman  concerned  was  a  sinner 
in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word,  whence  he  has  incorrectly  amplified  the 
thoughts  of  the  host,  v.  39.^^  It  is  not,  however,  simply  oi  sins,  a/jLoprtai,  but 
of  many  sins,  iroXXal  afjuofiriai,  that  Jesus  speaks  in  relation  to  the  woman ; 
and  if  this  also  be  an  addition  of  the  narrator,  to  be  rejected  as  such  because 
it  is  inconsistent  with  the  character  of  Mary  of  Bethany,  then  has  the  entire 
speech  of  Jesus  from  v.  40-48,  which  turns  on  the  opposition  between  for- 
giving and  loving  little-  and  much,  been  falsified  or  misrepresented  by  the 
Evangelist :  and  on  the  side  of  Luke  especially,  it  is  in  vain  to  attempt  to 
harmonize  the  discordant  narratives. 

If,  then,  the  four  narratives  can  be  reconciled  only  by  the  supposition  that 
several  of  them  have  undergone  important  traditional  modifications :  the 
question  is,  which  of  them  is  the  nearest  to  the  original  fact  ?  That  modern 
critics  should  unanimously  decide  in  favour  of  John,  cannot  suprise  us  after 
our  previous  observations ;  and  as  little  can  the  nature  of  the  reascMiing  by 
which  their  judgment  is  supported.  The  narrative  of  John,  say  they  (reason- 
ing in  a  circle),  being  that  of  an  eyewitness,  must  be  at  once  supposed  the 
true  one,^^  and  this  conclusion  is  sometimes  rested  for  greater  security  on  the 
false  premiss,  that  the  more  circumstantial  and  dramatic  narrator  is  the  more 
accurate  reporter — the  eye-witness. ^^  The  breaking  of  the  box  of  ointment, 
in  Mark,  although  a  dramatic  particular,  is  readily  rejected  as  a  mere  em- 
bellishment ;  but  does  not  John's  statement  of  the  quantity  of  spikenard  as  a 
pound,  border  on  exaggeration?  and  ought  not  the  extravagance  which 
Olshausen,  in  relation  to  this  disproportionate  consumption  of  ointment, 
attributes  to  Mary's  love,  to  be  rather  referred  to  the  Evangelist's  imagination, 
which  would  then  also  have  the  entire  credit  of  the  circumstance,  that  f/te 
house  was  filled  with  the  odour  of  the  ointment  f  It  is  worthy  of  notice,  that 
the  estimate  of  the  value  of  the  perfume  at  300  denarii,  is  given  by  John  and 
Mark  alone ;  as  also  at  the  miraculous  feeding  of  the  multitude,  it  is  these 
two  Evangelists  who  rate  the  necessary  food  at  200  denarii.  If  Mark  only 
had  this  close  estimate,  how  quickly  would  it  be  pronounced,  at  least  by 
Schleiermacher,  a  gratuitous  addition  of  the  narrator  I  What  then  is  it  that, 
in  the  actual  state  of  the  case,  prevents  the  utterance  of  this  opinion,  even  as 
a  conjecture,  but  the  prejudice  in  favour  of  the  fourth  gospel?  Even  the 
anointing  of  the  head,  which  is  attested  by  two  of  the  synoptists,  is,  because 
John  mentions  the  feet  instead  of  the  head,  rejected  as  unusual,  and  incom- 
patible with  the  position  of  Jesus  at  a  meal :  ^^  whereas  the  anointing  of  the 
feet  with  precious  oil  was  far  less  usual ;  and  this  the  most  recent  commentator 
on  the  fourth  gospel  admits.^' 

But  peculiar  gratitude  is  rendered  to  the  eye-witness  John,  because  he  has 
rescued  from  oblivion  the  names,  both  of  the  anointing  woman,  and  of  the 
censorious  disciple. ^^    It  has  been  supposed  that  the  synoptists  did  in  fact 

'*  Ueber  den  Lukas,  s.  Ill  if. 
^'  Sieffert,  ut  sup.  s.  123  f. 
^  Schulz,  ut  sup.  s.  320  f. 
-  '^  Scbneckenburger,  ut  sup.  s.  60. 
**  Liicke,  2,  s.  417  ;  comp.  Lightfoot,  hone,  p.  468,  1081. 
"  Schulz,  ut  sup. 


408  PART  11.      CHAPTER  VIII.      §   89. 

know  the  name  of  the  woman,  but  withheld  it  from  the  apprehension  that 
danger  might  possibly  accrue  to  the  family  of  Lazarus,  while  John,  writing 
later,  was  under  no  such  restraint;**  but  this  expedient  rests  on  mere 
assumptions.  Our  former  conclusion  therefore  subsists,  namely,  that  the 
earlier  Evangelists  knew  nothing  of  the  name  of  the  woman  ;  and  the  question 
arises,  how  was  this  possible?  Jesus  having  expressly  promised  immortal 
renown  to  the  deed  of  the  woman,  the  tendency  must  arise  to  perpetuate 
her  name  also,  and  if  this  were  identical  with  the  known  and  oft-repeated 
name  of  Mary  of  Bethany,  it  is  not  easy  to  understand  how  the  association  of 
the  deed  and  the  name  could  be  lost  in  tradition,  and  the  woman  who 
anointed  Jesus  become  nameless.  It  is  perhaps  still  more  incomprehensible, 
supposing  the  covetous  blame  cast  upon  the  woman  to  have  been  really 
uttered  by  him  who  proved  the  betrayer,  that  this  should  be  forgotten  in 
tradition,  and  the  expression  of  blame  attributed  to  the  disciples  generally. 
When  a  fact  is  narrated  of  a  person  otherwise  unknown,  or  even  when  the 
person  being  known,  the  fact  does  not  obviously  accord  with  his  general 
character,  it  is  natural  that  the  name  should  be  lost  in  tradition ;  but  when 
the  narrated  word  or  work  of  a  person  agrees  so  entirely  with  his  known 
character,  as  does  the  covetous  and  hypocritical  blame  in  question  with  the 
character  of  the  traitor,  it  is  difficult  to  suppose  that  the  legend  would  sever 
it  from  his  name.  Moreover,  the  history  in  which  this  blame  occurs,  veiges 
so  nearly  on  the  moment  of  the  betrayal  (especially  according  to  the  position 
given  to  it  by  the  two  first  Evangelists),  that  had  the  blame  really  proceeded 
from  Judas,  the  two  facts  would  have  been  almost  inevitably  associated. 
Nay,  even  if  that  expression  of  latent  cupidity  had  not  really  belonged  to 
Judas,  there  must  have  been  a  temptation  eventually  to  ascribe  it  to  him,  as 
a  help  to  the  delineation  of  his  character,  and  to  the  explanati6n  of  his  sub- 
sequent treachery.  Thus  the  case  is  reversed,  and  the  question  is  whether, 
instead  of  praising  John  that  he  has  preserved  to  us  this  precise  information, 
we  ought  not  rather  to  give  our  approbation  to  the  synoptists,  that  they  have 
abstained  from  so  natural  but  unhistorical  a  combination.  We  can  arrive  at 
no  other  conclusion  with  respect  to  the  designation  of  the  woman  who  anoints 
Jesus  as  Mary  of  Bethany.  On  the  one  hand,  it  is  inconceivable  that  the 
deed,  if  originally  hers,  should  be  separated  from  her  celebrated  name ;  on 
the  other,  the  legend,  in  the  course  of  its  development,  might  naturally  come 
to  attribute  to  one  whose  spiritual  relations  with  Jesus  had,  according  to  the 
third  and  fourth  gospels,  early  obtained  great  celebrity  in  the  primitive  church, 
an  act  of  devoted  love  towards  him,  which  originally  belonged  to  another  and 
less  known  person. 

But  from  another  side  also  we  find  ourselves  induced  to  regard  the 
narratives  of  Matthew  and  Mark,  who  give  no  name  to  the  woman,  rather 
than  that  of  John,  who  distinguishes  her  as  Mary  of  Bethany,  as  the  parent 
stem  of  the  group  of  anecdotes  before  us.  Our  position  of  the  identity  of  all 
the  four  narratives  must,  to  be  tenable,  enable  us  also  to  explain  how  Luke's 
representation  of  the  facts  could  arise.  Now,  supposing  the  narrative  of  John 
to  be  the  nearest  to  the  truth,  it  is  not  a  little  surprising  that  in  the  legend, 
the  anointing  woman  should  doubly  descend  from  the  highly  honoured  Mary, 
sister  of  Lazarus,  to  an  unknown,  nameless  individual,  and  thence  even  to  a 
notorious  sinner ;  it  appears  far  more  natural  to  give  the  intermediate  position 
to  the  indifferent  statement  of  the  synoptists,  out  of  whose  equivocal  nameless 
woman  might  equally  be  made,  either  in  an  ascending  scale,  a  Mary  j  or,  in 
a  descending  one,  a  sinner. 

'*  Thus  Grotius  and  Herder. 
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The  possibility  of  the  first  transformation  has  been  already  shown  :  it  must 
next  be  asked,  where  could  be  an  inducement,  without  historical  grounds, 
gradually  to  invest  the  anointing  woman  with  the  character  of  a  sinner?  In 
the  narrative  itself  our  only  clue  is  a  feature  which  the  two  first  synoptists 
have  not,  but  which  John  has  in  common  with  Luke ;  namely,  that  the 
woman  anointed  the  feet  of  Jesus.  To  the  fourth  Evangelist,  this  tribute  of 
feeling  appeared  in  accordance  with  the  sensitive,  devoted  nature  of  Mary, 
whom  he  elsewhere  also  (xi.  32),  represents  as  falling  at  the  feet  of  Jesus ; 
but  by  another  it  might  be  taken,  as  by  Luke,  for  the  gesture  of  contrition  ; 
an  idea  which  might  favour  the  conception  of  the  woman  as  a  sinner — might 
favour^  we  say,  not  cause  :  for  a  cause,  we  must  search  elsewhere. 

§  90- 

THE  NARRATIVES  OF  THE  WOMAN  TAKEN  IN  ADULTERY,  AND  OF  MARY 

AND  MARTHA. 

In  the  Gospel  of  John  (viii.  i-ii),  fthe  Pharisees  and  scribes  bring  a 
woman  taken  in  adultery  to  Jesus,  that  they  may  obtain  his  opinion  as  to  the 
procedure  to  be  observed  against  her ;  whereupon  Jesus,  by  appealing  to  the 
consciences  of  the  accusers,  liberates  the  woman,  and  dismisses  her  with  an 
admonition.  The  genuineness  of  this  passage  has  been  strongly  contested, 
nay,  its  spuriousness  might  be  regarded  as  demonstrated,  were  it  not  that 
even  the  most  thorough  investigations  on  the  subject  ^  indirectly  betray  a 
design,  which  Paulus  openly  avows,  of  warding  off  the  dangerous  surmises  as 
to  the  origin  of  the  fourth  gospel,  which  are  occasioned  by  the  supposition 
that  this  passage,  encumbered  as  it  is  with  improbabilities,  is  a  genuine  portion 
of  that  gospel.  For  in  the  first  place,  the  scribes  say  to  Jesus  :  Moses  in  the 
law  commanded  us  that  such  should  be  stoned :  now  in  no  part  of  the  Pentateuch 
is  this  punishment  prescribed  for  adultery,  but  simply  death,  the  mode  of 
inflicting  it  being  left  undetermined  (Lev.  xx.  10  ;  Deut  xxii.  22) ;  nor  was 
stoning  for  adultery  a  latter  institution  of  the  Talmud,  for  according  to  the 
canon  :  omne  mortis  supplicium^  in  scripiurd  absolute  positum  esse  strangu- 
lationem^  the  punishment  appointed  for  this  offence  in  the  Talmud  is  strangu- 
lation.* Further,  it  is  difficult  to  discover  what  there  was  to  ensnare  Jesus  in 
the  question  proposed  to  him ;  ^  the  scribes  quoted  to  him  the  commandment 
of  the  law,  as  if  they  would  warn  him,  rather  than  tempt  him,  for  they  could 
not  expect  that  he  would  decide  otherwise  than  agreeably  to  the  law.  Again, 
the  decision  of  Jesus  is  open  to  the  stricture,  that  if  only  he  who  is  conscious 
of  perfect  purity  were  authorized  to  judge  and  punish,  all  social  order  would 
be  at  an  end.  The  circumstance  of  Jesus  writing  on  the  ground  has  a 
legendary  and  mystical  air,  for  even  if  it  be  not  correctly  explained  by  the 
gloss  of  Jerome  :  eorum  videlicet^  qui  accusabant,  et  omnium  mortalium  peccata^ 
it  yet  seems  to  imply  something  more  mysterious  than  a  mere  manifestation 
of  contempt  for  the  accusers.  Lastly,  it  is  scarcely  conceivable  that  every 
one  of  those  men  who  dragged  the  woman  before  Jesus,  zealous  for  the  law, 
and  adverse  to  his  cause  as  they  are  supposed  to  be,  should  have  had  so 
tender  a  conscience,  as  on  the  appeal  of  Jesus  to  retire  without  prosecuting 
their  design,  and  leave  the  woman  behind   them   uninjured;    this  rather 

^  Ap.  Wetstein,  Paulus,  Liicke,  in  loc. 
*  Maimonides  on  Sanhedr.  7,  i. 
'  Mischna,  tr.  Sanbedr.  c.  10. 

^  For  a  thorough  discussion  of  this  and  the  following  points,  vid.  Paulus  and  Liicke 
in  loc. 
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appears  to  belong  merely  to  the  legendary  or  poetical  embellishment  of  the 
scene.  Yet  however  improbable  it  may  appear,  from  these  observations, 
that  the  occurrence  happened  precisely  as  it  is  here  narrated,  this,  as  Bret- 
schneider  justly  maintains/  proves  nothing  against  the  genuineness  of  the 
passage,  since  it  is  arguing  in  a  circle  to  assume  the  apostolic  composition  of  the 
fourth  gospel,  and  the  consequent  impossibility  that  a  narrative  containing 
contradictions  should  form  a  portion  of  it,  prior  to  an  examination  of  its 
several  parts.  Nevertheless,  on  the  other  hand,  the  absence  of  the  passage  in 
the  oldest  authorities  is  so  suspicious,  that  a  decision  on  the  subject  cannot 
be  hazarded. 

In  any  case,  the  narrative  of  an  interview  between  Jesus  and  a  woman  of  the 
above  character  must  be  very  ancient,  since,  according  to  Eusebius,  it  was 
found  in  the  Gospel  of  the  Hebrews,  and  in  the  writings  of  Papias.^  It  was 
long  thought  that  the  woman  mentioned  in  the  Hebrew  gospel  and  by  Papias 
was  identical  with  the  adulteress  in  John  ;  but  against  this  it  has  been  justly 
observed,  that  one  who  had  the  reproach  of  many  sins,  must  be  distinct  from 
her  who  was  detected  in  the  one  act  of  adultery.'^  I  wonder,  however,  that  no 
one  has,  to  my  knowledge,  thought,  in  connexion  with  the  passage  of  Eusebius, 
of  the  woman  in  Luke  of  whom  Jesus  says  that  her  many  sins,  afjioprlai  troXXal, 
are  forgiven.  It  is  true  that  the  word  Sui^kyfOturrfi  does  not  fully  agree  with 
this  idea,  for  Luke  does  not  speak  of  actual  expressions  of  the  Pharisee  in 
disparagement  of  the  woman,  but  merely  of  the  unfavourable  thoughts  which 
he  had  concerning  her ;  and  in  this  respect  the  passage  in  Eusebius  would 
agree  better  with  the  narrative  of  John,  which  has  an  express  denunciation, 
a  &a^aAAciv. 

Thus  we  are  led  on  external  grounds,  by  the  doubt  whether  an  ancient  notice 
refer  to  the  one  or  the  other  of  the  two  narratives,  to  a  perception  of  their 
affinity,^  whiqh  is  besides  evident  from  internal  reasons.  In  both  we  have  a 
woman,  a  sinner,  before  Jesus  ;  in  both,  this  woman  is  regarded  with  an  evil 
eye  by  Pharisaic  sanctimoniousness,  but  is  taken  into  protection  by  Jesus,  and 
dismissed  with  a  friendly  Tropcvov,  go.  These  were  precisely  the  features,  the 
origin  of  which  we  could  not  understand  in  the  narrative  of  Luke,  viewed 
as  a  mere  variation  of  the  history  of  the  anointing  given  by  the  other  Evan- 
gelists. Now,  what  is  more  natural  than  to  suppose  that  they  were  transferred 
into  Luke's  history  of  the  anointing,  from  that  of  the  forgiven  sinner  ?  If  the 
Christian  legend  possessed,  on  the  one  side,  a  woman  who  had  anointed  Jesus, 
who  was  on  this  account  reproached,  but  was  defended  by  Jesus  j  and  on  the 
other  side  a  woman  who  was  accused  before  him  of  many  sins,  but  whom 
he  pardoned ;  how  easily,  aided  by  the  idea  of  an  anointing  of  the  feet  of 
Jesus,  which  bears  the  interpretation  of  an  act  of  penitence,  might  the 
two  histories  flow  together — the  anointing  woman  become  also  a  sinner, 
and  the  sinner  also  an  anointer?  Then,  that  the  scene  of  the  pardon 
was  an  entertainment,  was  a  feature  also  drawn  from  the  history  of  the 
anointing  :  the  entertainer  must  .be  a  Pharisee,  because  the  accusation  of  the 
woman  ought  to  proceed  from  a  Pharisaic  party,  and  because,  as  we  have 
seen,  Luke  has  a  predilection  for  Pharisaic  entertainments.  Lastly,  the  dis- 
course of  Jesus  may  have  been  borrowed,  partly  from  the  original  narrative 
of  the  woman  who  was  a  sinner,  partly  from  analogous  occasions.     If  these 

*  Probab.,  p.  72  ff.  ^ 

^  Euseb.  H.  E.  iii.  39  :  cKvideiTai  8i  (6  Ilairfat)  koX  SX\t)p  laropltuf  irepl  ywtuKos  €wl 
iroWtui  AfjuLfyrUus  diap\T)d€l<nii  erl  tov  Kvplovi  ^v  to  xaO'  *EppcUovi  eiayyiXtop  reptix^i. 

'*  LUcke,  2,  s.  217.     Paulus,  Comm.  4,  s.  410. 

B  Elsewhere  also  the  two  were  confounded,  vid.  Fabridi  Cod.  apocryph.  N.  T.  I,  s.  357f 
not. 
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conjectures  be  correct,  the  narratives  are  preserved  unmixed,  on  the  one  hand, 
by  the  two  first  Evangelists ;  on  the  other,  by  the  fourth,  or  whoever  was  the 
author  of  the  passage  on  the  adulteress  ;  for  if  the  latter  contains  much  that 
is  legendary,  it  is  at  least  free  from  any  admixture  of  the  history  of  the 
anointing. 

Having  thus  accounted  for  one  modification  of  the  narrative  concerning  the 
anointing  woman,  namely,  her  degradation  into  a  sinner,  by  the  influence  of 
another  and  somewhat  similar  anecdote,  which  was  current  in  the  first  age 
of  Christianity,  we  may  proceed  to  consider,  experimentally,  whether  a  like 
external  influence  may  not  have  helped  to  produce  the  opposite  modification 
of  the  unknown  into  Mary  of  Bethany :  a  modification  which,  for  the  rest,  we 
have  already  seen  to  be  easy  of  explanation.  Such  an  influence  could  only 
proceed  from  the  sole  notice  of  Mary  (with  the  exception  of  her  appearance 
at  the  resurrection  of  Lazarus)  which  has  been  preserved  to  us^  and  which 
is  rendered  memorable  by  the  declaration  of  Jesus,  One  thing  is  neidful^  and 
Mary  hath  chosen^  etc.  (Luke  x.  38  if.).  We  have,  in  fact,  here  as  well  as 
there,  Martha  occupied  in  serving-  (John  xii.  2,  fcal  17  MdpOa  ^7ik6v€l  ;  Luke 
X.  40,  ^  Sk  MdpOa  irtputrTraro  irtpl  vokXrfv  SiaKoviav) ;  here,  Mary  sitting  at  the 
feet  of  Jesus,  there,  anointing  his  feet ;  here,  blamed  by  her  sister,  there  by 
Judas,  for  her  useless  conduct,  and  in  both  cases,  defended  by  Jesus.  It  is 
surely  unavoidable  to  say,  if  once  the  narrative  of  the  anointing  of  Jesus  by 
a  woman  were  current  together  with  that  of  Mary  and  Martha,  it  was  very 
natural,  from  the  numerous  points  of  resemblance  between  them,  that  they 
should  be  blended  in  the  legend,  or  by  some  individual,  into  one  story  ;  that 
the  unknown  woman  who  anointed  the  feet  of  Jesus,  who  was  blamed  by  the 
spectators,  and  vindicated  by  Jesus^  should  be  changed  into  Mary,  whom 
tradition  had  depicted  in  a  similar  situation  ;  the  task  of  serving  at  the  meal 
with  which  the  anointing  was  connected  attributed  to  Mary's  sister,  Martha ; 
and  finally^  her  brother  Lazarus  made  a  partaker  of  the  meal : — so  that  here 
the  narrative  of  Luke  on  the  one  side,  and  that  of  the  two  synoptists  on  the 
other,  appear  to  be  pure  anecdotes,  that  of  John  a  mixed  one. 

Further,  in  Luke's  narrative  of  the  visit  of  Jesus  to  the  two  sisters,  there  is 
no  mention  of  I^zarus,  with  whom,  however,  according  to  John  (xi.  and  xii.), 
Mary  and  Martha  appear  to  have  dwelt ;  nay,  Luke  speaks  precisely  as  if  the 
presence  or  existence  of  this  brother,  whom  indeed  neither  he  nor  either  of 
the  other  synoptists  anywhere  notices,  were  entirely  unknown  to  him.  For 
had  he  known  anything  of  Lazarus,  or  had  he  thought  of  him  as  present,  he 
could  not  have  said  :  A  certain  woman,  named  Martha,  received  him  into  her 
house ;  he  must  at  least  have  named  her  brother  also,  especially  as,  according 
to  John,  the  latter  was  an  intimate  friend  of  Jesus.  This  silence  is  remark- 
able, and  commentators  have  not  succeeded  in  finding  a  better  explanation 
of  it  than  that  given  in  the  Natural  History  of  the  Prophet  of  Nazareth,  where 
the  shortly  subsequent  death  of  Lazarus  is  made  available  for  the  supposition 
that  he  was,  about  the  time  of  that  visit  of  Jesus,  on  a  journey  for  the  benefit 
of  his  health.^  Not  less  striking  is  another  point  relative  to  the  locality  of  this 
scene.  According  to  John,  Mary  and  Martha  dwelt  in  Bethany,  a  small  town 
in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  Jerusalem ;  whereas  Luke,  when  speaking  of  the 
visit  of  Jesus  to  these  sisters,  only  mentions  a  certain  town,  Kio/irfv  nva,  which 
is  thought,  however,  to  be  easily  reconciled  with  the  statement  of  John,  by  the 
observation,  that  Luke  assigns  the  visit  to  the  journey  of  Jesus  to  Jerusalem, 
and  to  one  travelling  thither  out  of  Galilee,  Bethany  would  lie  in  the  way. 
But  it  would  lie  quite  at  the  end  of  this  way,  so  that  the  visit  of  Jesus  must 

•  3f  »•  379  f- 
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fall  at  the  close  of  his  journey,  whereas  Luke  places  it  soon  after  the  departure 
out  of  Galilee,  and  separates  it  from  the  entrance  into  Jerusalem  by  a  multi- 
tude of  incidents  filling  eight  entire  chapters.  Thus  much  then  is  clear : 
the  author  or  editor  of  the  third  gospel  was  ignorant  that  that  visit  was  paid 
in  Bethany,  or  that  Mary  and  Martha  dwelt  there,  and  it  is  only  that  Evan- 
gelist who  represents  Mary  as  the  anointing  woman,  who  also  names  Bethany 
as  the  home  of  Mary :  the  same  place  where,  according  to  the  two  first 
synoptists,  the  anointing  occurred.  If  Mary  were  once  made  identical  with 
the  anointing  woman,  and  if  the  anointing  were  known  to  have  happened  in 
Bethany,  it  would  naturally  follow  that  this  town  would  be  represented  as 
Mary's  home.  Hence  it  is  probable  that  the  anointing  woman  owes  her  name 
to  the  current  narrative  of  the  visit  of  Jesus  to  Martha  and  Mary,  and  that 
Mary  owes  her  home  to  the  narrative  of  the  meal  at  Bethany. 

We  should  thus  have  a  group  of  five  histories,  among  which  the  narrative 
given  by  the  two  first  synoptists  of  the  anointing  of  Jesus  by  a  woman,  would 
form  the  centre,  that  in  John  of  the  adulteress,  and  that  in  Luke  of  Mary  and 
Martha,  the  extremes,  while  the  anointing  by  the  sinner  in  Luke,  and  that  by 
Mary  in  John,  would  fill  the  intermediate  places.  It  is  true  that  all  the  five 
narratives  might  with  some  plausibility  be  regarded  as  varied  editions  of  one 
historical  incident ;  but  from  the  essential  dissimilarity  between  the  three  to 
which  I  have  assigned  the  middle  and  extreme  places,  I  am  rather  of  opinion 
that  these  are  each  founded  on  a  special  incident,  but  that  the  two  intermediate 
narratives  are  secondary  formations  which  owe  their  existence  to  the  intermix- 
ture of  the  primary  ones  by  tradition. 


CHAPTER  IX. 
MIRACLES  OF  JESUS. 


$  91- 

JESUS  CONSIDERED  AS  A  WORKER  OF  MIRACLES. 

That  the  Jewish  people  in  the  time  of  Jesus  expected  miracles  from  the 
Messiah  is  in  itself  natural,  since  the  Messiah  was  a  s^ond  Moses  and  the 
greatest  of  the  prophets,  and  to  Moses  and  the  prophets  the  national  legend 
attributed  miracles  of  all  kinds:  by  later  Jewish  writings  it  is  rendered 
probable ;  ^  by  our  gospels,  certain.  When  Jesus  on  one  occasion  had  (with- 
out natural  means)  cured  a  blind  and  dumb  demoniac,  the  people  were  hereby 
led  to  ask :  Is  not  this  the  son  of  Davids  (Matt,  xil  23)^  a  proof  that  a 
miraculous  power  of  healing  was  regarded  as  an  attribute  of  the  Messiah. 
John  the  Baptist,  on  hearing  of  the  works  of  Jesus  (^a),  sent  to  him  with 
the  inquiry,  Art  thou  he  that  should  come  {ipx6fJi€yo9)  ?  Jesus,  in  proof  of  the 
affirmative,  merely  appealed  again  to  his  miracles  (Matt  xL  2  ff.  paralL).  At 
the  Feast  of  Tabernacles,  which  was  celebrated  by  Jesus  in  Jerusalem,  many 
of  the  people  believed  on  him,  saying,  in  justification  of  their  faith,  li^heFt 
Christ  cotnethy  will  he  do  more  miracles  than  these  which  this  man  hath  done  f 
(John  vii.  31). 

But  not  only  was  it  predetermined  in  the  popular  expectation  that  the 
Messiah  should  work  miracles  *  in  general, — the  particular  kinds  of  miracles 
which  he  was  to  perform  were  fixed,  also  in  accordance  with  Old  Testament 
types  and  declarations.  Moses  dispensed  meat  and  drink  to  the  people  in  a 
supernatural  manner  (Exod.  xvi.  17) :  the  same  was  expected,  as  the  rabbins 
explicitly  say,  from  the  Messiah.  At  the  prayer  of  Elisha,  eyes  were  in  one 
case  closed,  in  another,  opened  supematuraily  (2  Kings  vi.)  :  the  Messiah 
also  was  to  open  the  eyes  of  the  blind.  By  this  prophet  and  his  master,  even 
the  dead  had  been  raised  (i  Kings  xvii. ;  2  Kings  iv.) :  hence  to  the  Messiah 
also  power  over  death  could  not  be  wanting.*  Among  the  prophecies, 
Isa.  XXXV.  5,  6  (comp.  xlii.  7)  was  especially  influential  in  forming  this  portion 
of  the  messianic  idea.  It  is  here  said  of  the  messianic  times :  Then  shall  the 
eyes  of  the  blind  be  opened  and  the  ears  of  the  deaf  unstopped;  then  shall  the  lame 
man  leap  as  a  harty  and  the  tongue  of  the  dumb  sheUl  sing.  These  words,  it  is 
true,  stand  in  Isaiah  in  a  figurative  connexion,  but  they  were  early  understood 
literally,  as  is  evident  from  the  circumstance  that  Jesus  describes  his  miracles 

^  See  the  passages  quoted  in  the  first  volume,  Introd.  §  14,  notes  9,  10,  to  which  may  be 
added  4  Esdr.  xiit.  50  (Fabric.  Cod.  pseudepigr.  V.  T.  ii.  p.  286),  and  Sohar  Exod.  foi.  iii. 
col.  12  (Schottgen,  hone,  ii.  p.  541,  also  in  Bertholdt's  Christol.  §  33,  note  i). 

*  See  the  rabbinical  passages  quoted  in  the  ist  vol.  ut  sup. 
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to  the  messengers  of  John  (Matt.  xL  5)  with  an  obvious  allusion  to  this  por- 
phetic  passage. 

Jesus,  in  so  far  as  he  had  given  himself  out  and  was  believed  to  be  the 
Messiah,  or  even  merely  a  prophet,  had  to  meet  this  expectation  when, 
according  to  several  passages  already  considered  (Matt.  xii.  38,  xvL  i, 
parall.),  his  Pharisaic  enemies  required  a  sign  from  him ;  when,  after  the 
violent  expulsion  of  the  traders  and  money-changers  from  the  temple,  the 
Jews  desired  from  him  g  si^n  that  should  legitimate  such  an  assumption  of 
authority  (John  ii.  18)  ;  and  when  the  people  in  the  synagogue  at  Capernaum, 
on  his  requiring  faith  in  himself  as  the  sent  of  God,  made  it  a  condition  of  this 
faith  that  he  should  show  them  a  sign  (John  vi.  30). 

According  to  the  gospels,  Jesus  more  than  satisfied  this  demand  made  by 
his  cotemporaries  on  the  Messiah.  Not  only  does  a  considerable  part  of  the 
evangelical  narratives  consist  of  descriptions  of  his  miracles  ;  not  only  did  his 
disciples  after  his  death  especially  call  to  their  own  remembrance  and  to  that 
of  the  Jews  the  Swa^icis  {miracles)  crrffi^ia  (signs)  and  ripara  (7vonders)  wrought 
by  him  (Acts  ii.  22 ;  comp.  Luke  xxiv.  19) :  but  the  people  also  were, 
even  during  his  life,  so  well  satisfied  with  this  aspect  of  his  character  that 
many  believed  on  him  in  consequence  (John  iL  23 ;  comp.  vi.  2),  contrasted 
him  with  the  Baptist  who  gave  no  sign  (John  x.  41),  and  even  believed 
that  he  would  not  be  surpassed  in  this  respect  by  the  future  Messiah  (John  vii. 
31).  The  above  demands  of  a  sign  do  not  appear  to  prove  that  Jesus  had 
performed  no  miracles,  especially  as  several  of  them  occur  immediately  after 
important  miracles,  e.  g.  after  the  cure  of  a  demoniac.  Matt.  xii.  38  ;  and  after 
the  feeding  of  the  five  thousand,  John  vL  3a  This  position  indeed  creates 
a  difficulty,  for  how  the  Jews  could  deny  to  these  two  acts  the  character  of 
proper  signs  it  is  not  easy  to  understand ;  the  power  of  expelling  demons,  in 
particular,  being  rated  very  highly  (Luke  x.  17).  The  sign  demanded  on  these 
two  occasions  must  therefore  be  more  precisely  defined  according  to  Luke 
xi.  16  (comp.  MatL  xvi.  i  ;  Mark  viii.  11),  as  a  sign  from  heaven^  ayffjuuoy  ii 
ovpavov,  and  we  must  understand  it  to  be  the  specifically  messianic  sign  of  the 
Son  of  Man  in  heaven^  cr/ifnuov  rov  vlov  rov  dyOpwrov  iv  t<j>  ovpav<i>  (Matt.  xxiv. 
30).  If  however  it  be  preferred  to  sever  the  connexion  between  these 
demands  of  a  sign  and  the  foregoing  miracles,  it  is  possible  that  Jesus  may 
have  wrought  numerous  miracles,  and  yet  that  some  hostile  Pharisees,  who 
had  not  happened  to  be  eyewitnesses  of  any  of  them,  may  still  have  desired 
to  see  one  for  themselves. 

That  Jesus  censures  the  seeking  for  miracles  (John  iv.  48)  and  refuses  to 
comply  with  any  one  of  the  demands  for  a  sign,  does  not  in  itself  prove  that 
he  might  not  have  voluntarily  worked  miracles  in  other  cases,  when  they 
appeared  to  him  to  be  more  seasonable.  When  in  relation  to  the  demand 
of  the  Pharisees,  Mark  viii.  12,  he  declares  that  there  shall  be  no  sign  given 
to  this  generation  r%  ycvca  ravrj;,  or  Matt  xii.  39  f.,  xvi.  4 ;  Luke  xi.  29  £, 
that  there  shall  no  sign  be  given  to  it  but  the  sign  of  Jonah  the  prophet^  it 
would  appear  that  by  this  generation^  yevca,  which  in  Matthew  and  Luke  he 
characterizes  as  evil  and  adulterous^  he  could  only  mean  the  Pharisaic  part 
of  his  cotemporaries  who  were  hostile  to  him,  and  that  he  intended  to 
declare,  that  to  these  should  be  granted  either  no  sign  at  all,  or  merely  the 
sign  of  Jonas,  that  is,  as  he  interprets  it  in  Matthew,  the  miracle  of  his  resurrec- 
tion^ or  as  modern  expositors  think,  the  impressive  manifestation  of  his  person 
and  teaching.  But  if  we  take  the  words  ov  So^i/o-crat  aur^  in  the  sense  that 
his  enemies  were  to  obtain  no  sign  from  him,  we  encounter  two  difficulties : 
on  the  one  hand,  things  must  have  chanced  singularly  if  among  the  many 
miracles  wrought  by  Jesus  in  the  greatest  publicity,  not  one  fell  under  the 
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observation  of  Pharisees  (moreover  Matt.  xii.  24  f.  parall.  contradicts  this, 
for  there  Pharisees  are  plainly  supposed  to  be  present  at  the  cure  of  the  blind 
and  dumb  demoniac) :  on  the  other  hand,  if  signs  personally  witnessed  are 
here  intended,  the  enemies  of  Jesus  certainly  did  not  see  his  resurrection, 
or  his  person  after  he  was  risen.  Hence  the  above  declaration  cannot  well 
mean  merely  that  his  enemies  should  be  excluded  from  an  actual  sight  of  his 
miracles.  There  is  yet  another  expedient,  namely,  to  suppose  that  the  ex- 
pression ov  Bo$T^€rai  avTQ  refers  to  a  sign  which  should  conduce  to  the  good 
of  the  subject  of  which  it  is  predicated :  but  all  the  miracles  of  Jesus  happened 
equally  with  his  original  mission  and  his  resurrection  at  once  for  the  benefit 
of  that  subject  and  the  contrary,  namely,  in  their  object  for  its  benefit,  in 
their  result  not  so.  Nothing  therefore  remains  but  to  understand  the  ycvca 
of  the  cotemporaries  of  Jesus  generally,  and  the  &iSo<rOai  to  refer  to  observa- 
tion generally,  mediate  or  immediate :  so  that  thus  Jesus  would  appear  to  have 
here  repudiated  the  working  of  miracles  in  general. 

This  is  not  very  consistent  with  the  numerous  narratives  of  miracles  in  the 
gospels,  but  it  accords  fully  with  the  fact  that  in  the  preaching  and  epistles 
of  the  apostles,  a  couple  of  general  notices  excepted  (Acts  ii.  22,  x.  38  f.), 
the  miracles  of  Jesus  appear  to  be  unknown,  and  everything  is  built  on  his 
resurrection  :  on  which  the  remark  may  be  ventured  that  it  could  neither 
have  been  so  unexpected  nor  could  it  have  formed  so  definite  an  epoch,  if 
Jesus  had  previously  raised  more  than  one  dead  person,  and  had  wrought  the 
most  transcendent  miracles  of  all  kinds.  This  then  is  the  question :  Ought 
we,  on  account  of  the  evangelical  narratives  of  miracles,  to  explain  away  that 
expression  of  Jesus,  or  doubt  its  authenticity;  or  ought  we  not,  rather,  on  the 
strength  of  that  declaration,  and  the  silence  of  the  apostolic  wriUngs,  to 
become  distrustful  of  the  numerous  histories  of  miracles  in  the  gospels  ? 

This  can  only  be  decided  by  a  close  examination  of  these  narratives,  among 
which,  for  a  reason  that  will  be  obvious  hereafter,  we  give  the  precedence  to 
the  expulsions  of  demons. 

§  92. 

THE    DEMONIACS,    CONSIDERED    GENERALLY. 

While  in  the  fourth  gospel,  the  expressions  Sm/xovlov  cxciv  to  have  a  demon^ 
and  8<u/Lu>vi{o/Acvo$,  being  a  demoniac^  appear  nowhere  except  in  the  accusations 
of  the  Jews  against  Jesus,  and  as  parallels  to  /iatVco^at,  to  be  mad  (viiL  48  f , 
X.  20  f.;  comp.  Mark  iii.  22,  30  ;  Matt  xi.  18),  the  synoptists  may  be  said  to 
represent  demoniacs  as  the  most  frequent  objects  of  the  curative  powers  of 
Jesus.  When  they  describe  the  commencement  of  his  ministry  in  Galilee, 
they  give  the  demoniacs  &ufu>Fifoficvoi;9  ^  a  prominent  place  among  the  suffer- 
ers whom  Jesus  healed  (Matt  iv.  24 ;  Mark  i.  34),  and  in  all  their  summary 
notices  of  the  ministry  of  Jesus  in  certain  districts,  demoniacs  play  a  chief 
part  (Matt  viii.  16  f. ;  Mark  i.  39,  iii.  11  f. ;  Luke  vi.  18).  The  power  to 
cast  out  devils  is  before  anything  else  imparted  by  Jesus  to  his  disciples 
(Matt  X.  I,  8  ;  Mark  iii.  15,  vL  7  ;  Luke  ix.  i),  who  to  their  great  joy  suc- 
ceed in  using  it  according  to  their  wishes  (Luke  x.  17,  20 ;  Mark  vi.  13). 

Besides  these  summary  notices,  however,  several  cures  of  demoniacs  are 
narrated  to  us  in  detail,  so  that  we  can  form  a  tolerably  accurate  idea  of  their 
peculiar  condition.     In  the  one  whose  cure  in  the  synagogue  at  Capernaum  is 

^  That  the  ffeXtyrca^/ieroc  associated  with  them  by  Matthew  are  only  a  particular  species  of 
demoniacs,  whose  malady  appeared  to  be  governed  by  the  changes  of  the  moon,  is  proved  by 
Matt.  xvii.  14  if.  where  a  dat^Svcoir  is  expelled  from  a  reXijyca^i^/MFOf. 
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given  by  the  Evangelists  as  the  first  of  this  kind  (Mark  i.  23  ff. ;  Luke  iv.  33 
ff.),  we  find,  on  the  one  hand,  a  disturbance  of  the  self- consciousness,  causin^r 
the  possessed  individuals  to  speak  in  the  person  of  the  demon,  which  appears 
also  in  other  demoniacs,  as  for  example,  the  Gadarenes  (Matt  viii.  29  f. 
parall.) ;  on  the  other  hand,  spasms  and  convulsions  with  savage  cries.  This 
spasmodic  state  has,  in  the  demoniac  who  is  also  called  a  lunatic  (Matt, 
xvii.  14  If.  parall.),  reached  the  stage  of  manifest  epilepsy ;  for  sudden  falls, 
often  in  dangerous  places,  cries,  gnashing  of  the  teeth,  and  foaming,  are 
known  symptoms  of  that  malady.^  The  other  aspect  of  the  demoniacal  state, 
namely,  the  disturbance  of  the  self-consciousness,  amounts  in  the  demoniac 
of  Gadara,  by  whose  lips  a  demon,  or  rather  a  plurality  of  these  evil  spirits, 
speaks  as  a  subject,  to  misanthropic  madness,  with  attacks  of  maniacal  fury 
against  himself  and  others.'  Moreover,  not  only  the  insane  and  epileptic,  but 
the  dumb  (Matt.  ix.  32  ;  Luke  xi.  14  ;  Matt.  xii.  22,  the  dumb  demoniac  is 
also  blind)  and  those  suffering  from  a  gouty  contraction  of  the  body  (Luke 
xiii.  II  ff.),  are  by  the  evangelists  designated  more  or  less  precisely  as  demon- 
iacs. 

The  idea  of  these  sufferers  presupposed  in  the  gospels  and  shared  by  their 
authors,  is  that  a  wicked,  unclean  spirit  (Scujuovtov,  m^cO/xa  dxa^aprov),  or  several 
have  taken  possession  of  them  (hence  their  condition  is  described  by  the  ex- 
pressions Sae/idviov  ^x^tv,  Sat/xovi^^ccr^cu,  to  have  a  demon^  to  be  a  demoniac)^  speak 
through  their  organs  (thus  Matt.  viii.  31,  oi  &u/aovcs  iraf)€«caAow  avroK  Xeyor- 
rcs),  and  put  their  limbs  in  motion  at  pleasure  (thus  Mark  ix.  20,  ro  sTcv/xa 
i<nrdfHi(€v  avrov),  until,  forcibly  expelled  by  a  cure,  they  depart  from  the 
patient  (cKjSoXActv,  iiipxetrOoLt).  According  to  the  representation  of  the  Evan- 
gelists, Jesus  also  held  this  view  of  the  matter.  It  is  true  that  when,  as  a 
means  of  liberating  the  possessed,  he  addresses  the  demons  within  them  (as 
in  Mark  ix.  25  ;  Matt  viii.  32  ;  Luke  iv.  35),  we  might  with  Paulus  ^  regard 
this  as  a  mode  of  entering  into  the  fixed  idea  of  these  more  or  less  insane  per- 
sons, it  being  the  part  of  a  physical  physician,  if  he  would  produce  any  eflfect, 
to  accommodate  himself  to  this  idea,  however  strongly  he  may  in  reality  be 
convinced  of  its  groundlessness.  But  this  is  not  all ;  Jesus,  even  in  his  pri- 
vate conversations  with  his  disciples,  not  only  says  nothing  calculated  to 
undermine  the  notion  of  demoniacal  possession,  but  rather  speaks  repeatedly 
on  a  supposition  of  its  truth  ;  as  e.  g.  in  Matt  x.  8,  where  he  gives  the  com- 
mission. Cast  out  devils ;  in  Luke  x.  18  ff. ;  and  especially  in  Matt  xviL  2r, 
paralL,  where  he  says,  This  kind  goeth  not  out  but  by  prayer  and  fasting. 
Again,  in  a  purely  theoretical  discourse,  perhaps  also  in  the  more  intimate 
circle  of  his  disciples,  Jesus  gives  a  description  quite  accordant  with  the  idea 
of  his  cotemporaries  of  the  departure  of  the  unclean  spirit,  his  wandering  in 
the  wilderness,  and  his  return  with  a  reinforcement  (Matt.  xii.  43  ff.).  With 
these  facts  before  us,  the  attempt  made  by  generally  unprejudiced  inquirers, 
such  as  Winer,^  to  show  that  Jesus  did  not  share  the  popular  opinion  on  de- 
moniacal possession,  but  merely  accommodated  his  language  to  their  under- 
standing, appears  to  us  a  mere  adjustment  of  his  ideas  by  our  own.  A  closer 
examination  of  the  last-mentioned  passage  will  suffice  to  remove  every  thought 
of  a  mere  accommodation  on  the  part  of  Jesus.  It  is  true  that  commentators 
have  sought  to  evade  all  that  is  conclusive  in  this  passage,  by  interpreting  it 
figuratively,  or  even  as  a  parable,^  in  every  explanation  of  which  (if  we  set 

*  Compare  the  passages  of  ancient  physicians,  ap.  Winer,  bibl.  Realworterlx  i,  s.  191. 
'  Rabbinical  and  other  passages,  ap.  Winer,  ut  sup.  s.  192. 

^  Exeg.  Handb.  I,  b,  s.  475 ;  comp.  Hase,  L.  J.  s.  6a 
^  Ut  sup.  s.  191. 

*  Grats,  Comm.  z.  Matth.  I,  s.  615. 
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aside  such  as  that  given  by  Olshausen '"  after  Calmet),  the  essential  idea  is^ 
that  superficial  conversion  to  the  cause  of  Jesus  is  followed  by  a  relapse  into 
aggravated  sin.®  But  I  would  fain  know,  what  justifies  us  in  abandoning  the 
literal  interpretation  of  this  discourse  ?  In  the  propositions  themselves  there 
is  no  indication  of  a  figurative  meaning,  nor  is  it  rendered  probable  by  the 
general  style  of  teaching  used  by  Jesus,  for  he  nowhere  else  presents  moral 
relations  in  the  garb  of  demoniacal  conditions ;  on  the  contrary,  whenever 
he  speaks,  as  here,  of  the  departure  of  evil  spirits,  e.  g.  in  Matt  xvii.  21,  he 
evidently  intends  to  be  understood  literally.  But  does  the  context  favour  a 
figurative  interpretation  ?  Luke  (xi.  24  ff.)  places  the  discourse  in  question 
after  the  defence  of  Jesus  against  the  Pharisaic  accusation,  that  he  cast  out 
devils  by  Beelzebub :  a  position  which  is  undoubtedly  erroneous,  as  we  have 
seen,  but  which  is  a  proof  that  he  at  least  understood  Jesus  to  speak  liter- 
ally— of  real  demons.  Matthew  also  places  the  discourse  near  to  the  above 
accusation  and  defence,  but  he  inserts  between  them  the  demand  of  a  sign, 
together  with  its  refusal,  and  he  makes  Jesus  conclude  with  the  application. 
Even  so  shall  it  be  also  unto  this  wicked  generation.  This  addition,  it  is  true,, 
gives  the  discourse  a  figurative  application  to  the  moral  and  religious  condi- 
tion of  his  cotemporaries,  but  only  thus  :  Jesus  intended  the  foregoing  de- 
scription of  the  expelled  and  returning  demon  literally,  though  he  made  a 
secondary  use  of  this  event  as  an  image  of  the  moral  condition  of  his  cotem- 
poraries. At  any  rate  Luke,  who  has  not  the  same  addition,  gives  the  dis- 
course of  Jesus,  to  use  the  expression  of  Paulus,  as  a  warning  against 
demoniacal  relapses.  That  the  majority  of  theologians  in  the  present  day, 
without  decided  support  on  the  part  of  Matthew,  and  in  decided  contradiction 
to  Luke,  advocate  the  merely  figurative  interpretation  of  this  passage,  appears 
to  be  founded  in  an  aversion  to  ascrible  to  Jesus  so  strongly  developed  a  de- 
monology,  as  lies  in  his  words  literally  understood.  But  this  is  not  to  be 
avoided,  even  leaving  the  above  passage  out  of  consideration.  In  Matt  xii. 
25  f.  29,  Jesus  speaks  of  a  kingdom  and  household  of  the  devil,  in  a  manner 
which  obviously  outsteps  the  domain  of  the  merely  figurative :  but  above  all, 
the  passage  already  quoted,  Luke  x.  18-20,  is  of  such  a  nature  as  to  compel 
even  Paulus,  who  is  generally  so  fond  of  lending  to  the  hallowed  personages 
of  primitive  Christian  history  the  views  of  the  present  age,  to  admit  that  the 
kingdom  of  Satan  was  not  merely  a  symbol  of  evil  to  Jesus,  and  that  he  be- , 
lieved  in^ctual  demoniacal  possession.  For  he  says  very  justly,  that  as  Jesus 
here  speaks,  not  to"  the  patient  or  to  the  people,  but  to  those  who  themselves, 
according  to  his  instructions,  cured  demoniacs,  his  words  are  not  to  be  ex- 
plained as  a  mere  accommodation,  when  he  confirms  their  belief  that  the 
spirits  are  subject  unto  them,  and  describes  their  capability  of  curing  the 
malady  in  question,  as  a  power  over  X)^t  power  of  the  enemy, "^  In  answer  also 
to  the  repugnance  of  those  with  whose  enlightenment  a  belief  in  demoniacal 
possession  is  inconsistent,  to  admit  that  Jesus  held  that  belief,  the  same  theo- 
logian justly  observes  that  the  most  distinguished  mind  may  retain  a  false 
idea,  prevalent  among  his  cotemporaries,  if  it  happen  to  lie  out  of  his  pecu- 
liar sphere  of  thought.  *® 

Some  light  is  thrown  on  the  evangelical  conception  of  the  demoniacs,  by 
the  opinions  on  this  subject  which  we  find  in  writers  more  or  less  cotempor- 

7  B.  Comm.  i,  8.  424.  According  to  this,  the  passage  relates  to  the  Jewish  people,  who 
before  the  exile  were  possessed  by  the  devil  in  the  form  of  idolatry,  and  afterwards  in  th^ 
worst  form  of  Pharisaism. 

*  Thus  Fritzsche,  in  Matt,  p.  447. 

*  Exeg.  Handb.  2,  s.  566. 

^^  Ut  sup.  I,  b.  s.  483.  2^  8.  96. 

D  D 
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ary.  The  general  idea  that  evil  spirits  had  influence  on  men,  producing 
melancholy,  insanity,  and  epilepsy^  was  early  prevalent  among  the  Greeks  ^^ 
as  well  as  the  Hebrews  ;  ^'  but  the  more  distinct  idea  that  evil  spirits  entered 
into  the  human  body  and  took  possession  of  its  members  was  not  developed 
until  a  considerably  later  period,  and  was  a  consequence  of  the  dissemination 
of  the  Oriental,  particularly  the  Persian  pneumatoiogy  among  both  Hebrews 
and  Greeks.  ^^  Hence  we  find  in  Joseph  us  the  expressions  SaxfMvia  rots  Cwriv 
curSvd/ici^a,^^  cyKa^cj^d/ucva  *•  {demons  entering  into  the  livings  settling  themselves 
there)^  and  the  same  ideas  in  Lucian  '*  and  Philostratus.*^ 

Of  the  nature  and  origin  of  these  spirits  nothing  is  expressly  stated  in  the 
gospels,  except  that  they  belong  to  the  household  of  Satan  (Matt  xii.  26  E 
paralL),  whence  the  acts  of  one  of  them  are  directly  ascribed  to  Satan  (Luke 
xiii.  16).  But  from  Josephus,^*  Justin  Martyr,**  and  Philostratus,*^  with 
whom  rabbinical  writings  agree,**  we  learn  that  these  demons  were  the  disem- 
bodied souls  of  wicked  men  ;  and  modem  theologians  have  not  scrupled  tp 
attribute  this  opinion  on  their  origin  to  the  New  Testament  also.*'  Justin 
and  the  rabbins  more  nearly  particularize,  as  spirits  that  torment  the  living, 
the  souls  of  the  giants,  the  offspring  of  those  angels  who  allied  themselves  to 
the  daughters  of  men  ;  the  rabbins  further  add  the  souls  of  those  who  perished 
in  the  deluge,  and  of  those  who  participated  in  building  the  tower  of  Babel  ;*' 
and  with  this  agree  the  Clementine  Homilies,  for,  according  to  them  also,  these 
souls  of  the  giants^  having  become  demons,  seek  to  attach  themselves,  as  the 
stronger,  to  human  souls,  and  to  inhabit  human  bodies,**  As,  however,  in  the 
continuation  of  the  passage  first  cited,  Justin  endeavours  to  convince  the 
heathens  of  immortality  from  their  own  ideas,  the  opinion  which  he  there  ex- 
presses, of  demons  being  the  souls  of  the  departed  in  general,  can  scarcely  be 

''  Hence  the  words  deu/ioi^r,  KaKo9tufi.9w4^y  were  used  as  synonymous  with  /leXeeYxo^q^ 
fudvevBwi.  Hippocrates  had  to  combat  the  opinion  that  epilepsy  was  the  effect  of  demonia- 
cal influence.     Vid.  Wetstein,  s.  282  ff. 

*'  Let  the  reader  compare  the  \\\t\)  H^P  ^IT}  rjO,  which  made  Saul  melancholy,  I 
Sam.  xvi.  14.     Its  influence  on  Saul  is  expressed  by  ^iHOS^I. 

^'  Vid.  Creuzer,  S^bolik,  3,  &  69  f.  ;  Baur,  Apollonius  von  Tyana  und  Christus,  s.  144. 

"  Bell.  jud.  vii.  vi.  3. 

*'  Antiq.  vi.  xi.  2.     On  the  state  of  Saul. 

*•  Philopseud.,  16. 

*'  Vitae  ApoUon.  iv.  20,  25,  comp.  Baur,  ut  sup.  s.  38  f.  42.  Even  Aristotle  speaks  of 
^oLtAwi  run.  yewotidpoit  xarixoit.  de  mirab.  1 66,  ed.  Bekk. 

^  Ut  sup.,  bell.  j.  :  t4  yiip  KoXoufUPa  dai/jLAvia — xoimipQp  irrat  dpSpiowup  irrci^/uira,  rotf 
^u)<r(y  eur8u6fieva  xcd  Kreipojrra  Toi>s  SoriOtLas  /lij  Tvyx^Sjfomai* 

"  Apoll.  i.  18. 

*•  Ut  sup.  iii.  38. 

'^  Vid.  Eisenroenger,  entdecktes  Judenthum,  2,  s.  427. 

*•  Paulus,  exeg.  Uandb.  2,  s.  39;  L.  J.  i,  a,  s.  217.  He  appeals  in  support  of  this  to 
Matt.  xiv.  2,  where  Herod,  on  hearing  01  the  miracles  of  Jesus,  says  :  //  is  John  the  Baptist^ 
he  is  risen  from  the  dead.  In  this  expression  Paulus  finds  the  rabbinical  opinion  of  the 
llS^y*  wlilch  is  distinct  from  that  of  the  ^^3^3,  or  transmigration  of  souls  properly  so  called, 
(that  is,  the  passage  of  disembodied  souls  into  the  bodies  of  infants,  while  in  the  process  of 
formation),  and  according  to  which  the  soul  of  a  dead  person  might  unite  itself  to  that  of  a 
living  one,  and  add  to  its  power  (vid.  Eisenmenger  2,  s.  85  ff.)  But,  as  Fritzsche  and  others 
have  shown,  the  word  -tty^pBri  refers  to  an  actual  resurrection  of  the  Baptist,  and  not  to  this 
rabbinical  notion ;  which,  moreover,  even  were  it  implied,  is  totally  different  from  that  of 
demoniacal  possession.  Here  it  would  be  a  good  spirit  who  had  entered  into  a  prophet  for 
the  strengthening  of  his  powers,  as  according  to  a  later  Jewish  idea  the  soul  of  Seth  was 
united  to  that  of  Moses,  and  again  the  souls  of  Moses  and  Aaron  to  that  of  Samuel  (Eisen- 
'  menger,  ut  sup.) ;  but  from  this  it  would  by  no  means  follow,  that  it  was  possible  for  wicked 
spirits  to  enter  into  the  living. 

"  Justin,  Apol.  ii.  5.,  Eisenmenger,  ut  sup. 

'^  Homil.  viii.  18  f.,  ix.  9  f. 
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regarded  as  his,  especially  as  his  pupil  Tatian  expressly  declares  himself 
against  it;"^  while  Josephus  affords  no  criterion  as  to  the  latent  idea  of  the 
New  Testamant,  since  his  Greek  education  renders  it  very  uncertain  whether 
he  presents  the  doctrine  of  demoniacal  possession  in  its  original  Jewish,  or  in 
a  Grecian  form.  If  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  Hebrews  owed  their  doctrine 
of  demons  to  Persia,  we  know  that  the  Deves  of  the  Zend  mythology  were 
originally  and  essentially  wicked  beings,  existing  prior  to  the  human  race ;  of 
these  two  characteristics,  Hebraism  as  such  might  be  induced  to  expunge  the 
former,  which  pertained  to  Dualism,  but  could  have  no  reason  for  rejecting 
the  latter.  Accordingly,  in  the  Hebrew  view,  the  demons  were  the  fallen 
angels  of  Gen.  vL,  the  souls  of  their  offspring  the  giants,  and  of  the  great 
criminals  before  and  immediately  after  the  deluge,  whom  the  popular  imagin- 
ation gradually  magnified  into  superhuman  beings.  But  in  the  ideas  of  the 
Hebrews,  there  lay  no  motive  for  descending  beyond  the  circle  of  these  souls, 
who  might  be  conceived  to  form  the  court  of  Satan.  Such  a  motive  was  only 
engendered  by  the  union  of  the  Graeco-roman  culture  with  the  Hebraic  :  the 
former  had  no  Satan,  and  consequently  no  retinue  of  spirits  devoted  to  his 
service,  but  it  had  an  abundance  of  Manes,  Lemures,  and  the  like, — all  names 
for  disembodied  souls  that  disquieted  the  living.  Now,  the  combination  of 
these  Grseco-roman  ideas  with  the  above-mentioned  Jewish  ones,  seems  to 
have  been  the  source  of  the  demonology  of  Josephus,  of  Justin,  and  also  of 
the  later  rabbins  ;  but  it  does  not  follow  that  the  same  mixed  view  belongs  to 
the  New  Testament  Rather,  as  this  Grsecised  form  of  the  doctrine  in  ques- 
tion is  nowhere  positively  put  forth  by  the  evangelical  writers^  while  on  the 
contrary  the  demons  are  in  some  passages  represented  as  the  household  of 
Satan :  there  is  nothing  to  contravene  the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  un- 
mixedly  Jewish  character  of  thought  which  reigns  in  the  synoptical  gospels  on 
all  other  subjects  (apart  from  Christian  modifications) ;  namely,  that  we  must 
attribute  to  them  the  pure  and  original  Jewish  conception  of  the  doctrine  of 
demons. 

It  is  well  known  that  the  older  theology,  moved  by  a  regard  for  the  author- 
ity of  Jesus  and  the  Evangelists,  espoused  the  belief  in  the  reality  of  demonia- 
cal possession.  The  new  theology,  on  the  contrary,  especially  since  the  time 
of  Semler,*^  in  consideration  of  the  similarity  between  the  condition  of  the 
demoniacs  in  the  New  Testament  and  many  naturally  diseased  subjects  of 
our  own  day,  has  begun  to  refer  the  malady  of  the  former  also  to  natural 
causes,  and  to  ascribe  the  evangelical  supposition  of  supernatural  causes  to 
the  prejudices  of  that  age.  In  modern  days,  on  the  occurrence  of  epilepsy,  in- 
sanity, and  even  a  disturbance  of  the  self-consciousness  resembling  the  condi- 
tion of  the  possessed  described  in  the  New  Testament,  it  is  no  longer  the 
custom  to  account  for  them  by  the  supposition  of  demoniacal  influence :  and 
the  reason  of  this  seems  to  be,  partly  that  the  advancement  in  the  knowledge 
of  nature  and  of  mind  has  placed  at  command  a  wider  range  of  facts  and 
analogies,  which  may  serve  to  explain  the  above  conditions  naturally  :  partly 
that  the  contradiction,  involved  in  the  idea  of  demoniacal  possession,  is  be- 
ginning to  be  at  least  dimly  perceived  For — apart  from  the  difi^culties 
which  the  notion  of  the  existence  of  a  devil  and  demons  entails — whatever 
theory  may  be  held  as  to  the  relation  between  the  self-consciousness  and  the 
bodily  organs,  it  remains  absolutely  inconceivable  how  the  union  between  the 
two  could  be  so  far  dissolved,  that  a  foreign  self-consciousness  could  gain  an 

**  Orat.  contra  Grsecos,  16.  • 

**  See  his  Comtneniatio  de  dtBmoniacis  querum  in  N,  T,  fit  mentio^  and  his  minute  con- 
sideration of  demoniacal  cases.  So  early  as  the  time  of  Origen,  physicians  gave  natural  ex- 
planations of  the  state  of  those  supposed  to  be  possessed.    Orig.  in  Matth*  xvii.  15. 
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entrance,  thrust  oat  that  which  belonged  to  the  organism,  and  usurp  its  place. 
Hence  for  every  one  who  at  once  regards  actual  phenomena  with  enlightened 
eyes,  and  the  New  Testament  narratives  with  orthodox  ones,  there  results  the 
contradiction,  that  what  now  proceeds  from  natural  causes,  must  in  the  time 
of  Jesus  have  been  caused  supernaturally. 

In  order  to  remove  this  inconceivable  difference  between  the  conditions  of 
one  age  and  another,  avoiding  at  the  same  time  any  imputation  on  the  New 
Testament,  Olshausen,  whom  we  may  fairly  take  as  the  representative  of  the 
mystical  theology  and  philosophy  of  the  present  day,  denies  both  that  all 
states  of  the  kind  in  question  have  now  a  natural  cause,  and  that  they  had  in 
the  time  of  Jesus  invariably  a  supernatural  cause.  With  respect  to  our  own 
time  he  asks,  if  the  apostles  were  to  enter  our  mad-houses,  how  would  they 
name  many  of  the  inmates  ?  *7  We  answer,  they  would  to  a  certainty  name 
many  of  them  demoniacs,  by  reason  of  their  participation  in  the  ideas  of  their 
people  and  their  age,  not  by  reason  of  their  apostolic  illumination  ;  and  the 
official  who  acted  as  their  conductor  would  very  properly  endeavour  to  set 
them  right :  whatever  names  therefore  they  might  give  to  the  inmates  of  our 
asylums,  our  conclusions  as  to  the  naturalness  of  the  disorders  of  those  in- 
mates would  not  be  at  all  affected.  With  respect  to  the  time  of  Jesus,  this 
theologian  maintains  that  the  same  forms  of  disease  were,  even  by  the  Jews, 
in  one  case  held  demoniacal,  in  another  not  so,  according  to  the  difference 
in  their  origin  :  for  example,  one  who  had  become  insane  through  an  organic 
disorder  of  the  brain,  or  dumb  through  an  injury  of  the  tongue,  was  not 
looked  on  as  a  demoniac,  but  only  those,  the  cause  of  whose  condition  was 
more  or  less  psychical.  Of  such  a  distinction  in  the  time  of  Jesus,  Olshau- 
sen is  manifestly  bound  to  give  us  instances.  Whence  could  the  Jews  of  that 
age  have  acquired  their  knowledge  of  the  latent  natural  causes  of  these  con- 
ditions— whence  the  criterion  by  which  to  distinguish  an  insanity  or  imbecility 
originating  in  a  malformation  of  the  brain,  from  one  purely  psychical  ?  Was 
not  their  observation  limited  to  outward  phenomena,  and  those  of  the  coarsest 
character?  The  nature  of  their  distinctions  seems  to  be  this  :  the  state  of  an 
epileptic  with  his  sudden  falls  and  convulsions,  or  of  a  maniac  in  his  delirium, 
especially  if,  from  the  reaction  of  the  popular  idea  respecting  himself  he 
speaks  in  the  person  of  another,  seems  to  point  to  an  external  influence 
which  governs  him ;  and  consequently,  so  soon  as  the  belief  in  demoniacal 
possession  existed  among  the  people,  all  such  states  were  referred  to  this 
cause,  as  we  find  them  to  be  in  the  New  Testament :  whereas  in  dumbness 
and  gouty  contraction  or  lameness,  the  influence  of  an  external  power  is  less 
decidedly  indicated,  so  that  these  afflictions  were  at  one  time  ascribed  to  a 
possessing  demon,  at  another  not  so.  Of  the  former  case  we  find  an  example 
in  the  dumb  persons  already  mentioned.  Matt.  ix.  32,  xli.  22,  and  in  the 
woman  who  was  bowed  down^  Luke  xiil  1 1 ;  of  the  latter,  in  the  man  who 
was  deaf  and  had  an  impediment  in  his  speech,  Mark  vii.  32  ff.,  and  in  the 
many  paralytics  mentioned  in  the  gospels.  The  decision  for  the  one  opinion 
or  the  other  was  however  certainly  not  founded  on  an  investigation  into  the 
origin  of  the  disease,  but  solely  on  its  external  symptoms.  If  then  the  Jews, 
and  with  them  the  Evangelists,  referred  the  two  chief  classes  of  these  condi- 
tions to  demoniacal  influence,  there  remains  for  him  who  believes  himself 
bound  by  their  opinion,  without  choosing  to  shut  out  the  lights  of  modern 
science,  the  glaring  inconsistency  of  considering  the  same  diseases  as  in  one 
age  natural,  in  another  supernatural 

But  the  most  formidable  difliculty  for  Olshausen,  in  his  attempted  media- 

^  B.  ComniL  i,  s.  996^  Anm. 
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tion  between  the  Judaical  demonology  of  the  New  Testament  and  the  intelli- 
gence of  our  own  day,  arises  from  the  influence  of  the  latter  on  his  own 
mind — an  influence  which  renders  him  adverse  to  the  idea  of  personal 
demons.  This  theologian,  initiated  in  the  philosophy  of  the  present  age, 
endeavours  to  resolve  the  host  of  demons,  which  in  the  New  Testament  are 
regarded  as  distinct  individuals,  into  a  system  of  emanations,  forming  the  con- 
tinuity of  a  single  substance,  which  indeed  sends  forth  from  itself  separate 
powers,  not,  however,  to  subsist  as  independent  individuals,  but  to  return  as 
accidents  into  the  unity  of  the  substance.  This  cast  of  thought  we  have 
already  observed  in  the  opinions  of  Olshausen  concerning  angels,  and  it 
appears  still  more  decidedly  in  his  demonology.  Personal  demons  are  too 
repugnant,  and  as  Olshausen  himself  expresses  it, 2*  the  comprehension  of 
two  subjects  in  one  individual  is  too  inconceivable  to  find  a  ready  acceptation. 
Hence  it  is  everywhere  with  vague  generality  that  a  kingdom  of  evil  and 
darkness  is  spoken  of;  and  though  a  personal  prince  is  given  to  it,  its  demons 
are  understood  to  be  mere  effluxes  and  operations,  by  which  the  evil  principle 
manifests  itself.  But  the  most  vulnerable  point  of  Olshausen's  opinion  con- 
cerning demons  is  this  :  it  is  too  much  for  him  to  believe  that  Jesus  asked 
the  name  of  the  demon  in  the  Gadarene  ;  since  he  himself  doubts  the  person- 
ality of  those  emanations  of  the  kingdom  of  darkness,  it  cannot,  he  thinks, 
have  been  thus  decidedly  supposed  by  Christ ; — hence  he  understands  the 
question.  What  is  thy  name  ?  (Mark  v.  9)  to  be  addressed,  not  to  the  demon, 
but  to  the  man,2*  plainly  in  opposition  to  the  whole  context,  for  the  answer. 
Legion^  appears  to  be  in  no  degree  the  result  of  a  misunderstanding,  but  the 
right  answer — the  one  expected  by  Jesus. 

If,  however,  the  demons  are,  according  to  Olshausen's  opinion,  impersonal 
powers,  that  which  guides  them  and  determines  their  various  functions  is  the 
law  which  governs  the  kingdom  of  darkness  in  relation  to  the  kingdom  of 
light.  On  this  theory,  the  worse  a  man  is  morally,  the  closer  must  be  the 
connexion  between  him  and  the  kingdom  of  evil,  and  the  closest  conceivable 
connexion — the  entrance  of  the  power  of  darkness  into  the  personality  of 
the  man,  ue,  possession — must  always  occur  in  the  most  wicked.  But  his- 
torically this  is  not  so :  the  demoniacs  in  the  gospels  appear  to  be  sinners 
only  in  the  sense  that  all  sick  persons  need  forgiveness  of  sins ;  and  the  greatest 
sinners  (Judas  for  example)  are  spared  the  infliction  of  possession.  The  com- 
mon opinion,  with  its  personal  demons,  escapes  this  contradiction.  -  It  is  true 
that  this  opinion  also,  as  we  And  for  instance,  in  the  Clementine  Homilies, 
firmly  maintains  it  to  be  by  sin  only  that  man  subjects  himself  to  the  ingress 
of  the  demon ;  ^  but  here  there  is  yet  scope  for  the  individual  will  of  the 
demon,  who  often,  from  motives  not  to  be  calculated,  passes  by  the  worst, 
and  holds  in  chase  the  less  wicked.'*^  On  the  contrary,  if  the  demons  are 
considered,  as  by  Olshausen,  to  be  the  actions  of  the  power  of  evil  in  its 
relation  to  the  power  of  goodness ;  this  relation  being  regulated  by  laws, 
everything  arbitrary  and  accidental  is  excluded.  Hence  it  evidently  costs 
that  theologian  some  pains  to  disprove  the  consequence,  that  according  to 
his  theory  the  possessed  must  always  be  the  most  wicked.  Proceeding  from 
the  apparent  contest  of  two  powers  in  the  demoniacs,  he  adopts  the  position 
that  the  state  of  demoniacal  possession  does  not  appear  in  those  who  entirely 

w  S.  295  £ 

^  S.  302,  af^er  the  example  of  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  b,  s.  474. 

**  Homil.  viii.  19. 

''  Thus  Asmodeus  chooses  Sara  and  her  husband  as  objects  of  torment  and  destruction, 
not  because  either  the  former  or  the  latter  were  particularly  wicked,  but  because  Sara's 
beauty  attracted  him.    Tob.  vi.  12-15. 
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give  themselves  up  to  evil,  and  thus  maintain  an  internal  unity  of  disposition, 
but  only  in  those  in  whom  there  exists  a  struggle  against  sin.'^  In  that  case, 
however,  the  above  state,  being  reduced  to  a  purely  moral  phenomenon,  must 
appear  far  more  frequently  ;  every  violent  inward  struggle  must  manifest  itself 
under  this  form,  and  especially  those  who  ultimately  give  themselves  up  to 
evil  must,  before  arriving  at  this  point,  pass  through  a  period  of  conflict,  that 
is  of  possession.  Olshausen  therefore  adds  a  physical  condition,  namely, 
that  the  preponderance  of  evil  in  the  man  must  have  weakened  his  corporeal 
organization,  particularly  the  nervous  system,  before  he  can  become  suscep- 
tible of  the  demoniacal  state.  But  since  such  disorders  of  the  nervous 
system  may  occur  without  any  moral  fault,  who  does  not  see  that  the  state 
which  it  is  intended  to  ascribe  to  demoniacal  power  as  its  proper  source,  is 
thus  referred  chiefly  to  natural  causes,  and  that  therefore  the  argument  defeats 
its  own  object  ?  Hence  Olshausen  quickly  turns  away  from  this  side  of  the 
question,  and  lingers  on  the  comparison  of  the  8oufiovt{oficvof  {demoniac)  with 
the  irov77pos  (wicked) ;  whereas  he  ought  rather  to  compare  the  former  with 
the  epileptic  and  insane,  for  it  is  only  by  this  means  that  any  light  can  be 
thrown  on  the  iiature  of  possession.  This  shifting  of  the  question  from  the 
ground  of  physiology  and  psychology  to  that  of  morality  and  religion,  renders 
the  discussion  concerning  the  demoniacs  one  of  the  most  useless  which 
Olshausen's  work  conuins.** 

Let  us  then  relinquish  the  ungrateful  attempt  to  modernize  the  New  Testa- 
ment conception  of  the  demoniacs,  or  to  judaize  our  modern  ideas  ; — let  us 
rather,  in  relation  to  this  subject,  understand  the  statements  of  the  New 
Testament  as  simply  as  they  are  given,  without  allowing  our  investigations  to 
be  restricted  by  the  ideas  therein  presented,  which  belonged  to  the  age  and 
nation  of  its  writers.** 

The  method  adopted  for  the  cure  of  the  demoniacal  state  was,  especially 
among  the  Jews,  in  conformity  with  what  we  have  ascertained  to  have  been 
the  idea  of  its  nature.  The  cause  of  the  malady  was  not  supposed  to  be,  as 
in  natural  diseases,  an  impersonal  object  or  condition,  such  as  an  impure 
iluid^  a  morbid  excitement  or  debility,  but  a  self-conscious  /being ;  hence  it 
was  treated,  not  mechanically  or  chemically,  but  logically,  i.e\by  words. J  The 
demon  was  enjoined  to  depart ;  and  to  give  effect  to  this  injunction^'if  was 
coupled  with  the  names  of  beings  who  were  believed  to  have  power  over 
demons.  Hence  the  main  instrument  against  demoniacal  possession  was 
conjuration,**  either  in  the  name  of  God,  or  of  angels,  or  of  some  other 
potent  being,  e,g,  the  Messiah  (Acts  xix.  13),  with  certain  forms  which  were 
said  to  be  derived  from  Solomon.**  In  addition  to  this,  certain  roots,*^ 
stones,**  fumigations  and  amulets  *•  were  used,  in  obedience  to  traditions 
likewise  believed  to  have  been  handed  down  from  Solomon.  Now  as  the 
cause  of  the  malady  was  not  seldom  really  a  psychical  one,  or  at  least  one 
lying  in  the  nervous  system,  which  may  be  acted  on  to  an  incalculable  extent 
by  moral  instrumentality,  this  psychological  treatment  was  not  altogether 
illusory  I  for  by  exciting  in  the  patient  the  belief  that  the  demon  by  which  he 

"  S.  294. 

"  It  fills  5.  289-298. 

**  1  have  endeavoured  to  present  helps  towards  a  scientific  conception  of  the  states  in 
question  in  several  essavs,  which  are  now  incorporated  in  my  Charakterisliken  u.  Kritiken. 
Comp.  Wirth,  Theorie  des  Somnambulismus.  S.  311  fL 

**  See  note  16,  the  passage  quoted  from  Lucian. 

••  Joseph.,  Anliq.  viii.  ii.  5. 

•'  Joseph.,  ut  sup. 

»•  Gitlin,  £  Ixvii.  2. 

^  Justin  Mart,  dial  c.  Tryph.  Ixxxv. 
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was  possessed,  could  not  retain  his  hold  before  a  form  of  conjuration,  it 
might  often  effect  the  removal  of  the  disorder.  Jesus  himself  admits  that 
the  Jewish  exorcists  sometimes  succeeded  in  working  such  cures  (Matt.  xii. 
27).  But  we  read  of  Jesus  that  without  conjuration  by  any  other  power,  and 
without  the  appliance  of  any  further  means,  he  expelled  the  demons  by  his 
word.  The  most  remarkable  cures  of  this  kind,  of  which  the  gospels  inform 
us,  we  are  now  about  to  examine. 


§  93- 

CASES   OF  THE   EXPULSION   OF   DEMONS   BY  JESUS,   CONSIDERED   SINGLY. 

Among  the  circumstantial  narratives  which  are  given  us  in  the  three  first 
gospels  of  cures  wrought  by  Jesus  on  demoniacs,  three  are  esp>ecially  remark- 
able :  the  cure  of  a  demoniac  in  the  synagogue  at  Capernaum,  that  of  the 
Gadarenes  possessed  by  a  multitude  of  demons,  and  lastly,  that  of  the  lunatic 
whom  the  disciples  were  unable  to  cure. 

In  John  the  conversion  of  water  into  wine  is  the  first  miracle  performed  by 
Jesus  after  his  return  from  the  scene  of  his  baptism  into  Galilee ;  but  in  Mark 
(i.  23  IT.)  and  Luke  (iv.  33  ff.)  the  cure  of  a  demoniac  in  the  synagogue  of 
Capernaum  has  this  position.  Jesus  had  produced  a  deep  impression  by  his 
teaching,  when  suddenly,  a  demoniac  who  was  present,  cried  out  in  the 
character  of  the  demon  that  possessed  him,  that  he  would  have  nothing  to  do 
with  him,  that  he  knew  him  to  be  the  Messiah  who  was  come  to  destroy 
them — the  demons ;  whereupon  Jesus  commanded  the  demon  to  hold  his 
peace  and  come  out  of  the  man,  which  happened  amid  cries  and  convulsions 
on  the  part  of  the  demoniac,  and  to  the  great  astonishment  of  the  people  at 
the  power  thus  exhibited  by  Jesus. 

Here  we  might,  with  rationalistic  commentators,  represent  the  case  to  our- 
selves thus :  the  demoniac,  during  a  lucid  interval,  entered  the  synagogue, 
was  impressed  by  the  powerful  discourse  of  Jesus,  and  overhearing  one  of  the 
audience  speak  of  him  as  the  Messiah,  was  seized  with  the  idea  that  the  un- 
clean spirit  by  which  he  was  possessed,  could  not  maintain  itself  in  the  pre- 
sence of  the  holy  Messiah ;  whence  he  fell  into  a  paroxysm,  and  expressed 
liis  awe  of  Jesus  in  the  character  of  the  demon.  When  Jesus  perceived  this, 
what  was  more  natural  than  that  he  should  make  use  of  the  man*s  persuasion 
of  his  power,  and  command  the  demon  to  come  out  of  him,  thus  laying  hold 
of  the  maniac  by  his  fixed  idea;  which  according  to  the  laws  of  mental 
hygiene,  might  very  probably  have  a  favourable  effect.  It  is  under  this  view 
that  Paulus  regards  the  occasion  as  that  on  which  the  thought  of  using  his 
messianic  fame  as  a  means  of  curing  such  sufferers,  first  occurred  to  Jesus.^ 

fiut  many  difficulties  oppose  themselves  to  this  natural  conception  of 
the  case.  The  demoniac  is  supposed  to  learn  that  Jesus  was  the  Messiah 
from  the  people  in  the  synagogue.  On  this  point  the  text  is  not  merely 
silent,  but  decidedly  contradicts  such  an  opinion.  The  demon,  speaking 
through  the  man,  evidently  proclaims  his  knowledge  of  the  Messiahship  of 
Jesus,  in  the  words,  olBd  o-c  rts  ct  k.  t.  X.,  not  as  information  casually  imparted 
by  man,  but  as  an  intuition  of  his  demoniacal  nature.  Further,  when  Jesus 
cries,  ^To/d  thy  peace  1  he  refers  to  what  the  demon  had  just  uttered  concern- 
ing his  messiahship  ;  for  it  is  related  of  Jesus  that  he  suffered  not  the  demons 
to  speak  because  they  knew  him  (Mark  i.  34  ;  Luke  iv.  41),  or  because  they 

^  Exeg.  Handb.  i.  6,  s.  422  ;  L.  J.  i,  a,  s.  128. 
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made  him  known  (Mark  iii.  12).  If  then  Jesus  believed  that  by  enjoining 
silence  on  the  demon  he  could  hinder  the  promulgation  of  his  messiahship, 
he  must  have  been  of  opinion,  not  that  the  demoniac  had  heard  something 
of  it  from  the  people  in  the  synagogue,  but  contrariwise  that  the  latter  might 
learn  it  from  the  demoniac ;  and  this  accords  with  the  fact,  that  at  the  time 
of  the  first  appearance  of  Jesus,  in  which  the  Evangelists  place  the  occurrence, 
no  one  had  yet  thought  of  him  as  the  Messiah. 

If  it  be  asked,  how  the  demoniac  could  discover  that  Jesus  was  the  Mes- 
siah, apart  from  any  external  communication,  Olshausen  presses  into  his  ser- 
vice the  pre  tern  aturally  heightened  activity  of  the  nervous  system,  which,  in 
demoniacs  as  in  somnambules,  sharpens  the  presentient  power,  and  produces 
a  kind  of  clear-sightedness,  by  means  of  which  such  a  man  might  very  well 
discern  the  importance  of  Jesus  as  regarded  the  whole  realm  of  spirits.  The 
evangelical  narrative,  it  is  true,  does  not  ascribe  that  knowledge  to  a  power  of 
the  patient,  but  of  the  demon  dwelling  within  him,  and  this  is  the  only  view 
consistent  with  the  Jewish  ideas  of  that  period.  The  Messiah  was  to  appear, 
in  order  to  overthrow  the  demoniacal  kingdom  (d7roA.ccrat  rffxa^,  comp.  i  John 
iii.  8  ;  Luke  x.  18  f.)^  and  to  cast  the  devil  and  his  angels  into  the  lake  of 
fire  (Matt  xxv.  41 ;  Rev.  xx.  lo)^  :  it  followed  of  course  that  the  demons 
would  recognize  him  who  was  to  pass  such  a  sentence  on  them.*  This 
however  might  be  deducted  as  an  admixture  of  the  opinion  of  the  narrator, 
without  damage  to  the  rest  of  the  narrative ;  but  it  must  first  be  granted 
admissible  to  ascribe  so  extensive  a  presentient  power  to  demoniacal  subjects. 
Now,  as  it  is  in  the  highest  degree  improbable  that  a  nervous  patient,  how- 
ever intensely  excited,  should  recognize  Jesus  as  the  Messiah,  at  a  time  when 
he  was  not  believed  to  be  such  by  any  one  else,  perhaps  not  even  by  him- 
self; and  as  on  the  other  hand  this  recognition  of  the  Messiah  by  the  demon 
so  entirely  agrees  with  the  popular  ideas;— we  must  conjecture  that  on  this 
point  the  evangelical  tradition  is  not  in  perfect  accordance  with  historical 
truth,  but  has  been  attuned  to  those  ideas. ^  There  was  the  more  inducement 
to  this,  the  more  such  a  recognition  of  Jesus  on  the  part  of  the  demons 
would  redound  to  his  glory.  As  when  adults  disowned  him,  praise  was  pre- 
pared for  him  out  of  the  mouth  of  babes  (Matt.  xxi.  16) — as  he  was  con- 
vinced that  if  men  were  silent,  the  very  stones  would  cry  out  (Luke  xix.  40) : 
so  it  must  appear  fitting,  that  when  his  people  whom  he  came  to  save  would 
not  acknowledge  him,  he  should  have  the  involuntary  homage  of  demons, 
whose  testimony,  since  they  had  only  ruin  to  expect  from  him,  must  be  im- 
partial, and  from  their  higher  spiritual  nature  was  to  be  relied  on. 

In  the  above  history  of  the  cure  of  a  demoniac,  we  have  a  case  of  the 
simplest  kind ;  the  cure  of  the  possessed  Gadarenes  on  the  contrary  (Matt, 
viii.  28  fF. ;  Mark  v.  i  ff. ;  Luke  viii.  26  ff.)  is  a  very  complex  one,  for  in  this 
instance  we  have,  together  with  several  divergencies  of  the  Evangelists,  instead 
of  one  demon,  many,  and  instead  of  a  simple  departure  of  these  demons, 
their  entrance  into  a  herd  of  swine. 

After  a  stormy  passage  across  the  sea  of  Galilee  to  its  eastern  shore,  Jesus 

'  Bibl.  Comm.  i.  296. 

*  Comp.  Bertholdt,  Christol.  Jud.  §§  36-41. 

*  According  to  Pesikta  in  Jalkut  Schimoni  ii.  f.  Ivi.  3  (s.  Bertholdt,  p.  185).  Satan  re- 
cognizes in  the  same  manner  the  pre-existing  Messiah  at  the  foot  of  the  throne  of  God  with 
terror,  as  he  ^i  nu  et  omnes  gentiUs  in  infemum  pracipitaturus  est, 

*  Fritzsche,  in  Marc,  p.  35  :  In  miiltis  evangeliorum  locis  homines  legos  a  pravis  damoni- 
bus  agitates^  quum  privium  conspexerint  Jesum^  cum  Messiam  esse^  a  nemine  unqttam  de  hoc 
re  coffimoniios^  statim  intelligere.  In  qua  re  hoc  nostri  scriptores  ducti  sunt  sentential  con- 
sentaneum  esse,  Satana  satellites  facile  cognovisse  Messiam^  quippe  insignia  de  se  supplkia 
aliquando  sumturum. 
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meets,  according  to  Mark  and  Luke,  a  demoniac  who  lived  among  the  tombs,** 
and  was  subject  to  outbreaks  of  terrific  fury  against  himself  ^  and  others  ;  ac- 
cording to  Matthew,  there  were  two.  It  is  astonishing  how  long  harmonists 
have  resorted  to  miserable  expedients,  such  as  that  Mark  and  Luke  mention 
only  one  because  he  was  particularly  distinguished  by  wildness,  or  Matthew 
two,  because  he  included  the  attendant  who  guarded  the  maniac,®  rather  than 
admit  an  essential  difference  between  the  two  narratives.  Since  this  step  has 
been  gained,  the  preference  has  been  given  to  the  statement  of  the  two  inter- 
mediate Evangelists,  from  the  consideration  that  maniacs  of  this  class  are 
generally  unsociable ;  and  the  addition  of  a  second  demoniac  by  Matthew  has 
been  explained  by  supposing  that  the  plurality  of  the  demons  spoken  of  in  the 
narratives  became  in  his  apprehension  a  plurality  of  demoniacs.®  But  the 
impossibility  that  two  maniacs  should  in  reality  associate  themselves,  or  per- 
haps be  associated  merely  in  the  original  legend,  is  not  so  decided  as  to  fur- 
nish in  itself  a  ground  for  preferring  the  narrative  in  Mark  and  Luke  to  that 
in  Matthew.  At  least  if  it  be  asked,  which  of  the  two  representations  could 
the  most  easily  have  been  formed  from  the  other  by  tradition,  the  probability 
on  both  sides  will  be  found  equal.  For  if  according  to  the  above  supposition, 
the  plurality  of  demons  might  give  rise  to  the  idea  of  a  plurality  of  demoniacs, 
it  may  also  be  said,  conversely  :  the  more  accurate  representation  of  Matthew, 
in  which  a  plurality  of  demoniacs  as  well  as  of  demons  was  mentioned,  did 
not  give  prominence  to  the  specifically  extraordinary  feature  in  the  case, 
namely,  that  one  man  was  possessed  by  many  demons ;  and  as^  in  order  to 
exhibit  this,  the  narrative  when  reproduced  must  be  so  expressed  as  to  make 
it  clear  that  many  demons  inhabited  one  man,  this  might  easily  occasion  by 
degrees  the  opposition  of  the  demoniac  in  the  singular  to  the  plural  number 
of  the  demons.  For  the  rest,  the  introduction  of  Matthew's  narrative  is  con- 
cise and  general,  that  of  the  two  others  circumstantially  descriptive ;  another 
difference  from  which  the  greater  originality  of  the  latter  has  been  deduced.*" 
But  it  is  quite  as  probable  that  the  details  which  Luke  and  Mark  have  in 
common,  namely,  that  the  possessed  would  wear  no  clothing,  broke  all  fetters, 
and  wounded  himself  with  stones^  are  an  arbitrary  enlargement  on  the  simple 
characteristic,  exceeding  fierce^  which  Matthew  gives,  with  the  consequence  that 
no  one  could  pass  by  that  way, — as  that  the  latter  is  a  vague  abridgment  of 
the  former. 

This  scene  between  Jesus  and  the  demoniac  or  demoniacs  opens,  like  the 
other,  with  a  cry  of  terror  from  the  latter,  who,  speaking  in  the  person  of  the 
possessing  demon,  exclaims  that  he  wishes  to  have  nothing  to  do  with  Jesus, 
the  Messiah,  from  whom  he  has  to  expect  only  torment.  Two  hypotheses 
have  been  framed,  to  explain  how  the  demoniac  came  at  once  to  recognize 
Jesus  as  the  Messiah:  according  to  one,  Jesus  was  even  then  reputed  to  be 
the  Messiah  on  the  Peraean  shore ;  ^^  according  to  the  other,  some  of  those 
who  had  come  across  the  sea  with  Jesus  had  said  to  the  man  (whom  on  ac- 
count of  his  fierceness  no  one  could  come  near  1)  that  the  Messiah  had  just 

'  A  favourite  resort  of  maniacs,  vid.  Lightfoot  and  Schottgen,  in  loc,  and  of  unclean 
spirits,  vid.  rabbinical  passages,  ap.  Wetstetn. 

7  The  notion  that  the  cutting  himself  with  stones  which  Mark  ascribes  to  the  demoniac, 
was  an  act  of  penance  in  lucid  moments,  belongs  to  the  errors  to  which  Olshausen  is  led  by 
his  false  opinion  of  a  moral  and  religious  point  of  view  in  relation  to  these  phenomena.  It 
is  well  known,  however,  that  the  paroxysms  of  such  disorders  are  precisely  the  occasions  on 
which  a  self-destructive  fury  is  manifested. 

^  Vid.  the  collection  of  such  explanations,  ap.  Fritzsche,  in  Matt.,  p.  327. 

*  Thus  Schulz,  iiber  das  Abendmahl,  s.  309 ;  Pauius,  in  loc.    i^Iase,  L.  J.  §  75. 

^®  Schulz,  ut  sup. 

^*  Schleiermacher,  iiber  den  Lukas,  s.  127. 
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landed  at  such  a  spot :  ^^  but  both  are  alike  groundless,  for  it  is  plain  that  in 
this  narrative,  as  in  the  former,  the  above  feature  is  a  produce  of  the  Jewish- 
Christian  opinion  respecting  the  relation  of  the  demons  to  the  Messiah.^* 
Here,  however,  another  difference  meets  us.  According  to  Matthew,  ihe 
possessed,  when  they  see  Jesus,  cry  :  What  have  we  to  do  with  theef  Art 
thou  come  to  torment  us  f — according  to  Luke,  the  demoniac  falls  at  the  feet 
of  Jesus  and  says  beseechingly,  Torment  me  not)  and  lastly,  according  to 
Mark,  he  runs  from  a  distance  to  meet  Jesus,  falls  at  his  feet  and  adjures  him 
by  God  not  to  torment  him.  Thus  we  have  again  a  climax  :  in  Matthew,  the 
demoniac,  stricken  with  terror,  deprecates  the  unwelcome  approach  of  Jesus; 
in  Luke,  he  accosts  Jesus,  when  arrived,  as  a  suppliant ;  in  Mark,  he  eagerly 
runs  to  meet  Jesus,  while  yet  at  a  distance.  Those  commentators  who  here 
take  Mark's  narrative  as  the  standard  one,  are  obliged  themselves  to  admit, 
that  the  hastening  of  a  demoniac  towards  Jesus  whom  he  all  the  while 
dreaded,  is  somewhat  of  a  contradiction ;  and  they  endeavour  to  relieve  them- 
selves of  the  difficulty,  by  the  supposition  that  the  man  set  off  to  meet  Jesus 
in  a  lucid  moment,  when  he  wished  to  be  freed  from  the  demon,  but  being 
heated  by  running,**  or  excited  by  the  words  of  Jesus,*"  he  fell  into  the  par- 
oxysm in  which,  assuming  the  character  of  the  demon,  he  entreated  that  the 
expulsion  might  be  suspended.  But  in  the  closely  consecutive  phrases  of 
Mark,  Seeing—  he  ran — and  worshipped — and  cried — and  said^  iSwi/ — tSpafit — koI 
irpoa'€Kvvrf<r€ — icat  icpa^as — djre'  there  is  no  trace  of  a  change  in  the  state  of 
the  demoniac,  and  the  improbability  of  his  representation  subsists,  for  one 
really  possessed,  if  he  had  recognized  the  Messiah  at  a  distance,  would  have 
anxiously  avoided,  rather  than  have  approached  him  ;  and  even  setting  this 
aside,  it  is  impossible  that  one  who  believed  himself  to  be  possessed  by  a 
demon  inimical  to  God,  should  adjure  Jesus  by  God,  as  Mark  makes  the 
demoniac  do.*®  If  then  his  narrative  cannot  be  the  original  one,  that  of  Luke, 
which  is  only  so  far  the  simpler  that  it  does  not  represent  the  demoniac  as 
running  towards  Jesus  and  adjuring  him,  is  too  closely  allied  to  it  to  be 
regarded  as  the  nearest  to  the  fact.  That  of  Matthew  is  without  doubt  the 
purest,  for  the  terror-stricken  question,  Art  thou  come  to  destroy  us  before  the 
time  ?  is  better  suited  to  a  demon,  who,  as  the  enemy  of  the  Messiah's  king* 
dom,  could  expect  no  forbearance  from  the  Messiah  than  the  entreaty  for 
clemency  in  Mark  and  Luke ;  though  Philostratus,  in  a  narrative  which  might 
be  regarded  as  an  imitation  of  this  evangelical  one,  has  chosen  the  latter 
form.*^ 

From  the  course  of  the  narratives  hitherto,  it  would  appear  that  the  demons, 
in  this  as  in  the  first  narrative,  addressed  Jesus  in  the  manner  described, 
before  anything  occurred  on  his  part ;  yet  the  two  intermediate  Evangelists  go 
on  to  state,  that  Jesus  had  commanded  the  unclean  spirit  to  come  out  of  the 
man.  When  did  Jesus  do  this  ?  The  most  natural  answer  would  be :  before 
the  man  spoke  to  him.  Now  in  Luke  the  address  of  the  demoniac  is  so 
closely  connected  with  the  word  w/>o<r«r€cr€,  he  fell  down,  and  then  again  with 
dKOKpa^av,  having  cried  out,  that  it  seems  necessary  to  place  the  command  of 
Jesus  before  the  cry  and  the  prostration,  and  hence  to  consider  it  as  their 
cause.     Yet  Luke  himself  rather  gives  the  mere  sight  of  Jesus  as  the  cause  of 

'*  Paulus,  L.  J.  I,  a,  s.  232. 

**  Vid.  Fritzsche,  in  Matt.,  p.  329. 

^*  Natiirliche  Geschichte,  2,  174. 

**  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  473  ;  Olshausen,  s.  302. 


*•  This  even  Paulus,  s.  474,  and  Olshausen,  s.  303,  find  surprising. 
*'"  It  is  the  narrative  of  the  manner  in  which  ApoUonh 


ApoUonius  of  Tyana  unmasked  a  demon 
(empusa),  vit.  Ap.  iv.  35 ;  ap.  Baur,  s.  145. 
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those  demonstrations  on  the  part  of  the  demoniac  so  that  his  representation 
leaves  us  in  perplexity  as  to  where  the  command  of  Jesus  should  find  its 
place.  The  case  is  still  worse  in  Mark,  for  here  a  similar  dependence  of  the 
successive  phrases  thrusts  back  the  command  of  Jesus  even  before  the  word 
cSpa/ic,  he  ran^  so  that  we  should  have  to  imagine  rather  strangely  that  Jesus 
cried  to  the  demon,  ^fcX^c,  Come  out^  from  a  distance.  Thus  the  two  inter- 
mediate Evangelists  are  in  an  error  with  regard  either  to  the  consecutive 
particulars  that  precede  the  command  or  to  the  command  itself,  and  our  only 
question  is,  where  may  the  error  be  most  probably  presumed  to  lie  ?  Here 
Schleiermacher  himself  admits,  that  if  in  the  original  narrative  an  antecedent 
command  of  Jesus  had  been  spoken  of,  it  would  have  been  given  in  its  pro- 
per place,  before  the  prayer  of  the  demons,  and  as  a  quotation  of  the  precise 
words  of  Jesus ;  whereas  the  supplementary  manner  in  which  it  is  actually 
inserted,  with  its  abbreviated  and  indirect  form  (in  Luke ;  Mark  changes  it 
after  his  usual  style,  into  a  direct  address),  is  a  strong  foundation  for  the 
opinion  that  it  is  an  explanatory  addition  furnished  by  the  narrator  from  his 
own  conjecture.*®  And  it  is  an  extremely  awkward  addition,  for  it  obliges 
the  reader  to  recast  his  conception  of  the  entire  scene.  At  first  the  pith  of 
the  incident  seems  to  be,  that  the  demoniac  had  instantaneously  recognized 
and  supplicated  Jesus ;  but  the  narrator  drops  this  original  idea,  and  reflecting 
that  the  prayer  of  the  demon  must  have  been  pMreceded  by  a  severe  command 
from  Jesus,  he  corrects  his  previous  omission,  and  remarks  that  Jesus  had 
given  his  command  in  the  first  instance. 

To  their  mention  of  this  command,  Mark  and  Luke  annex  the  question  put 
by  Jesus  to  the  demon  :  What  is  ihy  name  f  In  reply,  a  multitude  of  demons 
make  known  their  presence,  and  give  as  their  name.  Legion.  Of  this  episode 
Matthew  has  nothing.  In  the  above  addition  we  have  found  a  supplementary 
explanation  of  the  former  pait  of  the  narrative :  what  if  this  question  and 
answer  were  an  anticipatory  introduction  to  the  sequel,  and  likewise  the 
.spontaneous  production  of  the  legend  or  the  narrator  ?  Let  us  examine  the 
reasons  that  render  it  probable:  the  wish  immediately  expressed  by  the 
demons  to  enter  the  herd  of  swine,  does  not  in  Matthew  presuppose  a  mul- 
titude of  demons  in  each  of  the  two  possessed,  since  we  cannot  know  whether 
the  Hebrews  were  not  able  to  believe  that  even  two  demons  only  could 
possess  a  whole  herd  of  swine  :  but  a  later  writer  might  well  think  it  requisite 
to  make  the  number  of  the  evil  spirits  equal  the  number  of  the  swine.  Now, 
what  a  herd  is  in  relation  to  animals,  an  army  or  a  division  of  an  army  is  in 
relation  to  men  and  superior  beings,  and  as  it  was  required  to  express  a  large 
division,  nothing  could  more  readily  suggest  itself  than  the  Roman  legion, 
which  term  in  Matt.  xxvL  53,  is  applied  to  angels,  as  here  to  demons.  But 
without  further  considering  this  more  precise  estimate  of  the  Evangelists,  we 
must  pronounce  it  inconceivable  that  several  demons  had  set  up  their  habita- 
tion in  one  individual.  For  even  if  we  had  attained  so  far  as  to  conceive  how 
one  demon  by  a  subjection  of  the  human  consciousness  could  possess  himself 
of  a  human  organization,  imagination  would  still  fail  us  to  conceive  that  many 
personal  demons  could  at  once  possess  one  man.  For  as  possession  means 
nothing  else,  than  that  the  demon  constitutes  himself  the  subject  of  the  con- 
sciousness, and  as  consciousness  can  in  reality   have  but  one  focus,  one 

^^  Ut  sup.  s.  128.  When,  however,  he  accounts  for  this  incorrect  supplement  of  Luke's 
by  supposing  that  his  informant,  being  engaged  in  the  vessel,  had  remained  behind,  and 
thus  had  missed  the  commencement  of  the  scene  with  the  demoniac,  this  is  too  laboured 
an  exercise  of  ingenuity,  and  presupposes  the  antiquated  opinion,  that  there  was  the  most 
immediate  relation  possible  between  the  evangelical  histories  and  the  facts  which  they 
report. 
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central  point :  it  is  under  every  condition  absolutely  inconceivable  that  several 
denions  should  at  the  same  time  take  possession  of  one  man.  Manifold  pos- 
session could  only  exist  in  the  sense  of  an  alternation  of  possession  by  various 
demons,  and  not  as  here  in  that  of  a  whole  army  of  them  dwelling  at  once  in 
one  man,  and  at  once  departing  from  him. 

All  the  narratives  agree  in  this,  that  the  demons  (in  order,  as  Mark  says, 
not  to  be  sent  out  ol  the  country,  or  according  to  Luke,  into  the  deep)  en- 
treated of  Jesus  permission  to  enter  into  the  herd  of  swine  feeding  near ;  that 
this  was  granted  them  by  Jesus  ;  and  that  forthwith,  owing  to  their  influence, 
the  whole  herd  of  swine  (iMark,  we  must  not  ask  on  what  authority,  fixes  their 
number  at  about  two  thousand)  were  precipitated  into  the  sea  and  drowned. 
Jf  we  adopt  here  the  point  of  view  taken  in  the  gospel  narratives,  which 
throughout  suppose  the  existence  of  real  demons,  it  is  yet  to  be  asked  :  how 
can  demons,  admitting  even  that  they  can  take  possession  of  men, — how,  we 
say,  can  they,  being  at  all  events  intelligent  spirits,  have  and  obtain  the  wish 
to  enter  into  brutal  forms  ?  Every  religion  and  philosophy  which  rejects  the 
transmigration  of  souls,  must,  for  the  same  reason,  also  deny  the  possibility  of 
this  passage  of  the  demons  into  swine ;  and  Olshausen  is  quite  right  in  class- 
ing the  swine  of  Gadara  in  the  New  Testament  with  Balaam's  ass  in  the  Old, 
as  a  similar  scandal  and  stumbling  blocky^  This  theologian,  however,  rather 
evades  than  overcomes  the  difficulty,  by  the  observation  that  we  are  here  to 
suppose,  not  an  entrance  of  the  individual  demons  into  the  individual  swine, 
but  merely  an  influence  of  all  the  evil  spiriis  on  the  swine  collectively.  For 
the  expression,  cureX^eiv  ci9  tov^  xolpov^j  to  enter  into  the  swine^  as  it  stands 
opposed  to  the  expression,  i^tkBdv  €k  rov  avBpumav^  to  go  out  of  the  man,  can- 
not possibly  mean  otherwise  than  that  the  demons  were  to  assume  the  same 
relation  to  the  swine  which  they  had  borne  to  the  possessed  man ;  besides,  a 
mere  influence  could  not  preserve  them  from  banishment  out  of  the  country 
or  into  the  deep,  but  only  an  actual  habitation  of  the  bodies  of  the  animals : 
so  that  the  scandal  and  stumbling  block  remain.  Thus  the  prayer  in  question 
cannot  possibly  have  been  offered  by  real  demons,  though  it  might  by  Jewish 
maniacs,  sharing  the  ideas  of  their  people.  According  to  these  ideas  it  is  a 
torment  to  evil  spirits  to  be  destitute  of  a  corporeal  envelopment,  because 
without  a  body  they  cannot  gratify  their  sensual  desires ;  *^  if  therefore 
they  were  driven  out  of  men  they  must  wish  to  enter  into  the  bodies  of 
brutes,  and  what  was  better  suited  to  an  impure  spirit  Trv€Vfia  aKoBaprovj  than 
an  impure  animal  ^iaov  dKadaprov,  like  a  swine  ?^^  So  far,  therefore,  it  is 
possible  that  the  Evangelists  might  correctly  represent  the  fact,  only,  in  ac- 
cordance with  their  national  ideas,  ascribing  to  the  demons  what  should 
rather  have  been  referred  to  the  madness  of  the  patient.  But  when  it  is 
further  said  that  the  demons  actually  entered  the  swine,  do  not  the  Evangelists 
affirm  an  evident  impossibility  ?  Paulus  thinks  that  the  Evangelists  here  as 
everywhere  else  identify  the  possessed  men  with  the  possessing  demons,  and 
hence  attribute  to  the  latter  the  entrance  into  the  swme,  while  in  fact  it  was 
only  the  former,  who,  in  obedience  to  their  fixed  idea,  rushed  upon  the  herd.*- 
It  is  true  that  Matthew's  expression  diniXJdov  cis  roh^  x^P^^f  taken  alone, 
might  be  understood  of  a  mere  rushing  towards  the  swine ;  not  only  however, 

"  S.  305,  Anm. 

*o  Clem.  Horn.  ix.  10. 

*i  Frilzsche,  in  Matth.,  p.  332.  According  to  Eisenmenger,  2,  447  fT.,  the  Jews  held  that 
demons  generally  had  a  predilection  for  impure  places,  and  injalkut  Rubeni  f.  x.  2.  ( Wetstein) 
we  find  this  observation  :  Anima  idololcUrarum^  qua  venit  a  spiritu  immundo,  vocatur 
porcus* 

"  Ut  sup.  s.  474,  485.    Winer,  b.  Realvv.  i,  s.  192. 
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as  Paulus  himself  must  admit,  does  the  word  cio-cX^on-cs  in  the  two  other 
Evangelists  distinctly  imply  a  real  entrance  into  the  swine ;  but  also  Matthew 
has  like  them  before  the  word  av^XBov,  they  entered^  the  expression  cfcA^ovrcs 
01  3ai/iov€9,  the  demons  coming  out  (sc.  ck  to)k  avOpioirtav  out  of  the  men) :  thus 
plainly  enough  distinguishing  the  demons  who  entered  the  swine  from  the 
men.*'  Thus  our  Evangelists  do  not  in  this  instance  merely  relate  what 
actually  happened,  in  the  colours  which  it  took  from  the  false  lights  of  their 
age  ;  they  have  here  a  particular,  which  cannot  possibly  have  happened  in  the 
manner  they  allege. 

A  new  difficulty  arises  from  the  effect  which  the  demons  are  said  to  have 
produced  in  the  swine.    Scarcely  had  they  entered  them,  when  they  compelled 
the  whole  herd  to  precipitate  themselves  into  the  sea.     It  is  reasonably  asked, 
what  then  did  the  demons  gain  by  entering  into  the  animals,  if  they  immedi- 
ately destroyed  the  bodies  of  which  they  had  taken  possession,   and  thus 
robbed  themselves  of  the  temporary  abode  for  which  they  had  so  earnestly 
entreated  ?  ^    The  conjecture,  that  the  design  of  the  demons  in  destroying 
the  swine,  was  to  incense  the  minds  of  their  owners  against  Jesus,  which  is 
said  to  have  been  the  actual  result,*^  is  too  far-fetched ;  the  other  conjecture 
that  the  demoniacs,  rushing  with  cries  on  the  herd,  together  with  the  flight  of 
their  keepers,  terrified  the  swine  and  chased  them  into  the  water,** — even  if  it 
were  not  opposed  as  we  have  seen  to  the  text, — would  not  suffice  to  explain 
the  drowning  of  a  herd  of  swine  amounting  to  2,000,  according  to  Mark ;  or 
only  a  numerous  herd,  according  to  the  general  statement  of  Matthew.     The 
expedient  of  supposing  that  in  truth  it  was  only  a  part  of  the  herd  that  was 
drowned,*^  has  not  the  slightest  foundation  in  the  evangelical  narrative.     The 
difficulties  connected  with  this  point  are  multiplied  by  the  natural  reflection 
that  the  drowning  of  the  herd  would  involve  no  slight  injury  to  the  owners, 
and  that  of  this  injury  Jesus  was  the  mediate  author.     The  orthodox,  bent  on 
justifying  Jesus,  suppose  that  the  permission  to  the  demons  to  enter  into  the 
swine  was  necessary  to  render  the  cure  of  the  demoniac  possible,  and,  they 
argue,  brutes  are  assuredly  to  be  killed  that  man  may  live  ;  ^  but  they  do  not 
perceive  that  they  thus,  in  a  manner  most  inconsistent  with  their  point  of 
view,  circumscribe  the  power  of  Jesus  over  the  demoniacal  kingdom.     Again, 
it  is  supposed,  that  the  swine  probably  belonged  to  Jews,  and  that  Jesus  in- 
tended to  punish  them  for  their  covetous  transgression  of  the  law,**  that  he 
acted  with  divine  authority,  which  often  sacrifices  individual  good  to  higher 
objects,  and  by  lightning,  hail  and  inundations  causes  destruction  to  the 
property  of  many  men,*^  in  which  case,  to  accuse  God  of  injustice  would  be 
absurd.*'     But  to  adopt  this  expedient  is  to  confound,  in  a  way  the  most 
inadmissible  on  the  orthodox  system,  Christ's  state  of  humiliation  with  his 
state  of  exaltation :  it  is  to  depart,  in  a  spirit  of  mysticism,  from  the  wise 
doctrine  of  Paul,  that  he  was  made  under  the  law,  ycvo/^cvos  wo  voftov  (Gal,  iv. 
4),  and  that  he  made  himself  of  no  reputation  iavrov  ckcVomtc  (Phil.  ii.  7) :  it 
is  to  make  Jesus  a  being  altogether  foreign  to  us,  since  in  relation  to  the 
moral  estimate  of  his  actions,  it  lifts  him  above  the  standard  of  humanity. 
Nothing  remains,  therefore,  but  to  take  the  naturalistic  supposition  of  the 

••  Fritzsche,  in  Matth.,  s.  330. 

^*  Paulus,  ut  sup.  s.  475  f. 

'*  Olshausen,  s.  307. 

••  Paulus,  s.  474. 

*7  Paulus,  5.  485  ;  Winer,  at  sup. 

**  Olshausen,  ut  sup. 

«•  Ibid. 

*®  Ullmann,  iiber  die  Unsiindlichkeit  Jesu,  in  seinen  Studien,  i,  i,  s.  51  f. 

*^  Olshausen,  at  sup. 
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rushing  of  the  demoniacs  among  the  swine,  and  to  represent  the  consequent 
destruction  of  the  latter  as  something  unexpected  by  Jesus,  for  which  there- 
fore he  is  not  responsible :  ^^  in  the  plainest  contradiction  to  the  evangelical 
account,  which  makes  Jesus^  even  if  not  directly  cause  the  issue,  foresee  it  in 
the  most  decided  manner.^  Thus  there  appears  to  attach  to  Jesus  the 
charge  of  an  injury  done  to  the  property  of  another,  and  the  opponents  of 
Christianity  have  long  ago  made  this  use  of  the  narrative.**  It  must  be  ad- 
mitted that  Pythagoras,  in  a  similar  case  acted  far  more  justly,  for  when  he 
liberated  some  fish  from  the  net,  he  indemnified  the  fishermen  who  had  taken 
them.** 

Thus  the  narrative  before  us  is  a  tissue  of  difficulties,  of  which  those  re- 
lating to  the  swine  are  not  the  slightest  It  is  no  wonder  therefore  that 
commentators  began  to  doubt  the  thorough  historical  truth  of  this  anecdote 
earlier  than  that  of  most  others  in  the  public  life  of  Jesus,  and  particularly  to 
sever  the  connexion  between  the  destruction  of  the  swine  and  the  expulsion 
of  the  demons  by  Jesus.  Thus  Krug  thought  that  tradition  had  reversed  the 
order  of  these  two  facts.  The  swine  according  to  him  were  precipitated  into 
the  sea  before  the  landing  of  Jesus,  by  the  storm  which  raged  during  his 
voyage,  and  when  Jesus  subsequently  wished  to  cure  the  demoniac,  either  he 
himself  or  one  of  his  followers  persuaded  the  man  that  his  demons  were 
already  gone  into  those  swine  and  had  hurled  them  into  the  sea ;  which  was 
then  believed  and  reported  to  be  the  fact.*®  K.  Ch.  L.  Schmidt  makes  the 
swine-herds  go  to  meet  Jesus  on  his  landing ;  during  which  interim  many  of 
the  untended  swine  fall  into  the  sea ;  and  as  about  this  time  Jesus  had  com- 
manded the  demon  to  depart  from  the  man,  the  bystanders  imagine  that  the 
two  events  *^  stood  in  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect  The  prominent  part 
which  is  played  in  these  endeavours  at  explanation,  by  the  accidental  coinci- 
dence of  many  circumstances,  betrays  that  maladroit  mixture  of  the  mythical 
system  of  interpretation  with  the  natural  which  characterizes  the  earliest 
attempts,  from  the  mythical  point  of  view.  Instead  of  inventing  a  natural 
foundation,  for  which  we  have  nowhere  any  warrant,  and  which  in  no  degree 
explains  the  actual  narrative  in  the  gospels,  adorned  as  it  is  with  the  miracu- 
lous ;  we  must  rather  ask,  whether  in  the  probable  period  of  the  formation  of 
the  evangelical  narratives,  there  are  not  ideas  to  be  found  from  which  the 
story  of  the  swine  in  the  history  before  us  m^ght  be  explained  ? 

We  have  already  adduced  one  opinion  of  that  age  bearing  on  this  point, 
namely,  that  demons  are  unwilling  to  remain  without  bodies,  and  that  they 
have  a  predilection  for  impure  places,  whence  the  bodies  of  swine  must  be 
best  suited  to  them  :  this  does  not  however  explain  why  they  should  have 
precipitated  the  swine  into  the  water.  But  we  are  not  destitute  of  informa- 
tion that  will  throw  light  on  this  also.  Josephus  tells  us  of  a  Jewish  conjuror 
who  cast  out  demons  by  forms  and  means  derived  from  Solomon,  that  in 
order  to  convince  the  bystanders  of  the  reality  of  his  expulsions,  he  set  a 
vessel  of  water  in  the  neighbourhood  of  the  possessed  person,  so  that  the 
departing  demon  must  throw  it  down  and  thus  give  ocular  proof  to  the  spec- 
tators that  he  was  out  of  the  man.**  In  like  manner  it  is  narrated  of  Apollo- 
nius  of  Tyana,  that  he  commanded  a  demon  which  possessed  a  young  man,  to 

"  Paulus. 
**  UUmann. 

'*  E.  g.  Woolston,  Disc.  I,  p.  32  ff. 
**  Jamblich.  vita  Pythag.  no.  36.  cd.  Kiessling. 

^  In  the  Abhandlung  iiber  genetische  oder  formelle  Erklarungsart  der  Wander  in  Henke's 
Museum,  i,  3,  s.  410  flf. 
•'  Exeg.  Beilrage,  2,  109  flf. 
^  Antiq.  viii.  ii.  5, 
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depart  with  a  visible  sign,  whereupon  the  demon  entreated  that  he  might 
overturn  a  statue  that  stood  near  at  hand ;  which  to  the  great  astonishment 
of  the  spectators  actually  ensued  in  the  very  moment  that  the  demon  went  out 
of  the  youth. 5^^  If  then  the  agitation  of  some  near  object,  without  visible 
contact,  was  held  the  surest  proof  of  the  reality  of  an  expulsion  of  demons  :  this 
proof  could  not  be  wanting  to  Jesus  ;  nay,  while  in  the  case  of  Eleazar,  the 
object  being  only  a  little  (fUKpov)  removed  from  the  exorciser  and  the  patient, 
the  possibility  of  deception  was  not  altogether  excluded,  Matthew  notices  in 
relation  to  Jesus,  more  emphatically  than  the  two  other  Evangelists,  the  fact 
that  the  herd  of  swine  was  feeding  2igood  way  off'(ft>aKpav),  thus  removing  the 
last  remnant  of  such  a  possibility.  That  the  object  to  which  Jesus  applied 
this  proof,  was  from  the  first  said  to  be  a  herd  of  swine,  immediately  pro- 
needed  from  the  Jewish  idea  of  the  relation  between  unclean  spirits  and 
animals,  but  it  furnished  a  welcome  opportunity  for  satisfying  another  ten- 
dency of  the  legend.  Not  only  did  it  behove  Jesus  to  cure  ordinary  demo- 
niacs, such  as  the  one  in  the  history  first  considered;  he  must  have  succeeded 
in  the  most  difficult  cures  of  this  kind.  It  is  the  evident  object  of  the  present 
narrative,  from  the  very  commencement,  with  its  startling  description  of  the 
fearful  condition  of  the  Gadarene,  to  represent  the  cure  as  one  of  extreme 
difficulty.  But  to  make  it  more  complicated,  the  possession  must  be,  not 
simple,  but  manifold,  as  in  the  case  of  Mary  Magdalene,  out  of  whom  were 
cast  seven  demons  (Luke  viii.  2),  or  in  the  demoniacal  relapse  in  which  the 
expelled  demon  returns  with  seven  worse  than  himself  (Matt.  xii.  45) ;  whence 
the  number  of  the  demons  was  here  made,  especially  by  Mark,  to  exceed  by 
far  the  probable  number  of  a  herd.  As  in  relation  to  an  inanimate  object,  as 
a  vessel  of  water  or  a  statue,  the  influence  of  the  expelled  demons  could  not 
be  more  clearly  manifested  by  any  means,  than  by  its  falling  over  contrary  to 
the  law  of  gravity ;  so  in  animals  it  could  not  be  more  surely  attested  in  any 
way,  than  by  their  drowning  themselves  contrary  to  their  instinctive  desire  of 
life.  Only  by  this  derivation  of  our  narrative  from  the  confluence  of  various 
ideas  and  interests  of  the  age,  can  we  explain  the  above  noticed  contradiction, 
that  the  demons  first  petition  for  the  bodies  of  the  swine  as  a  habitation,  and 
immediately  after  of  their  own  accord  destroy  this  habitation.  The  petition 
grew,  as  we  have  said,  out  of  the  idea  that  demons  shunned  incorporeality,  the 
destruction,  out  of  the  ordinary  test  of  the  reality  of  an  exorcism  j—what 
wonder  if  the  combination  of  ideas  so  heterogeneous  produced  two  contra- 
dictory features  in  the  narrative  ? 

The  third  and  last  circumstantially  narrated  expulsion  of  a  demon  has  the 
peculiar  feature,  that  in  the  first  instance  the  disciples  in  vain  attempt  the 
cure,  which  Jesus  then  effects  with  ease.  The  three  synoptists  (Matt  xvii. 
14  ff. ;  Mark  ix.  14  ff.  ;  Luke  ix.  37  ff.)  unanimously  state  that  Jesus  having 
descended  with  his  three  most  confidential  disciples  from  the  Mount  of  the 
Transfiguration,  found  his  other  disciples  in  perplexity,  because  they  were 
unable  to  cure  a  possessed  boy,  whom  his  father  had  brought  to  them. 

In  this  narrative  also  there  is  a  gradation  from  the  greatest  simplicity  in 
Matthew,  to  the  greatest  particularity  of  description  in  Mark ;  and  here 
again  this  gradation  has  led  to  the  conclusion  that  the  narrative  of  Matthew 
is  the  farthest  from  the  fact,  and  must  be  made  subordinate  to  that  of  the 
two  other  Evangelists.*^  In  the  introduction  of  the  incident  in  Matthew, 
Jesus,  having  descended  from  the  mountain,  joins  the  multitude  (oxA.os), 
whereupon  the  father  of  the  boy  approaches,  and  on  his  knees  entreats  Jesus 

**  Philostr.  V.  Ap.  iv.  20 ;  ap.  Baur,  ut  sup.  s.  39. 
*>  Schulz.  8.  319. 
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to  cure  his  child  ;  in  Luke,  the  multitude  {o^Ko^)  meet  Jesus ;  lastly,  in  Mark, 
Jesus  sees  around  the  disciples  a  great  multitude,  among  whom  were  scribes 
disputing  with  them ;  the  people,  when  they  see  him,  run  towards  him  and 
salute  him,  he  inquires  what  is  the  subject  of  dispute,  and  on  this  the  father 
of  the  boy  begins  to  speak.  Here  we  have  a  climax  in  relation  to  the  con- 
duct of  the  people ;  in  Matthew,  Jesus  appears  to  join  them  by  accident ;  in 
Luke,  they  come  to  meet  him ;  and  in  Mark,  they  run  towards  him  to  salute 
him.  The  last  Evangelist  has  the  singular  remark  :  And  straightway  all  the 
people^  when  they  saw  him^  were  greatly  amazed.  What  could  there  possibly 
be  so  greatly  to  amaze  the  people  in  the  arrival  of  Jesus  with  some  disciples  ? 
This  remains,  in  spite  of  all  the  other  means  of  explanation  that  have  been 
devised,  so  thorough  a  mystery,  that  I  cannot  find  so  absurd  as  Fritzsche 
esteems  it,  the  idea  of  Euthymius,  that  Jesus  having  just  descended  from  the 
Mount  of  Transfiguration,  some  of  the  heavenly  radiance  which  had  there 
shone  around  him  was  still  visible,  as  on  Moses  when  he  came  down  from 
Sinai  (Exod.  xxxiv.  29  f.).  That  among  this  throng  of  people  there  were 
scribes  who  arraigned  the  disciples  on  the  ground  of  their  failure,  and  involved 
them  in  a  dispute,  is  in  and  by  itself  quite  natural ;  but  connected  as  it  is 
with  the  exaggerations  concerning  the  behaviour  of  the  multitude,  this  feature 
also  becomes  suspicious,  especially  as  the  other  two  Evangelists  have  it  not ; 
so  that  if  it  can  be  shown  how  the  narrator  might  be  led  to  insert  it  by  a 
mental  combination  of  his  own,  we  shall  have  sufficient  warrant  for  renouncing 
it.  Shortly  before  (viii.  11),  on  the  occasion  of  the  demand  of  a  sign  from 
Jesus  by  the  Pharisees,  Mark  says,  yp^avro  (rufiyTctv  avr<3,  they  began  to  question 
with  him^  apparently  on  the  subject  of  his  ability  to  work  miracles  ;  and  so 
here  when  the  disciples  show  themselves  unable  to  perform  a  miracle,  he 
represents  the  scribes  (the  majority  of  whom  belonged  to  the  Pharisaic 
sect),  as  (Tvfi/Touvras  tois  fux^i/rai?,  questioning  with  the  disciples.  In  the  suc- 
ceeding description  of  the  boy*s  state  there  is  the  same  gradation  as  to  par- 
ticularity, except  that  Matthew  is  the  one  who  alone  has  the  expression 
(rcAi;via{;crai  (is  lunatic\  which  it  is  unfair  to  make  a  reproach  to  him,** 
since  the  reference  of  periodical  disorders  to  the  moon  was  not  uncommon 
in  the  time  of  Jesus.**  Mark  alone  calls  the  spirit  that  possessed  the  dumb 
boy  (v.  17),  and  deaf  (v.  25).  The  emission  of  inarticulate  sounds  by  epi- 
leptics during  their  fits,  might  be  regarded  as  the  dumbness  of  the  demon, 
and  their  incapability  of  noticing  any  words  addressed  to  them,  as  his 
deafness. 

When  the  father  has  informed  Jesus  of  the  subject  of  dispute  and  of  the 
inability  of  the  disciples  to  relieve  the  boy,  Jesus  breaks  forth  into  the  exclam- 
ation, O  faithless  and  perverse  generation^  etc  On  a  comparison  of  the 
close  of  the  narrative  in  Matthew,  where  Jesus,  when  his  disciples  ask  him 
why  they  could  not  cast  out  the  demon,  answers ;  Because  of  your  unbelief  and 
proceeds  to  extol  the  power  of  faith,  even  though  no  larger  than  a  grain  of 
mustard  seed,  as  sufficient  to  remove  mountains  (v.  19  ff.):  it  cannot  be 
doubted  that  in  this  expression  of  dissatisfaction  Jesus  apostrophizes  his  dis- 
ciples, in  whose  inability  to  cast  out  the  demon,  he  finds  a  proof  of  their  still 
deficient  faith .*^  This  concluding  explanation  of  the  want  of  power  in  the 
disciples,  by  their  unbelief,  Luke  omits :  and  Mark  not  only  imitates  him  in 
this,  but  also  interweaves  (v.  21-24),  a  by-scene  between  Jesus  and  the 
father,  in  which  he  first  gives  an  amplified  description  of  the  symptoms  of 

*'  As  Schulz  appears  to  do,  ut  sup. 

^'  See  the  passages  quoted  by  Paulas,  exeg.   Handb.  i,  b,  s.  569,  and  by  Winer,  i,  s. 
191  f. 
*'  Thus  Fritssche,  in  Inc. 
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the  child's  malady,  drawn  partly  from  Matthew,  partly  from  his  own  re- 
sources, and  then  represents  the  father,  on  being  required  to  believe,  as  con- 
fessing with  tears  the  weakness  of  his  faith,  and  his  desire  that  it  may  be 
strengthened.  Talcing  this  together  with  the  mention  of  the  disputative 
scribes,  we  cannot  err  in  supposing  the  speech  of  Jesus,  O  faithless  generation^ 
etc.,  in  Mark  and  also  in  Luke  to  refer  to  the  people,  as  distinguished  from 
the  disciples;  in  Mark,  more  ^ particularly  to  the  father,  whose  unbelief  is 
intimated  to  be  an  impediment  to  the  cure,  as  in  another  case  (Matt  ix.  2), 
the  faith  of  relatives  appears  to  further  the  desired  object  As  however  both 
the  Evangelists  give  this  aspect  to  the  circumstances,  because  they  do  not  here 
give  the  explanation  of  the  inefficiency  of  the  disciples  by  their  unbelief,  to- 
gether with  the  declaration  concerning  the  power  of  faith  to  remove  moun- 
tains :  we  must  inquire  whether  the  connexion  in  which  they  place  these  dis- 
courses is  more  suitable  than  this  in  which  they  are  inserted  by  Matthew.  In 
Luke  the  declaration  :  If  ye  have  faith  as  a  grain  of  mustard  seedy  etc. 
(neither  he  nor  Mark  has.  Because  of  your  unbelief  \  occurs  xvii.  5,  6,  with 
only  the  slight  variation,  that  instead  of  the  mountain  a  tree  is  named  ;  but  it 
is  here  destitute  of  any  connexion  either  with  the  foregoing  or  the  following 
context,  and  has  the  appearance  of  a  short  stray  fragment,  with  an  introduc- 
tion, no  doubt  fictitious  (of  the  same  kind  as  Luke  xi.  i,  xiiL  23),  in  the 
form  of  an  entreaty  from  the  disciples  :  Lord^  increase  our  faith,  Mark  gives 
the  sentence  on  the  faith  which  removes  mountains  as  the  moral  of  the  history 
of  the  cursed  fig  tree,  where  Matthew  also  has  it  a  second  time.  But  to  this 
history  the  declaration  is  totally  unsuitable,  as  we  shall  presently  see ;  and  if 
we  are  unwilling  to  content  ourselves  with  ignorance  of  the  occasion  on  which 
it  was  uttered,  we  must  accept  its  connexion  in  Matthew  as  the  original  one, 
for  it  is  perfectly  appropriate  to  a  failure  of  the  disciples  in  an  attempted 
cure.  Mark  has  sought  to  make  the  scene  more  effective  by  other  additions, 
beside  this  episode  with  the  father;  he  tells  us  that  the  people  ran  together 
that  they  might  observe  what  was  passing,  that  after  the  expulsion  of  the 
demon  the  boy  was  as  one  dead^  insomuch  that  many  said^  he  is  dead ;  but  that 
Jesus,  taking  him  by  the  hand,  as  he  does  elsewhere  with  the  dead  (Matt  ix. 
25),  lifts  him  up  and  restores  him  to  life. 

After  the  completion  of  the  cure,  Luke  dismisses  the  narrative  with  a  brief 
notice  of  the  astonishment  of  the  people ;  but  the  two  first  synoptists  pursue 
the  subject  by  making  the  disciples,  when  alone  with  Jesus,  ask  him  why  they 
were  not  able  to  cast  out  the  demon  ?  In  Matthew  the  immediate  reply  of 
Jesus  accounts  for  their  incapability  by  their  unbelief;  but  in  Mark,  his 
answer  is.  This  kind  goeih  not  out  but  by  prayer  and  fasting,  which  Matthew 
also  adds  after  the  discourse  on  unbelief  and  the  power  of  faith.  This  seems 
to  be  an  unfortunate  connexion  of  Matthew's ;  for  if  fasting  and  praying  were 
necessary  for  the  cure,  the  disciples,  in  case  they  had  not  previously  fasted, 
could  not  have  cast  out  the  demon  even  if  they  had  possessed  the  firmest 
faith.**  Whether  these  two  reasons  given  by  Jesus  for  the  inability  of  the 
disciples  can  be  made  consistent  by  the  observation,  that  fasting  and  prayer 
are  means  of  strengthening  faith  ;  *^  or  whether  we  are  are  to  suppose  with 
Schleiermacher  an  association  of  two  originally  unrelated  passages,  we  will 
not  here  attempt  to  decide.  That  such  a  spiritual  and  corporeal  discipline  on 
the  part  of  the  exorcist  should  have  etTect  on  the  possessed,  has  been  held 
surprising  :  it  has  been  thought  with  Porphyry,*^  that  it  would  rather  be  to 
the  purpose  that  the  patient  should  observe  this  discipline^  and  hence  it  has 

**  Schleiermacher,  s.  150. 

^^  Koster,  Immanuel,  s.  197  ;  Fritzsche,  in  loc 

^  De  abstinent,  ii.  p.  204  and  417  f.  ;  Vid.  Winer,  I,  s.  191. 
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been  supposed  that  the  it/boo-cvxv  koX  yr/oTcio,  prayer  and  fasting,  were  pre- 
scribed to  the  demoniac  as  a  means  of  making  the  cure  radical. ^^  But  this 
is  evidently  in  contradiction  to  the  text.  For  if  fasting  and  praying  on  the 
part  of  the  patient  were  necessary  for  the  success  of  the  cure,  it  must  have 
been  gradual  and  not  sudden,  as  all  cures  are  which  are  attributed  to  Jesus 
in  the  gospels,  and  as  this  is  plainly  enough  implied  to  be  by  the  words,  ical 
^€pa7r€v$Yf  6  Trats  airo  rrj^  wpas  ^#c€tvi/9,  and  the  child  was  cured  from  that  very 
hour^  in  Matthew,  and  the  word  ]mtq.to,  he  cured^  placed  between  hrerifjLyja-e 
K.  T.  \.  Jesus  rebuked  the  unclean  spirit,  and  direSa>icc  k.  t.  A.  delivered  him  again 
to  his  father,  in  Luke.  It  is  true  Paulus  turns  the  above  expression  of 
Matthew  to  his  advantage,  for  he  understands  it  to  mean  that  from  that  time 
forward  the  boy,  by  the  application  of  the  prescribed  discipline,  gradually 
recovered.  But  we  need  only  observe  the  same  form  of  expression  where  it 
elsewhere  occurs  as  the  final  sentence  in  narratives  of  cures,  to  be  convinced 
of  the  impossibility  of  such  an  interpretation.  When,  for  example,  the  story 
of  the  woman  who  had  an  issue  of  blood  closes  with  the  remark  (Matt.  ix.  22) 
Kox  ia-iiiBrf  rf  yvytf  oltto  wpa^  €K€Lvrf^,  this  will  hardly  be  translated,  et  exinde 
mulier  paulatim  servabatur  \  it  can  only  mean :  servata  est  {et  servatam  se 
prcebuit)  ab  illo  iemporis  momento.  Another  point  to  which  Paulus  appeals  as 
a  proof  that  Jesus  here  commenced  a  cure  which  was  to  be  consummated 
by  degrees,  is  the  expression  of  Luke,  airihiaK^v  aurov  tcJ>  iraxfn.  avrov,  he 
delivered  him  again  to  his  father,  which,  he  argues,  would  have  been  rather 
superfluous,  if  it  were  not  intended  to  imply  a  recommendation  to  special 
care.  But  the  more  immediate  signification  of  airoU^fu  is  not  to  deliver  or 
give  up,  but  to  give  back ;  and  therefore  in  the  above  expression  the  only 
sense  is  :  puerum,  quern  sanandum  acceperat,  sanatum  reddidit,  that  is,  the  boy 
who  had  fallen  into  the  hands  of  a  strange  power — of  the  demon — was  re- 
stored to  the  parents  as  their  own.  Lastly,  how  arbitrary  is  it  in  Paulus  to 
take  the  expression  ^KTropcverot,  goeth  out  (Matt.  v.  21),  in  the  closer  significa- 
tion of  a  total  departure,  and  to  distinguish  this  from  the  preliminary  departure 
which  followed  on  the  bare  word  of  Jesus  (v.  18) !  Thus  in  this  case,  as  in 
every  other,  the  gospels  present  to  us,  not  a  cure  which  was  protracted 
through  days  and  weeks,  but  a  cure  which  was  instantaneously  completed  by 
one  miracle  :  hence  the  fasting  and  prayer  csLnnot  be  regarded  as  a  prescrip- 
tion for  the  patient 

With  this  whole  history  must  be  compared  an  analogous  narrative  in  2 
Kings  iv.  29  ff.  Here  the  prophet  Elisha  attempts  to  bring  a  dead  child  to 
life,  by  sending  his  staff  by  the  hands  of  his  servant  Gehazi,  who  is  to  lay  it 
on  the  face  of  the  child ;  but  this  measure  does  not  succeed,  and  Elisha  is 
obliged  in  his  own  person  to  come  and  call  the  boy  to  life.  The  same  relation 
that  exists  in  this  Old  Testament  story  between  the  prophet  and  his  servant,  is 
seen  in  the  New  Testament  narrative  between  the  Messiah  and  his  disciples : 
the  latter  can  do  nothing  without  their  master,  but  what  was  too  difficult  for 
them,  he  effects  with  certainty.  Now  this  feature  is  a  clue  to  the  tendency  of 
both  narratives,  namely,  to  exalt  their  master  by  exhibiting  the  distance 
between  him  and  his  most  intimate  disciples ;  or,  if  we  compare  the  evan- 
gelical narrative  before  us  with  that  of  the  demoniacs  of  Gadara,  we  may  say  : 
the  latter  case  was  made  to  appear  one  of  extreme  difficulty  in  itself ;  the 
former,  by  the  relation  in  which  the  power  of  Jesus,  which  is  adequate  to  the 
occasion,  is  placed  to  the  power  of  the  disciples,  which,  however  great  in  other 
instances,  was  here  insufficient. 

Of  the  other  more  briefly  narrated  expidsions  of  demons,  the  cure  of  a 

*^  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  2,  s.  471  L 
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dumb  demoniac  and  of  one  who  was  blind  also,  has  been  already  sufficiently 
examined  in  connexion  with  the  accusation  of  a  league  with  Beelzebub :  as 
also  the  cure  of  the  woman  who  was  bow«d  down,  in  our  general  consider- 
ations  on  the  demoniacs.  The  cure  of  the  possessed  daughter  of  the 
Canaanitish  woman  (Matt  xv.  22  ff. ;  Mark  vii.  25  ff.)  has  no  further  pecu- 
liarity than  that  it  was  wrought  by  the  word  of  Jesus  at  a  distance :  a  point  of 
which  we  shall  speak  later. 

According  to  the  evangelical  narratives,  the  attempt  of  Jesus  to  expel  the 
demon  succeeded  in  every  one  of  these  cases.  Paulus  remarks  that  cures  of 
this  kind,  although  they  contributed  more  than  anything  else  to  impress  the 
multitude  with  veneration  for  Jesus,  were  yet  the  easiest  in  themselves,  and 
even  De  Wette  sanctions  a  psychological  explanation  of  the  cures  of  demon- 
iacs, though  of  no  others.*®  With  these  opinions  we  cannot  but  agree ;  for  if 
we  regard  the  real  character  of  the  demoniacal  state  as  a  species  of  madness 
accompanied  by  a  convulsive  tendency  of  the  nervous  system,  we  know  that 
psychical  and  nervous  disorders  are  most  easily  wrought  upon  by  psychical 
influence ; — an  influence  to  which  the  surpassing  dignity  of  Jesus  as  a  prophet, 
and  eventually  even  as  the  Messiah  himself,  presented  all  the  requisite  con- 
ditions. There  is,  however,  a  marked  gradation  among  these  states,  according 
as  the  psychical  derangement  has  more  or  less  fixed  itself  corporeally,  and 
the  disturbance  of  the  nervous  system  has  become  more  or  less  habitual,  and 
shared  by  the  rest  of  the  organization.  We  may  therefore  lay  down  the 
following  rule  :  the  more  strictly  the  malady  was  confined  to  mental  derange- 
noent,  on  which  the  word  of  Jesus  might  have  an  immediate  moral  influence, 
or  in  a  comparatively  slight  disturbance  of  the  nervous  system,  on  which  he 
would  be  able  to  act  powerfully  through  the  medium  of  the  mind,  the  more 
possible  was  it  for  Jesus  by  his  wdrd  Aoyw  (Matt  viii.  16),  and  instantly 
irapaxpfjfw.  (Luke  xiii.  13),  to  put  an  end  to  such  states:  on  the  other  hand^ 
the  more  the  malady  had  already  confirmed  itself,  as  a  bodily  disease,  the 
more  difficult  is  it  to  believe  that  Jesus  was  able  to  relieve  it  in  a  purely 
psychological  manner  and  at  the  first  moment  From  this  rule  results  a 
second  :  namely^  that  to  any  extensive  psychological  influence  on  the  part  of 
Jesus  the  full  recognition  of  his  dignity  as  a  prophet  was  requisite  ;  whence  it 
follows  that  at  times  and  in  districts  where  he  had  long  had  that  reputation, 
he  could  effect  more  in  this  way  than  where  he  had  it  not 

If  we  apply  these  two  measures  to  the  cures  in  the  gospels^  we  shall  find 
that  the  first,  viz.,  that  of  the  demoniac  in  the  synagogue  at  Capernaum,  is 
not,  so  soon  as  we  cease  to  consider  the  Evangelist's  narrative  of  it  circum- 
stantially correct,  altogether  destitute  of  probability.  It  is  true  that  the  words 
attributed  to  the  demon  seem  to  imply  an  intuitive  knowledge  of  Jesus ;  but 
this  may  be  probably  accounted  for  by  the  supposition  that  the  widely-spread 
fame  of  Jesus  in  that  country,  and  his  powerful  discourse  in  the  synagogue, 
had  impressed  the  demoniac  with  the  belief^  if  not  that  Jesus  was  the  Messiah, 
as  the  Evangelists  say,  at  least  that  he  must  be  a  prophet :  a  belief  that  would 
give  effect  to  his  words.  As  regards  the  state  of  this  demoniac  we  are  only 
told  of  his  fixed  idea  (that  he  was  possessed),  and  of  his  attacks  of  con- 
vulsions ;  his  malady  may  therefore  have  been  of  the  less  rooted  kind,  and 
accessible  to  psychological  influence.  The  cure  of  the  Gadarenes  is  attended 
with  more  difficulty  in  both  points  of  view.  Firstly,  Jesus  was  comparatively 
little  known  on  the  eastern  shore ;  and  secondly,  the  state  of  these  demoniacs 
is  described  as  so  violent  and  deep-seated  a  mania,  that  a  word  from  Jesus 

^  Paalus,  ex^.  Handb.  i,  b,  5,  438  ;  L.  J.  i,  a,  s.  223 ;  De  Wette,  bibL  Dogm.  §  222, 
Anm.  c 
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could  hardly  suffice  to  put  an  end  to  it  Here  therefore  the  natural  explana- 
tion of  Paulus  will  not  sufBce,  and  if  we  are  to  regard  the  narrative  as  having 
any  foundation  in  fact,  we  must  suppose  that  the  description  of  the  demoniac's 
state,  as  well  as  other  particulars,  has  been  exaggerated  by  the  legend.  The 
same  judgment  must  be  passed  in  relation  to  the  cure  of  the  boy  who  was 
lunatic,  since  an  epilepsy  which  had  existed  from  infancy  (Mark  v.  21)  and  the 
attacks  of  which  were  so  violent  and  regular,  must  be  too  deeply  rooted  in  the 
system  for  the  possibility  of  so  rapid  and  purely  psychological  a  cure  to  be 
credible.  That  even  dumbness  and  a  contraction  of  many  years'  duration, 
which  we  cannot  with  Paulus  explain  as  a  mere  insane  imagination  that  speech 
or  an  erect  carriage  was  not  permitted,*® — that  these  afflictions  should  dis- 
appear at  a  word,  no  one  who  is  not  committed  to  dogmatical  opinions  can 
persuade  himself.  Lastly,  least  of  all  is  it  to  be  conceived,  that  even  without 
the  imposing  influence  of  his  presence,  the  mirade-worker  could  eflfect  a  cure 
at  a  distance,  as  Jesus  is  said  to  have  done  on  the  daughter  of  the  Canaanitish 
woman. 

Thus  in  the  nature  of  things  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  admission,  that 
Jesus  cured  many  persons  who  suffered  from  supposed  demoniacal  insanity  or 
nervous  disorder,  in  a  psychical  manner,  by  the  ascendancy  of  his  manner 
and  words  (if  indeed  Venturini*^  and  Kaiser*^  are  not  right  in  their  conjecture, 
that  patients  of  this  class  often  believed  themselves  to  be  cured,  when  in  fact 
the  crisis  only  of  their  disorder  had  been  broken  by  the  influence  of  Jesus ; 
and  that  the  Evangelists  state  them  to  have  been  cured  because  they  learned 
nothing  further  of  them,  and  thus  knew  nothing  of  their  probable  relapse). 
But  while  granting  the  possibility  of  many  cures,  it  is  evident  that  in  this  field 
the  legend  has  not  been  idle,  but  has  confounded  the  easier  cases,  which  alone 
could  be  cured  psychologically,  with  the  most  difRcult  and  complicated,  to 
which  such  a  treatment  was  totally  inapplicable.^*  Is  the  refusal  of  a  sign  on 
the  part  of  Jesus  reconcilable  with  such  a  manifestation  of  power  as  we  have 
above  defined, — or  must  even  such  cures  as  can  be  explained  psychologically, 
but  which  in  his  age  must  have  seemed  miracles,  be  denied  in  order  to  make 
that  refusal  comprehensible  ?  We  will  not  here  put  this  alternative  otherwise 
than  as  a  question. 

If  in  conclusion  we  cast  a  glance  on  the  gospel  ot  JohrL  we  find  that  it  does 
noteven  mention  demoniacs  and  their  cure  by  "Jesus."  This  omission  has  not 
seldom  been  turned  to  the  advantage  of  the  Apostle  John,  the  alleged  author, 
as  indicating  a  superior  degree  of  enlightenment.^  If  however  this  apostle 
did  not  believe  in  the  reality  of  possession  by  devils,  he  must  have  had,  as  the 
author  of  the  fourth  gospel,  according  to  the  ordinary  view  of  his  relation  to 
the  synoptical  writers,  the  strongest  motives  for  rectifying  their  statements, 
and  preventing  the  dissemination  of  what  he  held  to  be  a  false  opinion,  by 
setting  the  cures  in  question  in  a  true  light  But  how  could  the  Apostle  John 
arrive  at  the  rejection  of  the  opinion  that  the  above  diseases  had  their  founda- 
tion in  demoniacal  possession  ?  According  to  Josephus  it  was  at  that  period 
a  popular  Jewish  opinion,  from  which  a  Jew  of  Palestine  who,  like  John,  did 
not  visit  a  foreign  land  until  late  in  life,  would  hardly  be  in  a  condition  to 

^'  Exeg.  Handb.  in  loc. 

^  Natiirliche  Geschichte,  2,  s.  429. 

*»  Bibl.  Theol.  I,  s.  196. 

*'  Among  the  transient  disorders  on  which  Jesas  may  have  acted  psychologically,  we  may 
perhaps  number  the  fever  of  Peter's  mother-in-law,  which  Jesus  is  said  to  have  ^nired,  Matt, 
viii.  14  if.  parall. 

"  It  is  so  more  or  less  by  Eichhom,  in  the  allg.  Bibliothek,  4,  s.  435  ;  Herder,  von  Gottes 
Sohn  u.  s.  f.,  s.  20;  Wegscheider,  Einl.  in  das  Evang.  Joh.,  s.  313  ;  Dc  Wettc,  bibl.  Dogm., 
§  269. 


MIRACLES  OF  JESUS— CURES  OF  LEPERS.  437 

liberate  himself;  it  was,  according  to  the  nature  of  things  and  the  synoptical 
accounts,  the  opinion  of  Jesus  himself,  John's  adored  master,  from  whom  the 
favourite  disciple  certainly  would  not  be  inclined  to  swerve  even  a  hair's 
breadth.  But  if  John  shared  with  his  cotemporaries  and  with  Jesus  himself 
the  notion  of  real  demoniacal  possession,  and  if  the  cure  of  demoniacs  formed 
the  principal  part,  nay,  perhaps  the  true  foundation  of  the  alleged  miraculous 
powers  of  Jesus :  how  comes  it  that  the  Apostle  nevertheless  makes  no  mention 
of  them  in  his  gospel?  That  he  passed  over  them  because  the  other  Evan 
gelists  had  collected  enough  of  such  histories,  is  a  supposition  that  ought  by 
this  time  to  be  relinquished,  since  he  repeats  more  than  one  history  of  a 
miracle  which  they  had  already  given ;  and  if  it  be  said  that  he  repeated 
these  because  they  needed  correction, — we  have  seen,  in  our  examination  of 
the  cures  of  demoniacs,  that  in  many  a  reduction  of  them  to  their  simple 
historical  elements  would  be  very  much  in  place.  There  yet  remains  the 
supposition  that,  the  histories  of  demoniacs  being  incredible  or  offensive  to 
the  cultivated  Greeks  of  Asia  Minor,  among  whom  John  is  said  to  have 
written,  he  left  them  out  of  his  gospel  for  the  sake  of  accommodating  himself 
to  their  ideas.  But  we  must  ask,  could  or  should  an  apostle,  out  of  mere 
accommodation  to  the  refined  ears  of  his  auditors,  withhold  so  essential  a 
feature  of  the  agency  of  Jesus  ?  Certainly  this  silence,  supposing  the  authen- 
ticity of  the  three  first  gospels,  rather  indicates  an  author  who  had  not  been 
an  eye-witness  of  the  ministry  of  Jesus ;  or,  according  to  our  view,  at  least  one 
who  had  not  at  his  command  the  original  tradition  of  Palestine,  but  only  a 
tradition  mocflBed  by  Hellenistic  influence,  in  which  the  expulsions  of  demons, 
being  less  accordant  with  the  higher  culture  of  the  Greeks,  were  either  totally 
suppressed  or  kept  so  far  in  the  background  that  they  might  have  escaped  the 
notice  of  the  author  of  the  gospel. 


§  94. 

CURES  OF  LEPERS. 

Among  the  sufferers  whom  Jesus  healed,  the  leprous  play  a  prominent 
part,  as  might  have  been  anticipated  from  the  tendency  of  the  climate  of 
Palestine  to  produce  cutaneous  disease.  When,  according  to  the  synoptical 
writers,  Jesus  directs  the  attention  of  the  Baptist's  messengers  to  the  actual 
proofs  which  he  had  given  of  his  Messiahship  (Matt  ix.  5),  he  adduces  among 
these,  the  cleansing  of  lepers ;  when,  on  the  first  mission  of  the  disciples,  he 
empowers  them  to  perform  all  kinds  of  miracles,  the  cleansing  of  lepers  is 
numbered  among  the  first  (Matt  x.  8),  and  two  cases  of  such  cures  are  nar- 
rated to  us  in  detail. 

One  of  these  cases  is  common  to  all  the  synoptical  writers,  but  is  placed  by 
them  in  two  different  connexions  :  namely,  by  Matthew,  immediately  after  the 
delivery  of  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  (viiL  1  ff.) ;  by  the  other  Evangelists,  at 
some  period,  not  precisely  marked,  at  the  beginning  of  the  ministry  of  Jesus 
in  Galilee  (Mark  L  40  ff. ;  Luke  v.  1 2  ff.).  According  to  the  narratives,  a  leper 
comes  towards  Jesus,  and  falling  on  his  knees,  entreats  that  he  may  be  cleansed ; 
this  Jesus  effects  by  a  touch,  and  then  directs  the  leper  to  present  himself  to 
the  priest  in  obedience  to  the  law,  that  he  may  be  pronounced  clean  (Lev. 
xiv.  2  ff.).  The  state  of  the  man  is  in  Matthew  and  Mark  described  simply 
by  the  word  Ac9rpo9,  a  leper  ;  but  in  Luke  more  strongly,  by  the  words,  vXripntj^ 
Xea-pa^,  full  of  leprosy,  Paulus,  indeed,  regards  the  being  thus  replete  with 
leprosy  as  a  symptom  that  the  patient  was  curable  (the  eruption  and  peeling 
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of  the  leprosy  on  the  entire  skin  being  indicative  of  the  healing  crisis) ;  and 
accordingly,  that  commentator  represents  the  incident  to  himself  in  the 
following  manner.  The  leper  applied  to  Jesus  in  his  character  of  Messiah  for 
an  opinion  on  his  state,  and,  the  result  being  favourable,  for  a  declaration  that 
he  was  clean  (c2  ^e\ci9,  Svyaa-ai  fi€  KaOapurat),  which  might  either  spare  him  an 
application  to  the  priest,  or  at  all  events  give  him  a  consolatory  hope  in 
making  that  application.  Jesus  expressing  himself  ready  to  make  the  desired 
examination  (^c\i»X  stretched  out  his  hand,  in  order  to  feel  the  patient, 
without  allowing  too  near  an  approach  while  he  was  possibly  still  capable  of 
communicating  contagion  ;  and  after  a  careful  examination,  he  expressed,  as 
its  result,  the  conviction  that  the  patient  was  no  longer  in  a  contagious  state 
{Ka$api<r$rjTi),  whereupon  quickly  and  easily  (cv^cW)  the  leprosy  actually 
disappeared.^ 

Here,  in  the  first  place,  the  supposition  that  the  leper  was  precisely  at  the 
crisis  of  healing  is  foreign  to  the  text,  which  in  the  two  first  Evangelists  speaks 
merely  of  leprosy,  while  the  irki^prf^  Xcirpas  of  the  third  can  mean  nothing 
else  than  the  Old  Testament  expression  3?B'3  r\vp  (Exod.  iv.  6;  Num. 
xiu  10 ;  2  Kings  v.  27),  which,  according  to  the  connexion  in  every  instance, 
signifies  the  worst  stage  of  leprosy.  That  the  word  KodapCCciv  in  the  Hebraic 
and  Hellenistic  use  of  the  Greek  language,  might  also  mean  merely  A?  prth 
n&unce  clean  is  not  to  be  denied,  only  it  must  retain  the  signification  throughout 
the  passage.  But  that  after  having  narrated  that  Jesus  had  said.  Be  thou 
clean^  KaOapCcOifny  Matthew  should  have  added  icat  cv^€o>9  iKcu^apurOrf  ic.  t.  X. 
in  the  sense  that  thus  the  sick  man  was  actually  pronounced  clean  by  Jesus, 
is,  from  the  absurd  tautology  such  an  interpretation  would  introduce,  so  in- 
conceivable, that  we  must  here,  and  consequently  throughout  the  narrative, 
understand  the  word  KoJSapllwOai  of  actual  cleansing.  It  is  sufficient  to 
remind  the  reader  of  the  expressions  XtirpoX  KoBapU^ovrox^  the  lepers  are  cleansed 
(Matt.  xi.  5),  and  Aeirpow  Ka^apifcTc,  cleanse  the  lepers  (Matt.  x.  8),  where 
neither  can  the  latter  word  signify  merely  to  pronounce  clean,  nor  can  it  have 
another  meaning  than  in  the  narrative  before  us.  But  the  point  in  which  the 
natural  interpretation  tlie  most  plainly  betrays  its  weakness,  is  the  disjunc 
tion  of  ^cAw,  /  will^  from  KaOapia-OrfTiy  be  thou  clean.  Who  can  persuade 
himself  that  these  words,  united  as  they  are  in  all  the  three  narratives,  were 
separated  by  a  considerable  pause — that  ^cXco  was  spoken  during  or  more 
properly  before  the  manipulation,  KaOapurOrin  after,  when  all  the  Evangelists 
represent  the  two  words  as  having  been  uttered  by  Jesus  without  separation, 
whilst  he  touched  the  leper?  Surely,  if  the  alleged  sense  had  been  the 
original  one,  at  least  one  of  the  Evangelists,  instead  of  the  words  rfij/aTo  airrov 
6  'Iiyo-ovs  Xcywv  OiXfo,  KaBapLcrOyjfri^  Jesus  touched  him,  sayings  I  will,  be  thou 
clean,  would  have  substituted  the  more  accurate  expression,  6  *I.  dircKptVaTo' 
^eXo),  Kttt  ajilfdfji€vo9  avrov  cTwc*  KaOapMrfri^  Jesus  answered,  I  will ;  aftd 
having  touched  him,  said:  be  thou  clean.  But  if  Ka$api(rOrfri  was  spoken  in  one 
breath  with  dcXw,  so  that  Jesus  announces  the  cleansing  simply  as  a  result  of 
his  will  without  any  intermediate  examination,  the  former  word  cannot  possibly 
signify  a  mere  declaration  of  cleanness,  to  which  a  previous  examination  would 
be  requisite,  and  it  must  signify  an  actual  making  clean.  It  follows,  therefore, 
that  the  word  tLm-to-Oai  in  this  connexion  is  not  to  be  understood  of  an  ex- 
ploratory manipulation,  but,  as  in  all  other  narratives  of  the  same  class,  of  a 
curative  touch. 

In  support  of  his  natural  explanation  of  this  incident,  Paulus  appeals  to  the 
rule,  that  invariably  the  ordinary  and  regular  is  to  be  presupposed  in  a  narra- 

*  Exeg.  Handb.,  I,  b,  s.  698  AT. 
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tive  where  the  contrary  is  not  expressly  indicated.  ^  But  this  rule  shares  the 
ambiguity  which  is  characteristic  of  the  entire  system  of  natural  interpretation, 
since  it  leaves  undecided  what  is  ordinary  and  regular  in  our  estimation,  and 
what  was  so  in  the  ideas  of  the  author  whose  writings  are  to  be  explained. 
Certainly,  if  I  have  a  Gibbon  before  me,  I  must  in  his  narratives  presuppose 
only  natural  causes  and  occurrences  wlien  he  does  not  expressly  convey  the 
contrary,  because  to  a  writer  of  his  cultivation,  the  supernatural  is  at  the 
utmost  only  conceivable  as  a  rare  exception.  But  the  case  is  altered  when  I 
take  up  an  Herodotus,  in  whose  mode  of  thought  the  intervention  of  higher 
powers  is  by  no  means  unusual  and  out  of  rule ;  and  when  I  am  considering 
a  collection  of  anecdotes  which  are  the  product  of  Jewish  soil,  and  the  object 
of  which  is  to  represent  an  individual  as  a  prophet  of  the  highest  rank 
— ^as  a  man  in  the  most  intimate  connexion  with  the  Deity,  to  meet  with  the 
supernatural  is  so  completely  a  thing  of  course,  that  the  rule  of  the  rationalists 
must  here  be  reversed,  and  we  must  say :  where,  in  such  narratives,  igiport- 
ance  is  attached  to  results  which,  regarded  as  natural,  would  have  no  im- 
portance whatever, — therey  supernatural  causes  must  be  expressly  excluded, 
if  we  are  not  to  presuppose  it  the  opinion  of  the  narrator  that  such  causes  were 
in  action.  Moreover,  in  the  history  before  us,  the  extraordinary  character  of 
the  incident  is  sufficiently  indicated  by  the  statement,  that  the  leprosy  left  the 
patient  immediately  on  the  word  of  Jesus.  Paulus,  it  is  true,  contrives,  as  we 
have  already  observed,  to  interpret  this  statement  as  implying  a  gradual, 
natural  healing,  on  the  ground  that  cv^ccos,  the  word  by  which  the  Evangelists 
determine  the  time  of  the  cure,  signifies,  according  to  the  different  connexions 
in  which  it  may  occur,  in  one  case  immediately,  in  another  merely  soon,  and 
unobstruciedly.  Granting  this,  are  we  to  understand  the  words  cvdeco?  i^iffaXev 
avrov,  which  follow  in  close  connexion  in  Mark  (v.  43),  as  signifying  that 
soon  and  without  hindrance  Jesus  sent  the  cleansed  leper  away  ?  Or  is  the 
word  to  be  taken  in  a  different  sense  in  two  consecutive  verses  ? 

We  conclude,  then,  that  in  the  intention  of  the  evangelical  writers  the  in- 
stantaneous disappearance  of  the  leprosy  in  consequence  of  the  word  and 
touch  of  Jesus,  is  the  fact  on  which  their  narratives  turn.  Now  to  represent 
the  possibility  of  this  to  one's  self  is  quite  another  task  than  to  imagine  the 
instantaneous  release  of  a  man  under  the  grasp  of  a  fixed  idea,  or  a  per- 
manently invigorating  impression  on  a  nervous  patient.  Leprosy,  from  the 
thorough  derangement  of  the  animal  fluids  of  which  it  is  the  symptom^  is  the 
most  ot>stinate  and  malignant  of  cutaneous  diseases  ;  and  that  a  skin  corroded 
by  this-  malady  should  by  a  word  and  touch  instantly  become  pure  and  healthy, 
is,  from  its  involving  the  immediate  effectuation  of  what  would  require  a  long 
course  of  treatment,  so  inconceivable,^  that  every  one  who  is  free  from  certain 
prejudices  (as  the  critic  ought  always  to  be)  must  involuntarily  be  reminded 
by  it  of  the  realm  of  fable.  And  in  the  fabulous  region  of  Oriental  and  more 
particularly  of  Jewish  legend,  the  sudden  appearance  and  disappearance  of 
leprosy  presents  itself  the  first  thing.  When  Jehovah  endowed  Moses,  as  a 
preparation  for  his  mission  into  Egypt,  with  the  power  of  working  all  kinds 
of  signs,  amongst  other  tokens  of  this  gift  he  commanded  him  to  put  his 
hand  into  his  bosom,  and  when  he  drew  it  out  again,  it  was  covered  with 
leprosy  ;  again  he  was  commanded  to  put  it  into  his  bosom,  and  on  drawing 
it  out  a  second  time  it  was  once  more  clean  (Exod  iv.  6,  7).  Subsequently, 
on  account  of  an  attempt  at  rebellion  against  Moses,  his  sister  Miriam  was 
suddenly  stricken  with  leprosy,  but  on  the  intercession  of  Moses  was  soon 

*  Ut  sup.  s,  705,  and  elsewhere. 
'  Compare  Hase,  L.  J.,  §  86. 
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healed  (Num.  xii.  10  ff.).  Above  all,  among  the  miracles  of  the  prophet  Elisha 
the  cure  of  a  leper  plays  an  important  part,  and  to  this  event  Jesus  himself 
refers  (Luke  iv.  27.)  The  Syrian  general,  Naaman,  who  suffered  from 
leprosy,  applied  to  the  Israelitish  prophet  for  his  aid  ;  the  latter  sent  to  him 
the  direction  to  wash  seven  times  in  the  river  Jordan,  and  on  Naaman's 
observance  of  this  prescription  the  leprosy  actually  disappeared  but  was  sub- 
sequently transferred  by  the  prophet  to  his  deceitful  servant  Gehazi  (2  Kings 
v.).  I  know  not  what  we  ought  to  need  beyond  these  Old  Testament  narra- 
tives to  account  for  the  origin  of  the  evangelical  anecdotes.  What  the  first 
Goel  was  empowered  to  do  in  the  fulfilment  of  Jehovah's  commission,  the 
second  Goel  must  also  be  able  to  perform,  and  the  greatest  of  prophets  must 
not  fall  short  of  the  achievements  of  any  one  prophet.  If  then,  the  cure  of 
leprosy  was  without  doubt  included  in  the  Jewish  idea  of  the  Messiah  ;  the 
Christians,  who  believed  the  Messiah  to  have  really  appeared  in  the  person  of 
Jesus,  had  a  yet  more  decided  inducement'  to  glorify  his  history  by  such 
traits,  taken  from  the  Mosaic  and  prophetic  legend ;  with  the  single  difference 
that,  in  accordance  with  the  mild  spirit  of  the  New  Covenant  (Luke  ix.  55  f.) 
they  dropped  the  punitive  side  of  the  old  miracles. 

Somewhat  more  plausible  is  the  appeal  of  the  rationalists  to  the  absence  of 
an  express  statement,  that  a  miraculous  cure  of  the  leprosy  is  intended  in  the 
narrative  of  the  ten  lepers,  given  by  Luke  alone  (xvii.  12  ff.).  Here  neither  do 
the  lepers  expressly  desire  to  be  cured,  their  words  being  only,  Hcnft  mercy 
on  us ;  nor  does  Jesus  utter  a  command  directly  referring  to  such  a  result,  for 
he  merely  enjoins  them  to  show  themselves  to  the  priests :  and  the  rationalists 
avail  themselves  of  this  indirectness  in  his  reply,  as  a  help  to  their  supposiuon, 
that  Jesus,  after  ascertaining  the  state  of  the  patients,  encouraged  them  to 
subject  themselves  to  the  examination  of  the  priests,  which  resulted  in  their 
being  pronounced  clean,  and  the  Samaritan  returned  to  thank  Jesus  for  His 
encouraging  advice.  *  But  mere  advice  does  not  call  forth  so  ardent  a  de- 
monstration of  gratitude  as  is  here  described  by  the  words  exrccrcv  lirl  trpoa-iairov, 
he  fell  down  on  his  face  ;  still  less  could  Jesus  desire  that  because  his  advice 
had  had  a  favourable  issue,  all  the  ten  should  have  returned,  and  returned  to 
glorify  God — for  what  ?  that  he  had  enabled  Jesus  to  give  them  such  good 
advice?  No :  a  more  real  service  is  here  presupposed ;  and  this  the  narrative 
itself  implies,  both  in  attributing  the  return  of  the  Samaritan  to  his  discovery 
that  he  was  healed  (iSu>v  vri  ia6rj\  and  in  making  Jesus  indicate  the  reason 
why  thanks  were  to  be  expected  from  all,  by  the  words  :  ovxi  ol  Swa  iKaOapta-' 
Orjaav;  Were  there  not  ten  cleansed?  Both  these  expressions  can  only  by 
an  extremely  forced  interpretation  be  made  to  imply,  that  because  the  lepers 
saw  the  correctness  of  the  judgment  of  Jesus  rn  pronouncing  them  clean,  one 
of  them  actually  returned  to  thank  him,  and  the  others  ought  to  have  returned. 
But  that  which  is  most  decisive  against  the  natural  explanation  is  this  sen- 
tence :  And  as  they  went  they  were  cleansed,  h  tw  vwayetr  avrous  tKaOaplxr&rfaav, 
If  the  narrator  intended,  according  to  the  above  interpretation,  merely  to  say : 
the  lepers  having  gone  to  the  priest,  and  showed  themselves  to  him,  were 
pronounced  clean  :  he  must  at  least  have  said  :  iropcv^ewe?  iKa6api(r0rf<ray, 
having  made  the  journey  they  were  cleansed^  whereas  the  deliberate  choice  of 
the  expression  Iv  tw  virayctv  (while  in  the  act  of  going),  incontestibly  shows 
that  a  healing  effected  during  the  journey  is  intended.  Thus  here  also  we 
have  a  miraculous  cure  of  leprosy,  which  is  burdened  with  the  same  difficulties 
as  the  former  anecdote ;  the  origin  of  which  is,  however,  as  easily  explained. 

But  in  this  narrative  there  is  a  peculiarity  which  distinguishes  it  from  the 
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former.     Here  there  is  no  simple  cure,  nay,  the  cure  does  not  properly  form 
the  main  object  of  the  narrative  :  this  lies  rather  in  the  diflferent  conduct  of 
the  cured,  and  the  tjuestion  of  Jesus,  were  there  not  ten  cleansed^  etc.  (v.  17), 
forms  the  point  of  the  whole,  which  thus  closes  altogether  morally,  and  seems 
to  have  been  narrated  for  the  sake  of  the  instruction  conveyed.*     That  the 
one  who  appears  as  a  model  of  thankfulness  happens  to  be  a  Samaritan,  can- 
not pass  without  remark,  in  the  narrative  of  the  Evangelist  who  alone  has 
the  parable  of  the  Good  Samaritan.    As  there  two  Jews,  a  priest  and  a  Levite, 
show  themselves  pitiless,  while  a  Samaritan,  on  the  contrary,   proves   ex- 
emplarily  compassionate :  so  here,  nine  unthankful  Jews  stand  contrasted 
with  one  thankful  Samaritan.     May  it  not  be  then  (in  so  far  as  the  sudden 
cure  of  these  lepers  cannot  be  historical)  that  we  have  here,  as  well  as  there, 
a  parable  pronounced  by  Jesus,  in  which  he  intended  to  represent  gratitude, 
as  in  the  other  case  compassion,  in  the  example  of  a  Samaritan  ?     It  would 
then  be  with  the  present  narrative  as  some  have  maintained  it  to  be  with  the 
history  of  the  temptation.    But  in  relation  to  this  we  have  both  shown,  and  given 
the  reason,  that  Jesus  never  made  himself  immediately  figure  in  a  parable,  and 
this  he  must  have  done  if  he  had  given  a  narrative  of  ten  lepers  once  healed 
l)y  him.     If  then  we  are  not  inclined  to  relinquish  the  idea  that  something, 
originally  parabolic  is  the  germ  of  our  present  narrative,  we  must  represent  \ 
the  case  to  ourselves  thus :  from  the  legends  of  cures  performed  by  Jesus  on  > 
lepers,  on  the  one  hand;  and  on  the  other,  from  parables  in  which  Jesus  (as  ' 
in  that  of  the  compassionate  Samaritan)  presented  individuals  of  this  hated  j 
race  as  models  of  various  virtues,  the  Christian  legend  wove  this  narrative,/' 
which  is  therefore  partly  an  account  of  a  miracle  and  partly  a  parable. 

§  95- 

CURES   OF  THE   BLIND. 

One  of  the  first  places  among  the  sufferers  cured  by  Jesus  is  filled  (also 
agreeably  to  the  nature  of  the  climate  ^)  by  the  blind,  of  whose  cure  again  we 
read  not  only  in  the  general  descriptions  which  are  given  by  the  Evangelists 
(Matt,  xv;  30  f. ;  Luke  vii.  21),  and  by  Jesus  himself  (Matt  xi.  5),  of  his 
messianic  works,  but  also  in  some  detailed  narratives  of  particular  cases.  We 
have  indeed  more  of  these  cures  than  of  the  kind  last  noticed,  doubtless  be- 
cause blindness,  as  a  malady  affecting  the  most  delicate  and  complicated  of 
organs,  admitted  a  greater  diversity  of  treatment.  One  of  these  cures  of  the 
blind  is  common  to  all  the  synoptical  writers ;  the  others  (with  the  exception 
of  the  blind  and  dumb  demoniac  in  Matthew,  whom  we  need  not  here  re- 
consider) are  respectively  peculiar  to  the  first,  second,  and  fourth  Evangelists. 

The  narrative  common  to  all  the  three  synoptical  writers  is  that  of  a  cure 
of  blindness  wrought  by  Jesus  at  Jericho,  on  his  last  journey  to  Jerusalem 
(Matt.  XX.  29  parall.) :  but  there  are  important  differences  both  as  to  the 
object  of  the  cure,  Matthew  having  two  blind  men,  the  two  other  Evangelists 
only  one ;  and  also  as  to  its  locality,  Luke  making  it  take  place  on  the  en- 
trance of  Jesus  into  Jericho,  Matthew  and  Mark  on  his  departure  out  of 
Jericho.  Moreover  the  touching  of  the  eyes,  by  which,  according  to  the  first 
evangelist,  Jesus  effected  the  cure,  is  not  mentioned  by  the  two  other  narra- 
tors. Of  these  differences  the  latter  may  be  explained  by  the  observation, 
that  though  Mark  and  Luke  are  silent  as  to  the  touching,  they  do  not  there- 
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fore  deny  it :  the  first,  relative  to  the  number  cured,  presents  a  heavier  diffi- 
culty. To  remove  this  it  has  been  said  by  those  who  give  the  prior  authority 
to  Matthew,  that  one  of  the  two  blind  men  was  possibly  more  remarkable 
than  the  other,  on  which  account  he  alone  was  retained  in  the  first  tradition  ; 
but  Matthew,  as  an  eye-witness,  afterwards  supplied  the  second  blind  man. 
On  this  supposition  Luke  and  Mark  do  not  contradict  Matthew,  for  they  no- 
where deny  that  another  besides  their  single  blind  man  was  healed ;  neither 
does  Matthew  contradict  them,  for  where  there  are  two,  there  is  also  one.  ^ 
But  when  the  simple  narrator  speaks  of  one  individual  in  whom  something 
extraordinary  has  happened,  and  even,  like  Mark,  mentions  his  name,  it  is 
plain  that  he  tacitly  contradicts  the  statement  that  it  happened  in  two  indi- 
viduals— to  contradict  it  expressly  there  was  no  occasion.  Let  us  turn  then 
to  the  other  side  and,  taking  the  singular  number  of  Mark  and  Luke  as  the 
original  one,  conjecture  that  the  informant  of  Matthew  (the  latter  being 
scarcely  on  this  hypothesis  an  eye-witness)  probably  mistook  the  blind  man's 
guide  for  a  second  blind  man.^  Hereby  a  decided  contradiction  is  admitted, 
while  to  account  for  it  an  extremely  improbable  cause  is  superfluously  in- 
vented. The  third  difference  relates  to  the  place ;  Matthew  and  Mark  have 
€KTrop€uofjL€viDv  oiTo,  OS  thty  departed  from^  Luke,  Iv  t<5  fyytifciv  €i?  *l€pix<i>f  m 
they  came  nigh  to  Jericho,  If  there  be  any  whom  the  words  themselves  fail  10 
convince  that  this  difference  is  irreconcilable,  let  them  read  the  forced  at- 
tempts to  render  these  passages  consistent  with  each  other,  which  have  been 
made  by  commentators  from  Grotius  down  to  Paulus. 

Hence  it  was  a  better  expedient  which  the  older  harmonists  ^  adopted,  and 
which  has  been  approved  by  some  modern  critics.^  In  consideration  of  the 
last-named  difference,  they  here  distinguished  two  events,  and  held  that  Jesus 
cured  a  blind  man  first  on  his  entrance  into  Jericho  (according  to  Luke),  and 
then  again  on  his  departure  from  that  place  (according  to  Matthew  and  Luke). 
Of  the  other  divergency,  relative  to  the  number,  these  harmonists  believed 
that  they  had  disencumbered  themselves  by  the  supposition  that  Matthew 
connected  in  one  event  the  two  blind  men,  the  one  cured  on  entering  and 
the  other  on  leaving  Jericho,  and  gave  the  latter  position  to  the  cure  of  both. 
But  if  so  much  weight  is  allowed  to  the  statement  of  Matthew  relative  to  the 
locality  of  the  cure,  as  to  make  it,  in  conjunction  with  that  of  Mark,  a  reason 
for  supposing  two  cures,  one  at  each  extremity  of  the  town,  I  know  not  why 
equal  credit  should  not  be  given  to  his  numerical  statement,  and  Storr  ap- 
pears to  me  to  proceed  more  consistently  when,  allowing  equal  weight  to  both 
differences,  he  supposes  that  Jesus  on  his  entrance  into  Jericho,  cured  one 
blind  man  (Luke)  and  subsequently  on  his  departure  two  (Matthew).*  The 
claim  of  Matthew  is  thus  fully  vindicated,  but  on  the  other  hand  that  of  Mark 
is  denied.  For  if  the  latter  be  associated  with  Matthew,  as  is  here  the  case, 
for  the  sake  of  his  locality,  it  is  necessary  to  do  violence  to  his  numerical 
statement,  which  taken  alone  would  rather  require  him  to  be  associated  with 
Luke ;  so  that  to  avoid  impeaching  either  of  his  statements,  which  on  this 
system  of  interpretation  is  not  admissible,  his  narrative  must  be  equally  de- 
tached from  that  of  both  the  other  Evangelists.  Thus  we  should  have  three 
distinct  cures  of  the  blind  at  Jericho  :  ist,  the  cure  of  one  blind  man  on  the 
entrance  of  Jesus,  2nd,  that  of  another  on  his  departure,  and  3rd,  the  cure  of 
two  blind  men,  also  during  the  departure ;  in  all,  of  four  blind  men.     Now  to 

•  Gratz,  Comm  z.  Matth.  2,  s.  323.  \iSihS^^ 
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separate  the  second  and  third  cases  is  indeed  difficult  For  it  will  not  be 
maintained  that  Jesus  can  have  gone  out  by  two  different  gates  at  the  same 
time,  and  it  is  nearly  as  difficult  to  imagine  that  having  merely  set  out  with 
the  intention  of  leaving  Jericho,  he  returned  again  into  the  town,  and  not 
until  afterwards  took  his  final  departure.  But,  viewing  the  case  more  gener- 
ally, it  is  scarcely  an  admissible  supposition,  that  three  incidents  so  entirely 
similar  thus  fell  together  in  a  group.  The  accumulation  of  cures  of  the  blind 
is  enough  to  surprise  us ;  but  the  behaviour  of  the  companions  of  Jesus  is  in- 
comprehensible ;  for  after  having  seen  in  the  first  instance,  on  entering  Jericho, 
that  they  had  acted  in  opposition  to  the  designs  of  Jesus  by  rebuking  the 
blind  man  for  his  importunity,  since  Jesus  called  the  man  to  him,  they 
nevertheless  repeated  this  conduct  on  the  second  and  even  on  the  third 
occasion.  Storr,  it  is  true,  is  not  disconcerted  by  this  repetition  in  at  least 
two  incidents  of  this  kind,  for  he  maintains  that  no  one  knows  whether  those 
who  had  enjoined  silence  on  going  out  of  Jericho  were  not  altogether  different 
persons  from  those  who  had  done  the  like  on  entering  the  town :  indeed,  sup- 
f)osing  them  to  be  the  same,  such  a  repetition  of  conduct  which  Jesus  had 
implicitly  disapproved,  however  unbecoming,  was  not  therefore  impossible, 
since  even  the  disciples  who  had  been  present  at  the  first  miraculous  feeding, 
yet  asked,  before  the  second,  whence  bread  could  be  had  for  such  a  multitude? 
— but  this  is  merely  to  argue  the  reality  of  one  impossibility  from  that  of 
another,  as  we  shall  presently  see  when  we  enter  on  the  consideration  of  the 
two  miraculous  feedings.  Further,  not  only  the  conduct  of  the  followers  of 
Jesus,  but  also  almost  every  feature  of  the  incident  must  have  been  repeated 
in  the  most  extraordinary  manner.  In  the  one  case  as  in  the  other,  the  blind 
men  cry.  Have  mercy  upon  us,  (or  Me,)  thou  son  of  David  \  then  (after  silence 
has  been  enjoined  on  them  by  the  spectators)  Jesus  commands  that  they 
should  be  brought  to  him  :  he  next  asks  what  they  will  that  he  should  do 
to  them ;  they  answer,  that  we  may  receive  our  sight ;  he  complies  with  their 
wish,  and  they  gratefully  follow  him.  That  all  this  was  so  exactly  repeated 
thrice,  or  even  twice,  is  an  improbability  amounting  to  an  impossibility  \  and 
we  must  suppose,  according  to  the  hypothesis  adopted  by  Sieffert  in  such 
cases,  a  legendary  assimilation  of  different  facts,  or  a  traditionary  variation  of 
a  single  occurrence.  If,  in  order  to  arrive  at  a  decision,  it  be  asked :  what 
could  more  easily  happen,  when  once  the  intervention  of  the  legend  is  pre- 
supposed, than  that  one  and  the  same  history  should  be  told  first  of  one,  then 
of  several,  first  of  the  entrance,  then  of  the  departure  ?  it  will  not  be  necessary 
to  discuss  the  other  possibility,  since  this  is  so  incomparably  more  probable 
that  there  cannot  be  even  a  momentary  hesitation  in  embracing  it  as  real. 
But  in  thus  reducing  the  number  of  the  facts,  we  must  not  with  Sieffert  stop 
short  at  two,  for  in  that  case  not  only  do  the  difficulties  with  respect  to  the 
repetition  of  the  same  incident  remain,  but  we  fall  into  a  want  of  logical 
sequency  in  admitting  one  divergency  (in  the  number)  as  unessential,  for  the 
sake  of  removing  another  (in  the  locality).  If  it  be  further  asked,  supposing 
only  one  incident  to  be  here  narrated,  which  of  the  several  narratives  is  the 
original  one  ?  the  statements  as  to  the  locality  will  not  aid  us  in  coming  to 
a  decision  ;  for  Jesus  might  just  as  well  meet  a  blind  man  on  entering  as  on 
leaving  Jericho,  The  difference  in  the  number  is  more  likely  to  furnish  us 
with  a  basis  for  a  decision,  and  it  will  be  in  favour  of  Mark  and  Luke,  who 
have  each  only  one  blind  man ;  not,  it  is  true,  for  the  reason  alleged  by 
Schleiermacher,^  namely,  that  Mark,  by  his  mention  of  the  blind  man's  name, 
evinces  a  more  accurate  acquaintance  with  the  circumstances ;  for  Mark,  from 
his  propensity  to  individualize  out  of  his  own  imagination,  ought  least  of  all  to 

'  Ut  sup.  s.  237. 


444  PART  II.      CHAPTER   IX.      §   95. 

be  trusted  with  respect  to  names  which  are  given  by  him  alone.     Our  deci- 
sion is  founded  on  another  circumstance. 

It  seems  probable  that  Matthew  was  led  to  add  a  second  blind  man  by  his 
recollection  of  a  previous  cure  of  two  blind  men  narrated  by  him  alone  (ix. 
27  if.).  Here,  likewise,  when  Jesus  is  in  the  act  of  departure, — from  the 
place,  namely,  where  he  had  raised  the  ruler's  daughter, — two  blind  men 
follow  him  (those  at  Jericho  are  sitting  by  the  way  side)^  and  in  a  similar 
manner  cry  for  mercy  of  the  Son  of  David,  who  here  also,  as  in  the  other 
instance,  according  to  Matthew,  immediately  cures  them  by  touching  their 
eyes.  With  these  similarities  there  are  certainly  no  slight  divergencies  ;  no- 
thing is  here  said  of  an  injunction  to  the  blind  men  to  be  silent,  on  the  part  of 
the  companions  of  Jesus ;  and,  while  at  Jericho  Jesus  immediately  calls  the 
blind  men  to  him,  in  the  earlier  case,  they  come  in  the  first  instance  to  him 
when  he  is  again  in  the  house  ;  further,  while  there  he  asks  them,  what  they 
will  have  him  to  do  to  them  ?  here  he  asks,  if  they  believe  him  able  to  cure 
them  ?  Lastly,  the  prohibition  to  tell  what  had  happened,  is  peculiar  to  the 
earlier  incident  The  two  narratives  standing  in  this  relation  to  each  other, 
an  assimilation  of  them  might  have  taken  place  thus  :  Matthew  transferred 
the  two  blind  men  and  the  touch  of  Jesus  from  the  first  anecdote  to  the 
second ;  the  form  of  the  appeal  from  the  blind  men,  from  the  second  to  the 
first. 

The  two  histories,  as  they  are  given,  present  but  few  data  for  a  natural 
explanation.  Nevertheless  the  rationalistic  commentators  have  endeavoured 
to  frame  such  an  explanation.  When  Jesus  in  the  earlier  occurrence  asked 
the  bhnd  men  whether  they  had  confidence  in  his  power,  he  wished,  say  they, 
to  ascertain  whether  their  trust  in  him  would  remain  firm  during  the  opera- 
tion, and  whether  they  would  punctually  observe  his  further  prescriptions ;  ® 
having  then  entered  the  house,  in  order  to  be  free  from  interruption,  he 
examined,  for  the  first  time,  their  disease,  and  when  he  found  it  curable 
(according  to  Venturini^  it  was  caused  by  the  fine  dust  of  that  country),  he 
assured  the  sufferers  that  the  result  should  be  according  to  the  measure  of 
their  faith.  Hereupon  Paulus  merely  says  briefly,  that  Jesus  removed  the 
obstruction  to  their  vision  ;  but  he  also  must  have  imagined  to  himself  some- 
thing similar  to  what  is  described  in  detail  by  Venturini,  who  makes  Jesus 
anoint  the  eyes  of  the  blind  men  with  a  strong  water  prepared  beforehand, 
and  thus  cleanse  them  from  the  irritating  dust,  so  that  in  a  short  time  their 
sight  returned.  But  this  natural  explanation  has  not  the  slightest  root  in 
the  text ;  for  neither  can  the  faith  (irurrt^)  required  from  the  patient  imply 
anything  else  than,  as  in  all  similar  cases,  trust  in  the  miraculous  power  of 
Jesus,  nor  can  the  word  rjij/aro^  he  touched^  signify  a  surgical  operation,  but 
merely  that  touch  which  appears  in  so  many  of  the  evangelical  curative 
miracles,  whether  as  a  sign  or  a  conductor  of  the  healing  power  of  J  esus ; 
of  further  prescriptions  for  the  completion  of  the  cure  there  is  absolutely 
nothing.  It  is  not  otherwise  with  the  cure  of  the  blind  at  Jericho,  where, 
moreover,  the  two  middle  Evangelists  do  not  even  mention  the  touching  of 
the  eyes. 

If  then,  according  to  the  meaning  of  the  narrators,  the  blind  instantaneously 
receive  their  sight  as  a  consequence  of  the  simple  word  or  touch  of  Jesus, 
there  are  the  same  difficulties  to  be  encountered  here  as  in  the  former  case 
of  the  lepers.  For  a  disease  of  the  eyes,  however  slight,  as  it  is  only  en- 
gendered gradually  by  the  reiterated  action  of  the  disturbing  cause,  is  still 

*  Paulus,  L.  J.  I,  a,  s.  249. 

'  Natiirl.  Gesch.  des  Propheten  von  Naz.  2,  s.  216. 
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less  likely  to  disappear  on  a  word  or  a  touch  ;  it  requires  very  complicated 
treatment,  partly  surgical,  partly  medical,  and  this  must  be  pre-eminently  the 
case  with  blindness,  supposing  it  to  be  of  a  curable  kind.  How  should  we 
represent  to  ourselves  the  sudden  restoration  of  vision  to  a  blind  eye  by  a 
word  or  a  touch  ?  as  purely  miraculous  and  magical  ?  That  would  be  to  give 
up  thinking  on  the  subject.  As  magnetic  ?  There  is  no  precedent  of  mag- 
netism having  influence  over  a  disease  of  this  nature.  Or,  lastly,  as  psychical  ? 
But  blindness  is  something  so  independent  of  the  mental  life,  so  entirely 
corporeal,  that  the  idea  of  its  removal  at  all,  still  less  of  its  sudden  removal 
by  means  of  a  mental  operation,  is  not  to  be  entertained.  We  must  therefore 
acknowledge  that  an  historical  conception  of  these  narratives  is  more  than 
merely  difficult  to  us ;  and  we  proceed  to  inquire  whether  we  cannot  show  it 
to  be  probable  that  legends  of  this  kind  should  arise  unhistorically. 

We  have  already  quoted  the  passage  in  which,  according  to  the  first  and 
third  gospels,  Jesus  in  reply  to  the  messengers  of  the  Baptist  who  had  to  ask 
him  whether  he  were  the  cp;(o/icvo9  {he  that  should  come\  appeals  to  his  works. 
Now  he  here  mentions  in  the  very  first  place  the  cure  of  the  blind,  a  signifi- 
cant proof  that  this  particular  miracle  was  expected  from  the  Messiah,  his 
words  being  taken  from  Isa.  xxxv.  5,  a  prophecy  interpreted  messianically ; 
and  in  a  rabbinical  passage  above  cited,  among  the  wonders  which  Jehovah 
is  to  perform  in  the  messianic  times,  this  is  enumerated,  that  he  oculos  ccRCorum 
aperiety  id  quod  per  Elisam  fecit y^  Now  Elisha  did  not  cure  a  positive  blind- 
ness, but  merely  on  one  occasion  opened  the  eyes  of  his  servant  to  a  percep- 
tion of  the  supersensual  world,  and  on  another,  removed  a  blindness  which 
had  been  inflicted  on  his  enemies  in  consequence  of  his  prayer  (2  Kings  vi. 
17-20).  That  these  deeds  of  Elisha  were  conceived,  doubtless  with  reference 
to  the  passage  of  Isaiah,  as  a  real  opening  of  the  eyes  of  the  blind,  is  proved 
by  the  above  rabbinical  passage,  and  hence  cures  of  the  blind  were  expected 
from  the  Messiah.^^  Now  if  the  Christian  community,  proceeding  as  it  did 
from  the  bosom  of  Judaism,  held  Jesus  to  be  the  messianic  personage,  it 
must  manifest  the  tendency  to  ascribe  to  him  every  messianic  predicate,  and 
therefore  the  one  in  question. 

The  narrative  of  the  cure  of  a  blind  man  at  Bethsaida,  and  that  of  the 
cure  of  a  man  that  was  deaf  and  had  an  impediment  in  his  speech^  which  are 
both  peculiar  to  Mark  (viii.  22  ff.,  vii.  32  if.),  and  which  we  shall  therefore 
consider  together,  are  the  especial  favourites  of  all  rationalistic  commentators. 
If,  they  exclaim,  in  the  other  evangelical  narratives  of  cures,  the  accessory 
circumstances  by  which  the  facts  might  be  explained  were  but  preserved  as 
they  are  here,  we  could  prove  historically  that  Jesus  did  not  heal  by  his  mere 
word,  and  profound  investigators  might  discover  the  natural  means  by  which 

**  Vid.  vol.  i.  p.  81,  note. 

11  Elsewhere  also  we  find  proof  that  in  those  times  the  power  of  effecting  miraculous  cures, 
especially  of  blindness,  was  commonly  ascribed  to  men  who  were  regarded  as  favourites  of 
the  Deity.  Thus  Tacitus,  Hist.  iv.  81,  and  Suetonius,  Vespas.  vii.  tell  us,  that  in  Alexan- 
dria a  blind  man  applied  to  Vespasian,  shortly  after  he  was  made  emperor,  alleging  that  he 
did  so  by  the  direction  of  the  god  Serapis,  with  the  entreaty  that  he  would  cure  him  of  his 
blindness  by  wetting  his  eyes  with  his  spittle.  Vespasian  complied,  and  the  result  was  that 
the  blind  man  immediately  had  his  sight  restored.  As  Tacitus  attests  the  truth  of  this  story 
in  a  remarkable  manner,  Paulus  is  probably  not  wrong  in  regarding  the  aflfair  as  the  contri- 
vance of  adulatory  priests,  who  to  procure  for  the  emperor  the  fame  of  a  miracle- worker,  and 
by  this  means  to  secure  his  favour  on  behalf  of  their  god,  by  whose  counsel  the  event  was 
occasioned,  hired  a  man  to  simulate  blindness.  Ex.  Handb.  2,  s.  56  f.  However  this  may 
be,  we  see  from  the  narrative  what  was  expected,  even  beyond  the  limits  of  Palestine,  of  a 
man  who,  as  Tacitus  here  expresses  himself  concerning  Vespxsian,  enjoyed  favor  e  calu  and 
an  inclinatio  numinum. 
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his  cures  were  effected !  ^^  And  in  fact  chiefly  on  the  ground  of  these 
narratives,  in  connexion  with  particular  features  in  other  parts  of  the  second 
gospel,  Mark  has  of  late  been  represented,  even  by  theologians  who  do  not 
greatly  favour  this  method  of  interpretation,  as  the  patron  of  the  naturalistic 
system.^3 

In  the  two  cures  before  us,  it  is  at  once  a  good  augury  for  the  rationalistic 
commentators  that  Jesus  takes  both  the  patients  apart  from  the  multitude, 
lor  no  other  purpose,  as  they  believe,  than  that  of  examining  their  condition 
medically,  and  ascertaining  whether  it  were  susceptible  of  relief.  Such  an 
examination  is,  according  to  these  commentators,  intimated  by  the  Evangelist 
himself,  when  he  describes  Jesus  as  putting  his  fingers  into  the  ears  of  the 
deaf  man,  by  which  means  he  discovered  that  the  deafness  was  curable^  aris- 
ing probably  from  the  hardening  of  secretions  in  the  ear,  and  hereupon,  also 
with  the  finger,  he  removed  the  hindrance  to  hearing.  Not  only  are  the 
words,  he  put  his  fingers  into  his  earSy  c^SoAc  tovs  SaKTvXovs  cis  ra  2n-a,  inter- 
preted as  denoting  a  surgical  operation,  but  the  words,  he  touched  his  tongue^ 
rjij/aTo  T^9  yXcicroTys,  are  supposed  to  imply  that  Jesus  cut  the  ligament  of  the 
tongue  in  the  degree  necessary  to  restore  the  pliancy  which  the  organ  had 
lost  In  like  manner,  in  the  case  of  the  blind  man,  the  words,  when  he  had 
put  his  hands  upon  hint^  cTrt^cU  ras  x^W^  avrw,  are  explained  as  probably 
meaning  that  Jesus  by  pressing  the  eyes  of  the  patient  removed  the  crystalline 
lens  which  had  become  opaque.  A  further  help  to  this  mode  of  interpreta- 
tion is  found  in  the  circumstance  that  both  to  the  tongue  of  the  man  who  had 
an  impediment  in  his  speech,  and  to  the  eyes  of  the  blind  man,  Jesus  applied 
spittle.  Saliva  has  in  itself,  particularly  in  the  opinion  of  ancient  physicians,^*^ 
a  salutary  effect  on  the  eyes  ;  as,  however,  it  in  no  case  acts  so  rapidly  as 
instantaneously  to  cure  blindness  and  a  defect  in  the  organs  of  speech,  it  is 
conjectured,  with  respect  to  both  instances,  that  Jesus  used  the  saliva  to 
moisten  some  medicament,  probably  a  caustic  powder ;  that  the  blind  man 
only  heard  the  spitting  and  saw  nothing  of  the  mixture  of  the  niedicaments, 
and  that  the  deaf  man,  in  accordance  with  the  spirit  of  the  age,  gave  little 
heed  to  the  natural  means,  or  that  the  legend  did  not  preserve  them.  In 
the  narrative  of  the  deaf  man  the  cure  is  simply  stated,  but  that  of  the  blind 
man  is  yet  further  distinguished,  by  its  representing  the  restoration  of  his 
sight  circumstantially,  as  gradual.  After  Jesus  had  touched  the  eyes  of  the 
patient  as  above  mentioned,  he  asked  him  tf  he  saw  aught  ;  not  at  all, 
observes  Paulus,  in  the  manner  of  a  miracle-worker,  who  is  sure  of  the  result, 
but  precisely  in  the  manner  of  a  ph3rsician,  who  after  performing  an  operation 
endeavours  to  ascertain  if  the  patient  is  benefited.  The  blind  man  answers 
that  he  sees,  but  first  indistinctly,  so  that  men  seem  to  him  like  trees.  Here 
apparently  the  rationalistic  commentator  may  triumphantly  ask  the  orthodox 
one :  if  divine  power  for  the  working  of  cures  stood  at  the  command  of  Jesus, 
why  did  he  not  at  once  cure  the  blind  man  perfectly  ?  If  the  disease  pre- 
sented an  obstacle  which  he  was  not  able  to  overcome,  is  it  not  clear  from 
thence  that  his  power  was  a  finite,  ordinarily  human  power  ?  Jesus  once 
more  puts  his  hands  on  the  eyes  of  the  blind  man,  in  order  to  aid  the  effect 
of  the  first  operation,  and  only  then  is  the  cure  completed," 

'*  These  are  nearly  the  words  of  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  2,  s.  312,  391. 

>>  De  Wette,  Beitrag  zur  Charakteristik  des  Evangelisten  Markus,  In  Ullmann's  and 
Umbreit's  Sludien,  i,  4,  789  ff.  Comp.  Koster,  Immanuel,  f.  72.  On  the  other  hand  : 
comp.  De  Wette's  exeg.  Handb.  i,  2,  s.  148  f. 

^*  Pliny,  H.  N.  xxviii.  7,  and  other  passages  in  Wetstein. 

^  Paulus,  ut  sup.  s.  312  f.  392  ff. ;  Natiirliche  Geschichte,  3,  s.  31  ff.  216  f.  ;  Koster, 
Immanuel,  s.  188  tf. 
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The  complacency  of  the  rationalistic  commentators  in  these  narratives  of 
Mark,  is  liable  to  be  disturbed  by  the  frigid  observation,  that,  here  also,  the 
circumstances  which  are  requisite  to  render  the  natural  explanation  possible 
are  not  given  by  the  Evangelists  themselves,  but  are  interpolated  by  the  said 
commentators.  For  in  both  cures  Mark  furnishes  the  saliva  only;  the 
efficacious  powder  is  infused  by  Paulus  and  Venturini :  it  is  they  alone  who 
make  the  introduction  of  the  fingers  into  the  ears  first  a  medical  examination 
and  then  an  operation  ;  and  it  is  they  alone  who,  contrary  to  the  signification 
of  language,  explain  the  words  iinTi,6€v<u  ras  x^^P^^  ^^^  ''^^^  6<l>0a\fwvq,  to  lay 
the  hands  upon  the  eyes,  as  implying  a  surgical  operation  on  those  organs. 
Again,  the  circumstance  that  Jesus  takes  the  blind  man  aside,  is  shown  by 
the  context  (vii.  36,  viii.  26)  to  have  reference  to  the  design  of  Jesus  to  keep 
the  miraculous  result  a  secret,  not  to  the  desire  to  be  undisturbed  in  the 
application  of  natural  means :  so  that  all  the  supports  of  the  rationalistic 
explanation  sink  beneath  it,  and  the  orthodox  one  may  confront  it  anew. 
This  regards  the  touch  and  the  spittle  either  as  a  condescension  towards  the 
sufferers,  who  were  thereby  made  more  thoroughly  sensible  to  whose  power 
they  owed  their  cure  ;  or  as  a  conducting  medium  for  the  spiritual  power  of 
Christ,  a  medium  with  which  he  might  nevertheless  have  dispensed.^^  That 
the  cure  was  gradual,  is  on  this  system  accounted  for  by  the  supposition,  that 
Jesus  intended  by  means  of  the  partial  cure  to  animate  the  faith  of  the  blind 
man,  and  only  when  he  was  thus  rendered  worthy  was  he  completely  cured  ;^^ 
or  it  is  conjectured  that,  owing  to  the  malady  being  deep-seated,  a  sudden 
cure  would  perhaps  have  been  dangerous. ^^ 

But  by  these  attempts  to  interpret  the  evangelical  narratives,  especially  in 
the  last  particular,  the  supernaturalistic  theologians,  who  bring  them  forward, 
betake  themselves  to  the  same  ground  as  the  rationalists,  for  they  are  equally 
open  to  the  charge  of  introducing  into  the  narratives  what  is  not  in  the  remotest 
degree  intimated  by  the  text  For  where,  in  the  procedure  of  Jesus  towards 
the  blind  man,  is  there  a  trace  that  his  design  in  the  first  instance  was  to  prove 
and  to  strengthen  the  faith  of  the  patient  ?  In  that  case,  instead  of  the  ex- 
pression, He  asked  him  if  he  saw  aught,  which  relates  only  to  his  external  con- 
dition, we  must  rather  have  read,  as  in  Matt.  ix.  28,  Believe  ye  that  lam  able 
to  do  this  ?  But  what  shall  we  say  to  the  conjecture  that  a  sudden  cure  might 
have  been  injurious !  The  curative  act  of  a  worker  of  miracles  is  (according  to 
Olshausen's  own  opinion)  not  to  be  regarded  as  the  merely  negative  one  of 
the  removal  of  a  disease,  but  also  as  the  positive  one  of  an  impartation  of  new 
and  fresh  strength  to  the  organ  affected,  whence  the  idea  of  danger  from  an 
instantaneous  cure  when  wrought  by  miraculous  agency,  is  not  to  be  entertained. 
Thus  no  motive  is  to  be  discovered  which  could  induce  Jesus  to  put  a  restraint 
on  the  immediate  action  of  his  miraculous  power,  and  it  must  therefore  have 
been  restricted,  independently  of  his  volition,  by  the  force  of  the  deep-seated 
malady.  This,  however,  is  entirely  opposed  to  the  idea  of  the  gospels,  which 
represent  the  miraculous  power  of  Jesus  as  superior  to  death  itself ;  it  cannot 
therefore  have  been  the  meaning  of  our  Evangelists.  If  we  take  into  consider- 
ation the  peculiar  characteristics  of  Mark  as  an  author,  it  will  appear  that  his 
only  aim  is  to  give  dramatic  effect  to  the  scene.  Every  sudden  result  is"  diffi- 
cult to  bring  before  the  imagination  :  he  who  wishes  to  give  to  another  a  vivid 
idea  of  a  rapid  movement,  first  goes  through  it  slowly,  and  a  quick  result  is 
perfectly  conceivable  only  when  the  narrator  has  shown  the  process  in  detail. 

**  For  the  former  explanation,  Hess,  Geschichte  Jeso,  i,  s,  390  f. ;  for  the  latter,  Olshausen, 
b,  Comm.  i.  s.  510. 

*"*  Kuinol,  in  Marc. » p.  no. 
'*  Olshausen,  s.  509. 
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Consequently  a  writer  whose  object  it  is  to  assist  as  far  as  may  be  the  imagin- 
ation of  his  reader,  will  wherever  it  is  possible  exhibit  the  propensity  to  render 
the  immediate  mediate,  and  when  recording  a  sudden  result,  still  to  bring  for- 
ward the  successive  steps  that  led  to  it.^^  So  here  Mark^  or  his  informant, 
supposed  that  he  was  contributing  greatly  to  the  dramatic  effect,  when  he  in- 
serted between  the  blindness  of  the  man  and  the  entire  restoration  of  his  sight, 
the  partial  cure,  or  the  seeing  men  as  trees,  and  every  reader  will  say,  from  his 
own  feeling,  that  this  object  is  fully  achieved.  But  herein,  as  others  also  have 
remarked,^^  Mark  is  so  far  from  manifesting  an  inclination  to  the  natural  con- 
ception of  such  miracles,  that  he,  on  the  contrary,  not  seldom  labours  to 
aggrandize  the  miracle,  as  we  have  partly  seen  in  the  case  of  the  Gadarene,  and 
shall  yet  have  frequent  reason  to  remark.  In  a  similar  manner  may  also  be 
explained  why  Mark  in  these  narratives  which  are  peculiar  to  him  (and  else- 
where also,  as  in  vi.  13,  where  he  observes  that  the  disciples  anointed  the  sick 
with  oil),  mentions  the  application  of  external  means  and  manifestations  in 
miraculous  cures.  That  these  means,  the  saliva  particularly,  were  not  in  the 
popular  opinion  of  that  age  naturally  efficacious  causes  of  the  cure,  we  may  be 
convinced  by  the  narrative  concerning  Vespasian  quoted  above,  as  also  by 
passages  of  Jewish  and  Roman  authors,  according  to  which  saliva  was  believed 
to  have  a  magical  potency,  especially  against  diseases  of  the  eye.'^  Hence 
Olshausen  perfectly  reproduces  the  conception  of  that  age  when  he  explains 
the  touch,  saliva,  and  the  like,  to  be  conductors  of  the  superior  power  resident 
in  the  worker  of  miracles.  We  cannot  indeed  make  this  opinion  ours,  unless 
with  Olshausen  we  proceed  upon  the  supposition  of  a  parallelism  between  the 
miraculous  power  of  Jesus  and  the  agency  of  animal  magnetism  :  a  supposition 
which,  for  the  explanation  of  tbe  miracles  of  Jesus,  especially  of  the  one  before 
us,  is  inadequate  and  therefore  superfluous.  Hence  we  put  this  means  merely 
to  the  account  of  the  Evangehst.  To  him  also  we  may  then  doubtless  refer  the 
taking  aside  of  the  blind  man,  the  exaggerated  description  of  the  astonishment 
of  the  people,  (wc/nrcpuro-oif  c^Xi/o'crovro  airavrcs,  vii.  37,)  and  the  strict  pro- 
hibition to  tell  any  man  of  the  cure.  This  secrecy  gave  the  affair  a  mysterious 
aspect,  which,  as  we  may  gather  from  other  passages,  was  pleasing  to  Mark. 
We  have  another  trait  belonging  to  the  mysterious  in  the  narratives  of  the  cure 
of  the  deaf  man,  where  Mark  says.  And  looking  up  to  heaven  he  sighed  (vii.  34). 
What  cause  was  there  for  sighing  at  that  particular  moment?  Was  it  the 
misery  of  the  human  race,  ^  which  must  have  been  long  known  to  Jesus  from 
many  melancholy  examples  ?  Or  shall  we  evade  the  difficulty  by  explaining 
the  expression  as  implying  nothing  further  than  silent  prayer  or  audible 
speech  ?  *5  Whoever  knows  Mark  will  rather  recognise  the  exaggerating  nar- 
rator in  the  circumstance  that  he  ascribes  to  Jesus  a  deep  emotion,  on  an  occa- 
sion which  could  not  indeed  have  excited  it,  but  which,  being  accompanied  by 
it,  had  a  more  mysterious  appearance.  But  above  all,  there  appears  to  me  to 
be  an  air  of  mystery  in  this,  that  Mark  gives  the  authoritative  word  with  which 
Jesiis  opened  the  ears  of  the  deaf  man  in  its  original  Syriac  form,  k^i^aBh^  as 
on  the  resuscitation  of  the  daughter  of  Jairus,  this  Evangelist  alone  has  the 
words  ToXi^a  fcov/u  (v.  41).  It  is  indeed  said  that  these  expressions  are  any- 
thing rather  than  magical  forms  ;^  but  that  Mark  chooses  to  give  these 
authoritative  words  in  a  language  foreign  to  his  readers,  to  whom  he  is  obliged 

^'  Comp.  De  Wette,  Kritik  der  Mosaischen  Geschichte,  &  36  f. 

^  Fritzsche,  Comm.  in  Marc.,  p.  xliii. 

*^  Vid.  ap.  Wetstein  and  Lightfoot,  John  ix.  6. 

**  Thus  Fritzsche,  after  Euthymias,  in  Marc,  p.  304. 

*'  The  former  is  the  supposition  of  Kuinoi,  the  latter  of  Schott. 

"  Hess,  Gesch.  Jesu,  1,  s.  391,  Anm.  i. 
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at  the  same  time  to  explain  them,  nevertheless  proves  that  he  must  have 
attributed  to  this  original  form  a  special  significance,  which,  as  it  appears  from 
the  context,  can  only  have  been  a  magical  one.  This  inclination  to  the  mys- 
terious we  may  now  retrospectively  find  indicated  in  the  application  of  those 
outward  means  which  have  no  relation  to  the  result ;  for  the  mysterious  consists 
precisely  in  the  presentation  of  infinite  power  through  a  finite  medium,  in  the 
combination  of  the  strongest  effect  with  apparently  inefficacious  means. 

If  we  have  been  unable  to  receive  as  historical  the  simple  narrative  given  by 
all  the  synoptical  writers  of  the  cure  of  the  blind  man  at  Jericho,  we  are  still 
less  prepared  to  award  this  character  to  the  mysterious  description,  given  by 
Mark  alone,  of  the  cure  of  a  blind  man  at  Bethsaida,  and  we  must  regard  it  as 
a  product  of  the  legend,  with  more  or  less  addition  from  the  evangelical 
narrator.  The  same  judgment  must  be  pronounced  on  his  narrative  of  the  cure 
of  the  deaf  man  who  had  an  impediment  in  his  speech  kcd^s  /ioyiAoXo? ;  for,  to- 
gether  with  the  negative  reasons  already  adduced  against  its  historical  credibility^ 
there  are  not  wanting  positive  causes  for  its  mythical  origin,  since  the  prophecy 
relating  to  the  messianic  times,  rorc  Sra  KaafiSty  oKowrwrcu — Tpamif  ^  €(rrat 
yXwaa-a  fioyikakfov,  the  ears  of  the  deaf  shall  be  unstopped^  the  tongue  of  the  dumb 
shall  sing  {Isai.  xxxv.  5,  6),  was  in  existence,  and  according  to  Matt.  xL  5,  was 
interpreted  literally. 

If  the  narratives  of  Mark  which  we  have  just  considered,  seem  at  the  first 
glance  to  be  favourable  to  the  natural  explanation,  the  narrative  of  John,  chap, 
ix.,  must,  one  would  think,  be  unfavourable  and  destructive  to  it ;  for  here  the 
question  is  not  concerning  a  blind  man,  whose  malady  having  originated  acci- 
dentally, might  be  easier  to  remove,  but  concerning  a  man  bom  bhnd.  Never- 
theless, as  the  expositors  of  this  class  are  sharp-sighted,  and  do  not  soon  lose 
courage,  they  are  able  even  here  to  discover  much  in  their  favour.  In  the 
first  place,  they  find  that  the  condition  of  the  patient  is  but  vaguely  described, 
however  definite  the  expression,  blind  from  his  birth^  rv^tSjtw  Ik  yev€T7«  may 
seem  to  sound.  The  statement  of  time  which  this  expression  includes,  Paulus, 
it  is  true,  refrains  from  overthrowing  (though  his  forbearance  is  unwilling  and 
in  fact  incomplete) :  hence  he  has  the  more  urgent  necessity  for  attempting  to 
shake  the  statement  as  to  quality.  Tv^o9  is  not  to  signify  total  blindness, 
and  as  Jesus  tells  the  man  to  go  to  the  pool  of  Siloam,  not  to  get  himself  led 
thither,  he  must  have  still  had  some  glimmering  of  eye-sight,  by  means  of  which 
he  could  himself  find  the  way  thither.  Still  more  help  do  the  rationalistic 
commentators  find  for  themselves  in  the  mode  of  cure  adopted  by  Jesus.  He 
says  beforehand  (v.  4)  he  must  work  the  works  of  him  that  sent  him  while 
it  is  day^  2fa>s  17/A^  c<rriv,  for  in  the  night  no  man  can  work;  a  sufficient 
proof  that  he  had  not  the  idea  of  curing  the  blind  man  by  a  mere  word, 
which  he  might  just  as  well  have  uttered  in  the  night — that,  on  the  contrary, 
he  intended  to  undertake  a  medical  or  surgical  operation,  for  which  certainly 
daylight  was  required.  Further,  the  clay,  m/X^,  which  Jesus  made  with 
his  spittle,  and  with  which  he  anointed  the  eyes  of  the  blind  man,  is  still 
more  favourable  to  the  natural  explanation  than  the  expression  ^rruo-a?  having 
spit^  in  a  former  case,  and  hence  it  is  a  fertile  source  of  questions  and  con- 
jectures. Whence  did  John  know  that  Jesus  took  nothing  more  than  spittle 
and  dust  to  make  his  eye-salve.  Was  he  himself  present,  or  did  he  understand 
it  merely  from  the  narrative  of  the  cured  blind  man  ?  The  latter  could  not: 
with  his  then  weak  glimmering  of  sight,  correctly  see  what  Jesus  took  :  perhaps 
Jesus  while  he  mixed  a  salve  out  of  other  ingredients  accidentally  spat  upon 
the  ground,  and  the  patient  fell  into  the  error  of  supposing  that  the  spittle 
made  part  of  the  salve.  Still  more  :  while  or  before  Jesus  put  something  on 
the  eyesy  did  he  not  also  remove  something  by  extraction  or  friction,  or  other- 
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wise  effect  a  cbange  in  th^  stale  of  these  orgaos?  This  would  be  aa  essratial 
fact  which  might  easily  be  mistaken  by  the  blind  man  and  the  spectators  for 
a  merely  accessory  circumstance.  Lastly,  the  washing  in  the  pool  of  Siloam 
which  was  prescribed  to  the  patient  was  perhaps  continued  many  days — ^was  a 
protracted  cure  by  means  of  the  bath-r^-and  the  words  ^c  pxiwuv  he  eame 
sw*g%  do  not  necessarily  imply  that  he  came  thus  after  his  first  bath,  but  that 
at  a  convenient  time  after  the  completion  of  his  cure,  he  came  again  seeing.*'^ 

Bui,  to  begin  at  the  beginning,  the  meaning  here  given  to  4f^^  ^^^  ^  ^ 
too  shallow  even  for  Venturini,^  and  especially  clashes  with  the  context  (v.  5), 
which  throughout  demands  an  interpretation  of  the  words  with  reference  to  tiie 
speedy  departure  of  Jesus.^  As  to  the  conjecture  that  the  clay  was  made  of 
mcKlicinal  ingredients  of  some  kind  or  other,  it  is  the  more  groundless,  since  it 
cannot  be  said  bore,  as  in  the  former  case,  that  only  so  much  is  stated  as  the 
patient  could  learn  by  bis  hearing  or  by  a  slight  glimmering  of  light,  for,  on 
this  occasion,  Jesus  undertook  the  cure,  not  in  private,  but  in  the  presence  of 
his  disciples.  Concerning  the  further  supposition  of  previous  surgical  oper- 
ations, by  which  the  anoiatiog  and  washing,  alone  mentioned  in  the  text,  are 
reduced  to  mere  accessories,  nothing  more  is  to  be  said,  than  that  by  this 
example  we  may  see  how  completely  the  spirit  of  natural  explanation  despises 
all  restraints,  not  scrupling  to  pervert  the  clearest  words  of  the  text  in  support 
of  its  arbitrary  combinations.  Further,  when,  from  the  circumstance  that 
Jesus  ordered  the  blind  man  to  go  to  the  pool  of  Siloam,  it  is  inferred  that  he 
must  have  had  a  share  of  light,  we  may  remark,  in  opposition  to  this,  that 
Jesus  merely  told  the  patient  ttMther  he  should  go  (viraycy) ;  how  he  was  to 
go,  whether  alone  or 'with  a  guide,  he  left  to  his  own  discretion.  Lastly,  when 
the  closely  connected  words  he  went  his  way^  therefore^  and  washed  and  came 
seeingt  dTi^Xtfcv  otv  koX  ht^aro  mi  ^X0t  )3Xcira>v  (v.  7  ;  comp.  v.  1 1)  are  stretched 
out  into  a  process  of  cure  lasting  several  weeks,  it  is  just  as  if  the  words  vent, 
vidiy  via,  were  translated  thus  :  After  my  arrival  I  reconnoitred  for  several 
days,  fought  battles  at  suitable  btervals,  and  finally  remained  conqueror. 

Thus  here  also  the  natural  explanation  will  not  serve  us,  and  we  have  still 
before  us  the  narrative  of  a  man  born  blind,  miraculously  cured  by  Jesus. 
That  the  doubts  already  expressed  as  to  the  reality  of  the  cures  of  the  blind, 
apply  with  increased  force  to  the  case  of  a  man  born  blind,  is  self-evident 
And  they  are  aided  in  this  instance  by  certain  special  critical  reasons.  Not 
one  of  three  first  Evangelists  mentions  this  cure;  Now,  if  in  the  formation  of 
the  apostolic  tradition,  and  in  the  selection  which  it  made  firoro  among  the 
miracles  of  Jesus,  any  kind  of  reason  was  exercised^  it  must  have  taken 
the  shape  of  the  two  following  rules :  first,  to  choose  the  greater  miracles 
before  those  apparently  less  important;  and  secondly,  those  with  which 
edifying  discourses  were  connected,  before  those  which  were  not  thus  dis- 
tinguished«  In  the  first  respect,  it  is  plain  that  the  cure  of  a  man  blind  from 
his  birth,  as  the  incomparably  more  difficult  miracle,  was  by  all  means  to  be 
chosen  rather  than  that  of  a  man  in  whom  blindness  had  supervened,  and 
it  is  not  to  be  conceived  why,  if  Jesus  really  gave  sight  to  a  man  born  blind, 
nothing  of  this  should  have  entered  into  the  evangelical  tradition,  and  from 
thence  into  the  synoptical  gospels.  It  is  true  that  with  this  consideration  of 
the  magnitude  of  the  iTuracles,a  regard  to  the  edifying  nature  of  the  discourses 
connected  with  them  might  not  seldom  come  into  collision,  so  that  a  less 
striking,  but  from  the  conversations  which  it  caused,  a  more  instructive 
miracle^  might  be  preferred  t)o  one  more  striking,  but  presenting  kss  of  the 

^  Paulus,  Comm.  4,  s.  472. 
**  Natttrliche  Gesch.  3,  s.  215. 
»  Vid.  Thdnck  and  Lttck«,  m  loc 
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latter  kind  of  interest  But  the  cure  of  the  blind  man  in  John  is  accompanied 
by  very  remarkable  conversations,  first,  of  Jesus  with  the  disciples,  then,  of  the 
cured  man  with  the  magistrates,  and  lastly  of  Jesus  with  the  cured  man,  such 
as  there  is  no  trace  of  in  the  synoptical  cures  of  the  blind ;  conversations  in 
which,  if  not  the  entire  course  of  the  dialogue,  at  least  some  aphoristic  pearls 
(as  V.  4,  5,  39),  were  admirably  suited  to  the  purpose  of  three  first  Evangelists. 
These  writers,  therefore,  could  not  have  failed  to  introduce  the  cure  of  the 
man  born  blind  into  their  histories,  instead  of  their  less  remarkable  and  less 
edifying  cures  of  the  blind,  if  the  former  had  made  a  part  of  the  evangelical 
tradition  whence  they  drew.  It  might  possibly  have  remained,  unknown  to  the 
general  Christian  tradition,  if  it  had  taken  place  at  a  time  and  under  circum- 
stances which  did  not  favour  its  promulgation — if  it  had  been  effected  in  a  re- 
mote comer  of  the  country,  without  further  witnesses.  But  Jesus  performed 
this  miracle  in  Jerusalem,  in  the  circle  of  his  disciples ;  it  made  a  great  sensa- 
tion in  the  city, and  was  highly  offensive  to  the  magistracy,  hence  the  affair  must 
have  been  known  if  it  had  really  occurred;  and  as  we  do  not  find  it  in  the  com- 
mon evangelical  tradition,  the  suspicion  arises  that  it  perhaps  never  did  occur. 
But  it  will  be  said,  the  writer  who  attests  it  is  the  Apostle  John.  This,  how- 
ever, is  too  improbable,  not  only  on  account  of  the  incredible  nature  of  the  conr 
tents  of  the  narrative,  which  could  thus  hardly  have  proceeded  from  an  eye- 
witness, but  also  from  another  reason.  The  narrator  interprets  the  name 
of  the  pool,  Siloam,  by  the  Greek  ^vtaraXfiafo^  (v,  j) ;  3.  false  explanation, 

for  one  who  is  sent  is  called  n^^J^,  whereas  Cv^  according  to  the  most  probable 
interpretation  signifies  a  waterfall.^    The  Evangelist,  however,  chose  the  above 
interpretation,  because  he  sought  for  some  significant  relation  between  the 
name  of  the  pool,  and  the  sending  thither  of  the  blind  man,  and  thus  seems  to 
have  imagined  that  the  pool  had  by  a  special  providence  received  the  name  of 
•Sm/,  because  at  a  future  time  the  Messiah,  as  a  manifestation  of  his  glory,  was 
to  send  thither  a  blind  man.^    Now,  we  grant  that  an  apostle  might  give  a 
grammatically  incorrect  explanation,  in  so  far  as  he  is  not  held  to  be  inspired, 
and  that  even  a  native  of  Palestine  might  mistake  the  etymology  of  Hebrew 
words,  as  the  Old  Testament  itself  shows ;  nevertheless,  such  a  play  upon  words 
looks  more  like  the  laboured  attempt  of  a  writer  remote  from  the  event,  than 
of  an  eye-witness.     The  eye-witness  would  have  had  enough  of  important 
matters  in  the  miracle  which  he  had  beheld,  and  the  conversation  to  which  he 
had  listened ;  only  a  remote  narrator  could  fall  into  the  triviality  of  trying 
to  extort  a  significant  meaning  from  the  smallest  accessory  circumstance. 
Tholuck  and  Liicke  are  highly  revolted  by  this  allegory,  which,  as  the  latter 
expresses  himself,  approaches  to  absolute  folly,  hence  they  are  unwilling  to 
admit  that  it  proceeded  from  John,  and  regard  it  as  a  gloss.    As,  however,  all 
critical  authorities,  except  one  of  minor  importance,  present  this  particular, 
such  a  position  is  sheer  arbitrariness,  and  the  only  choice  left  us  is  either 
with  Olshausen,  to  edify  ourselves  by  this  interpretation  as  an  apostolic  one,'^ 
or,  with  the  author  of  the  Probabilia,  to  number  it  among  the  indications  that 
the  fourth  gospel  had  not  an  apostolic  origin. ^^ 

The  reasons  which  might  prevent  the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel,  or  the 
tradition  whence  he  drew,  from  resting  contented  with  the  cures  of  the  blind 
narrated  by  the  synoptical  writers,  and  thus  induce  the  one  or  the  other  to 
frame  the  history  before  us,  are  already  pointed  out  by  the  foregoing  remarks. 

^  Vid.  Paulus  and  Liicke,  in  loc. 
*^  Thus  Euthymius  and  Paidus,  in  Idc. 

^  B.  Comm.  2,  s.  230,  where»  however,,  lie  rsfiers  the  dwerroXfUpot  to  the  outflow  of  the 
spirit  proceeding  from  God; 
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The  observation  has  been  already  made  by  others,  that  thAfourth  Evangelist^, 
has  fewer  miracles  than  the  synoptical  writers,  but  that  this  oeficiency  in  n^m-' 
ber  is  compensated  by  a  superiority  in  magnitude.^  Thus  while  the  other 
Evangelists  have  simple  paral3rtics  cured  by  Jesus,  the  fourth  gospel  has  one 
who  had  been  lame  thirty-eight  years  ;  while,  in  the  former,  Jesus  resuscitates 
persons  who  had  just  expired,  in  the  latter,  he  calls  back  to  life  one  who  had 
lain  in  the  grave  four  days,  in  whom  therefore  it  might  be  presumed  that  de- 
composition had  begun ;  and  so  here,  instead  of  a  cure  of  simple  blindness, 
we  have  that  of  a  man  bom  blind, — a  heightening  of  the  miracle  altogether 
suited  to  the  apologetic  and  dogmatic  tendency  of  this  gospel.  In  what  way 
the  author,  or  the  particular  tradition  which  he  followed,  might  be  led  to  depict 
the  various  details  of  the  narrative,  is  easily  seen.  The  act  of  spitting,  imfctv, 
was  common  in  magical  cures  of  the  eyes ;  clay,  m/Xos,  was  a  ready  substitute 
for  an  eye-salve,  and  elsewhere  occurs  in  magical  proceedings ; ''  the  command 
to  wash  in  the  pool  of  Siloam  may  have  been  an  imitation  of  Elisha's  order, 
that  the  leper  Naaman  should  bathe  seven  times  in  the  river  Jordan.  The 
conversations  connected  with  the  cure  partly  proceed  from  the  tendency  of  the 
Gospel  of  John  already  remarked  byStorr,  namely,  to  attest  and  to  render  as 
authentic  as  possible  both  the  cure  of  the  man,  and  the  fact  of  his  having  been 
born  blind,  whence  the  repeated  examination  of  the  cured  man,  and  even  of 
his  parents ;  partly  they  turn  upon  the  symbolical  meaning  of  the  expressions, 
blind  and  seeing^  day  and  nighty — a  meaning  which  it  is  true  is  not  foreign  to 
tlie  synoptical  writers,  but  which  specifically  belongs  to  the  circle  of  images  in 
favour  with  John. 

§  96. 

CURES   OF   PARALYTICS.      DID   J£SUS   REGARD   DISEASES   AS   PUNISHMENTS? 

An  important  feature  in  the  history  of  the  cure  of  the  man  bom  blind  has 
been  passed  over,  because  it  can  only  be  properly  estimated  in  connexion 
with  a  corresponding  one  in  the  synoptical  narratives  of  the  cure  of  a  ]>aralytic 
(Matt.  ix.  I  ff. ;  Mark  ii.  i  ff.  ;  Luke  v.  17  ff.),  which  we  have  in  the  next 
place  to  consider.  Here  Jesus  first  declares  to  the  sick  man  :  w^kiovrai  a-oC  aX 
a/jLOfyrLoi  a-ov,  thy  sins  are  forgiven  thee^  and  then  as  a  proof  that  he  had 
authority  to  forgive  sins,  he  cures  him.  It  is  impossible  not  to  perceive  in 
this  a  reference  to  the  Jewish  opinion,  that  any  evil  befalling  an  individual, 
and  especially  disease,  was  a  punishment  of  his  sins ;  an  opinion  which, 
presented  in  its  main  elements  in  the  Old  Testament  (Lev.  xxvi.  14  ff. ;  Deut. 
xxviii.  15  ff. ;  2  Chron.  xxL  15,  18  f.)  was  expressed  in  the  most  definite 
manner  by  the  later  Jews.^  Had  we  possessed  that  synoptical  narrative  only, 
we  must  have  believed  that  Jesus  shared  the  opinion  of  his  cotemporary 
fellow-countrymen  on  this  subject,  since  he  proves  his  authority  to  forgive 
sins  (as  the  cause  of  disease)  by  an  example  of  his  power  to  cure  disease  (the 
consequence  of  sin).  But,  it  is  said,  there  are  other  passages  where  Jesus 
directly  contradicts  this  Jewish  opinion ;  whence  it  follows,  that  what  he  then 
says  to  the  paralytic  was  a  mere  accommodation  to  the  ideas  of  the  sick  man, 
intended  to  promote  his  cure.* 

The  principal  passage  commonly  adduced  in  support  of  this  position,  is 
the  introduction  to  the  history  of  the  man  bom  blind,  which  was  last  con* 

"  Koster,  Immanuel,  s.  79  ;  Bretschneider,  Probab.,  s.  122. 
•*  Wctstein,  in  loc. 

^  Nedarim  f.  xli.  I.     (Schottgen,  i,  p.  93):  Dixit  R,  Chija  JU,     Abba:  nuUus  i^atus 
a  morbo  suo  sanatur^  donee  ipsi  omnia  peccata  remissa  sin/* 
•  Hase,  L.  J.  §  73.     Fritzsche,  in  Matt.,  p.  335. 
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sidered  (John  ix.  1-3).  Here  the  disciples,  seeing  on  the  road  the  man 
whom  they  knew  to  have  been  blind  from  his  birth,  put  to  Jesus  the  question, 
whether  his  blindness  was  the  consequence  of  his  own^  sins,  or  of  those  of 
his  parents  ?  The  case  was  a  peculiarly  difficult  one  on  the  Jewish  theory  of 
retribution.  With  respect  to  diseases  which  attach  themselves  to  a  man  in 
his  course  through  life,  an  observer  who  has  once  taken  a  certain  bias,-  may 
easily  discover  or  assume  some  peculiar  delinquencies  on  the  part  of  this  man 
as  their  cause.  With  respect  to  inborn  diseases,  on  the  contrary,  though  the 
old  Hebraic  opinion  (Exod.  xx.  5 ;.  Deut.  v.  9 ;  2  Sam.  iii.  29),  it  is  true, 
presented  the  explanation  that  by  these  the  sins  of  the  fathers  were  visited 
on  their  posterity:  yet  as,  for  human  regulations,  the  Mosaic  law  itself 
ordained  that  each  should  suffer  for  his  own  sins  alone  (Deut  xxiv.  i6-;  2 
Kings  xiv.  6);  and  as  also,  in  relation  to  the  penal  justice  of  the  Divine 
Being,  the  prophets  predicted  a  similar  dispensation  (Jer.  xxxi.  30 ;  Ezek. 
xviii.  19  f.);  rabbinical  acumen  resorted  to  the  expedient  of  supposing,,  that 
men  so  afflicted  might  probably  have  sinned  in  their  mother's- womb,'  and 
this  was  doubtless  the  notion  which  the  disciples  had  in  view  in  their  question 
V.  2.  Jesus  says,  in  answer,  that  neither  for  his  own  sin  nor  for  that  of  his 
parents,  did  this  man  come  into  the  world  blind ;  but  in  order  that  by  the 
cure  which  he,  as  the  Messiah,  would  effect  in  him,  he  might  be  an  instrument 
in  manifesting  the  miraculous  power  of  God.  This  is  generally  understood 
as  if  Jesus  repudiated  the  whole  opinion,,  that  disease  and  other  evik  were 
essentially  punishments  of  sin.  But  the  words  of  Jesus  are  expressly  limited 
to  the  case  before  him ;  he  simply  says,  that  this  particular  misfortune  had 
its  foundation,  not  in  the  guilt  of  the  individual,  but  in  higher  providential 
designs.  The  supposition  that  his  expressions  had  a  more  general  sense,  and 
included  a  repudiation  of  the  entire  Jewish  opinion,  could  only  be  warranted 
by  other  more  decided  declarations  from  him  to  that  effect.  As,  on  the 
contrary,  according  to  the  above  observations,,  a  narrative  is  found  in  the 
synoptical  gospels  which,  simply  interi>reted,  implies  the  concurrence  of  Jesus 
in  the  prevalent  opinion,  the  question  arises :  which  is  easier,  to  regard  the 
expression  of  Jesus  in  the  synoptical  narratives  as  an  accommodation,  or  that 
in  John  as  having  relation  solely  to  the  case  immediately  before  him  ? — a 
question  which  will  be  decided  in  favour  of  the  latter  alternative  by  every  one 
who,  on  the  one  hand,  knows  the  difficulties  attending  the  hypothesis  of 
accommodation  as  applied  to  the  expressions  of  Jesus  in  the  gospels,  and  on 
the  other,  is  clear-sighted  enough  to  perceive,  that  in  the  passage  in  question 
in  the  fourth  gospel,  there  is  not  the  slightest  intimation  that  the  declaration 
of  Jesus  had  a  more  general  meaning. 

it  is  true  that  according  to  correct  principles  of  intepretation,  one  Evsmge- 
list  ought  not  to  be  explained  immediately  by  another,  and  in  the  present 
case  it  is  very  possible  that  while  the  synoptical  writers  ascribe  to  Jesus  the 
common  opinion  of  his  age,  the  more  highly  cultivated  author  of  the  fourth 
gospel  may  make  him  reject  it :  but  that  he  also  confined  the  rejection  of  the 
current  opinion  on  the  part  of  Jesus  to  that  single  case,  is  proved  by  the 
manner  in  which  he  represents  Jesus  as  speaking  on  another  occasion. 
When,  namely,  Jesus  says  to  the  man  who  had  been  lame  thirty-eight  years 
(John  V.)  and  had  just  been  cured,  fxr^Km  ofidpravej  Iva  firf  )(€ip6v  rC  a-oi 
ycn/roi  (v.  1 4),  Sift  no  more,  lest  a  worse  thing  come  unto  thee  ',  this  is  equivalent 
to  his  saying  to  the  paralytic  whom  he  was  about  to  cure,  &4>€iavTaji  o-ol  al 

'  Sanhedr.  f.  xci.  2,  and  Bereschith  Rabba  f.  xxxviii.  i.  (Ltghtfoot,  p.  1050) :  Antonius 
intfrrogttvU  Rabbi  {Judam) :  a  quonam  tempore  incipit  nuUus  affeetus pravalere  in  komine  ? 
an  a  tempore formationis  ejus  [imttero),  an  a  tempore  processionis  efus  (ex  utero)?  Dicit  ei 
Rabbi  :  a  tempore  formationis  ejus. 
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afiafnioL  aav,  thy  sins  are  forgiven  thee :  in  the  one  case  disease  is  removed,  in 
the  other  threatened,  as  a  punishment  of  sin.  Bat  here  again  the  expositors, 
to  whom  it  is  not  agreeaUe  that  Jesus  should  hold  an  opinion  which  they 
reject,  find  a  means  of  evading  the  dhrect  sense  of  the  words.  Jesus,  say 
they,  perceived  that  the  partiailar  disease  of  this  man  was  a  natural  conse- 
quence of  certain  excesses,  and  warned  him  from  a  repetition  of  these  as 
calculated  to  bring  on  a  more  dangerous  relapse.^  But  an  insight  into  the 
natural  connexion  between  certain  excesses  and  certain  diseases  as  their 
consequence,  is  far  more  removed  from  the  mode  of  thinking  of  the  age  in 
which  Jesus  lived,  than  the  notion  of  a  positive  connexion  between  sin  in 
general  and  dbease  as  its  punishment;  hence,  if  we  are  nevertheless  to  ascribe 
the  former  sense  to  the  words  of  Jesus,  it  must  be  very  distinctly  conveyed  in 
the  text  But  the  fact  is  that  in  the  whole  narrative  there  is  no  intimation  of 
any  particular  excess  on  the  part  of  the  man ;  the  words  /ai^iccti  a/Luv»ravc, 
relate  only  to  sin  in  general,  and  to  supply  a  conversation  of  Jesus  with  the 
sick  man,  in  which  he  is  supposed  to  have  acquainted  the  former  with  the 
connexion  between  his  sufferings  and  a  particular  sin,^  is  the  most  arbitrary 
fiction.  What  exposition  I  for  the  sake  of  evading  a  result  which  is  dogmati- 
cally unwelcome,  to  extend  the  one  passage  (John  ix.)  to  a  generality  of 
meaning  not  really  belonging  to  it,  to  elude  the  other  (Matt,  ix.)  by  the 
hypothesis  of  accommodation,  and  forcibly  to  affix  to  a  third  (John  v.)  a 
modern  idea ;  whereas  if  the  first  passagebe  only  permitted  to  say  no  more  than 
it  actually  says,  the  direct  meaning  of  the  other  two  may  remain  unviolated  ! 
But  another  passage,  and  that  a  synoptical  one,  is  adduced  in  vindication 
of  the  superiority  of  Jesus  to  the  popular  opinion  in  question.  This  passage 
is  Luke  xiii.  i  if.,  where  Jesus  is  told  of  the  Galileans  whom  Pilate  had  caused 
to  be  slain  while  they  were  in  the  act  of  sacrificing,  and  of  others  who  were 
killed  by  the  falling  of  a  tower.  From  what  follows,  we  must  suppose  the 
informants  to  have  intimated  their  opinion  that  these  calamities  were  to  be 
regarded  as  a  divine  visitation  for  the  peculiar  wickedness  of  the  parties  so 
signally  destroyed.  Jesus  replied  that  they  must  not  suppose  those  men  to 
have  been  especially  sinful ;  they  themselves  were  in  no  degree  better,  and 
unless  they  repented  would  meet  with  a  similar  destruction.  Truly  it  is  not 
clear  how  in  these  expressions  of  Jesus  a  repudiation  of  the  popular  notion 
can  be  found.  If  Jesus  wished  to  give  his  voice  in  opposition  to  this,  he 
must  either  have  said :  you  are  equally  great  sinners,  though  you  may  not 
perish  bodily  in  the  same  manner;  or :  do  you  believe  that  those  men  perished 
on  account  of  their  sins?  No  !  the  contrary  may  be  seen  in  you,  who,  not- 
withstanding your  wickedness,  are  not  thus  smitten  with  death.  On  the 
contrary,  the  expressions  of  Jesus  as  given  by  Luke  can  only  have  the  follow- 
ing sense :  that  those  men  have  already  met  with  such  calamities  is  no 
evidence  of  their  peculiar  wickedness,  any  more  than  the  fact  that  you  have 
been  hitherto  spared  the  like,  is  an  evidence  of  your  greater  worth ;  on  the 
contrary,  earlier  or  later,  similar  judgments  falling  on  you  will  attest  your 
equal  guilt : — whereby  the  supposed  law  of  the  connexion  between  the  sin 
and  misfortune  of  every  individual  is  confirmed,  not  overthrown.  This  vulgar 
Hebrew  opinion  concerning  sickness  and  evil,  is  indeed  in  contradiction  with 
that  esoteric  view,  partly  Essene,  partly  Ebionite,  which  we  have  found  in  the 
introduction  to  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount,  the  parable  of  the  rich  man,  and 
elsewhere,  and  according  to  which  the  righteous  in  this  generation  are  the 
suffering,  the  poor  and  the  sick ;  but  both  opinions  are  clearly  to  be  seen  in 
the  discourses  of  Jesus  by  an  unprejudiced  exegesis,  and  the  contradiction 

*  Paahis  Comm.  4,  «.  264 ;  Liicke,  2,  s.  22. 
'  This  is  done  by  Tholuck,  in  loc. 
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which  we  find  between  them  authorizes  us  neither  to  put  a  forced  consthiction 
on  the  (me  class  of  expressions^  nor  to  deny  them  to  have  really  come  (torn 
Jesus,  since  we  cannot  calculate  how  he  may  have  solved  for  himself  the 
opposition  between  two  ideas  of  the  world,  {Mresented  to  him  by  different 
sides  of  the  Jewish  culture  of  that  age. 

As  regards  the  above-mentioned  cure,  the  synoptical  writers  make  Jesus 
iti  his  reply  to  the  messengers  of  the  Baptist^  appeal  to  the  fact  that  the  lame 
walked  (Matt  xL  5X  ^nd  at  another  time  the  people  wonder  when,  among 
other  miracles,  they  see  the  maimed  io  ke  whole  and  the  lame  to  walh  (Matt. 
XV.  ji).  in  the  place  of  the  lame,  )(vi>jm^  paralytics^  irapaXvrixoc,  are  else- 
where brought  forward  (Matt.  iv.  34),  and  especially  in  the  detailed  histories 
of  cures  relating  to  this  kind  of  sufferers  (as  Matt.  ix.  i  ff.  parall.^  viii.  5, 
parall.),  irapaXvrucoc,  and  not  xaiiko\  are  named.  The  sick  man  at  the  pool  of 
Bethesda  (John  v.  5)  belongs  probably  to  the  x<i>^^9  spoken  of  in  v.  3  ;  there 
also  ^poi,  withered^  are  mentioned,  and  in  Matt  xii  9  ff.  parall.  we  Qhd  the 
cure  of  a  man  who  had  a  withered  hand.  As  however  the  three  last  named 
cures  will  return,  to  us  under  different  heads,  all  that  remains  here  for  our 
examination  is  the  cure  of  the  paralytic  Matt  ix.  i  ff.  parall. 

As  the  definitions  which  the  ancient  physicians  give  of  paralysis,  though 
they  all  show  it  to  have  been  a  species  of  lameness,  yet  leave  it  undecided 
whether  the  lameness  was  total  or  partial ;  *  and  as,  besides,  no  strict  adhe- 
rence to  medical  technicalities  is  to  be  expected  from  the  Evangelists^  we  must 
gather  what  they  understand  by  paralytics  from  their  own  descriptions  of  such 
patients.  In  the  present  passage,  we  read  of  the  paralytic  that  he  was  borne 
on  a  bed  icXCvrfj  and  that  to  enable  him  to  arise  and  carry  his  bed  was  an  un- 
precedented wonder  TapdBo(ov,  whence  we  must  conclude  that  he  was  lame, 
at  least  in  the  feet.  While  here  there  is  no  mention  of  pains,  or  of  an  acute 
character  of  disease,  in  another  narrative  (Matt.  viii.  6)  these  are  evidently 
presupposed  when  the  centurion  says  that  his  servant  is  sick  of  the  palsy, 
grievously  tormented,  fiifiXifnu — iropaXvriic^s,  BtivuK  jSouravi^oficvos ;  so  that 
under  paralytics  in  the  gospels  we  have  at  one  time  to  understand  a  lameness 
without  pain,  at  another  a  painful,  gouty  disease  of  the  limbs.^ 

In  the  description  of  the  scene  in  which  the  paralytic  (Matt  ix.  t  ff.  parall.) 
is  brought  to  Jesus,  there  is  a  remarkable  gradation  in  the  three  accounts. 
Matthew  says  simply,  that  as  Jesus,  after  an  excursion  to  the  opposite  shore, 
returned  to  Capernaum,  there  was  brought  to  him  a  paralytic,  stretched  on  a 
bed.  Luke  describes  particularly  how  Jesus,  surrounded  by  a  great  multitude, 
chiefly  Pharisees  and  scribes,  taught  and  healed  in  a  certain  house,  and  how 
the  bearers,  because  on  account  of  the  press  they  could  not  reach  JesuS)  let 
the  sick  man  down  to  him  through  the  roof.  If  we  call  to  mind  the  structure 
of  oriental  houses,  which  had  a  flat  roof,  to  which  afi  opening  led  from  the 
upper  story  ;>  and  if  we  add  to  this  the  rabbinical  manner  of  speaking,  in 
which  to  the  via  per  portum  (D^nnfi  111)  was  opposed  the  via  per  tectum 
{yil  pn)  as  a  no  less  ordinary  way  for  reaching  the  ^€/)f or  upper  story  or 
chamber^  we  cannot  under  the  expression  KadUyoi  8ia  rSn^  Ktpdfjuiw,  to  let  dawn 
through  the  tiling,  understand  anything  else  than  that  the  bearers -^whO)  either 
by  means  of  stairs  leading  thither  directly  from  the  street,  or  from  the  roof  of 
a  neighbouring  house,  gained  access  to  the  roof  of  the  house  in  which  Jesus 
was, — let  down  the  sick  man  with  his  bed,  apparently  by  cords,  through  the 
opening  already  existing  in  the  roof.    Mark,  who,  while  with  Matthew  he 

*  See  the  examples  in  W^stein*  N.  T.  i,  t.  aS4,  and  in  Wahl'i  Clevis. 
'  Comp.  Winer,  Realw.,  and  Fritzsche,  in  Matt.  p.  194.     ^ 

*  Winer,  at  sap.  Art.  Dacfa. 
'  Liglitfoot,  p.  601. 
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places  the  scene  at  Capernaum,  agrees  with  Luke  in  the  description  of  the 
great  crowd  and  the  consequent  ascent  to  the  roof,  goes  yet  further  than  Luke, 
not  only  in  determining  the  number  of  the  bearers  to  be  four,  but  also  in 
making  them,  regardless  of  the  opening  already  existing,  uncover  the  roof  and 
let  down  the  sick  man  through  an  aperture  newly  broken. 

If  we  ask  here  also  in  which  direction,  upwards  or  downwards,  the  climax 
may  most  probably  have  been  formed,  the  narrative  of  Mark,  which  stands  at 
the  summit,  has  so  many  difficulties  that  it  can  scarcely  be  regarded  as  nearest 
the  truth.  For  not  only  have  opponents  asked,  how  could  the  roof  be  broken 
open  without  injury  to  those  beneath?  ^^  but  Olshausen  himself  admits  that 
the  disturbance  of  the  roof,  covered  with  tiles,  partakes  of  the  extravagant.^^ 
To  avoid  this,  many  expositors  suppose  that  Jesus  taught  either  in  the  inner 
Court,  ^^  or  in  the  open  air  in  front  of  the  house, ^^  and  that  the  bearers  only 
broke  down  a  part  of  the  parapet  in  order  to  let  down  the  sick  man  more  con- 
veniently. But  both  the  phrase,  &a  rwr  iccpafuov,  in  Luke,  and  the  expressions 
of  Mark,  render  this  conception  of  the  thing  impossible,  since  here  neither 
can  (rreyy  mean  parapet,  nor  diroorcya^co  the  breaking  of  the  parapet,  while 
iiopvTTto  can  only  mean  the  breaking  of  a  hole.  Thus  the  disturbance  of  the 
roof  subsists,  but  this  is  further  rendered  improbable  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  altogether  superfluous,  inasmuch  as  there  was  a  door  in  every  roof. 
Hence  help  has  been  sought  in  the  supposition  that  the  bearers  indeed  used 
the  door  previously  there,  but  because  this  was  too  narrow  for  the  bed  of  the 
patient,  they  widened  it  by  the  removal  of  the  surrounding  tiles.^*  Still,  how- 
ever, there  remains  the  danger  to  those  below,  and  the  words  imply  an  opening 
actually  made,  not  merely  widened. 

But  dangerous  and  superfluous  as  such  a  proceeding  would  be  in  reality, 
it  is  easy  to  explain  how  Mark,  wishing  fiuther  to  elaborate  the  narrative  of 
Luke,  might  be  led  to  add  such  a  feature.  Luke  had  said  that  the  sick  man 
was  let  down,  so  that  he  descended  in  the  midst  before  Jesus,  l/xirpo<r^cv  roO 
'IiyoroO.  How  could  the  people  precisely  hit  upon  this  place,  unless  Jesus 
accidentally  stood  under  the  door  of  the  roof,  except  by  breaking  open  the 
roof  above  the  spot  where  they  knew  him  to  be  (dircarcyao-ai^  t^i'  crriyriv  orov 
^v)  ?  ^^  This  trait  Mark  the  more  gladly  seized  because  it  was  adapted  to 
place  in  the  strongest  light  the  zeal  which  confidence  in  Jesus  infused  into 
the  people,  and  which  was  to  be  daunted  by  no  labour.  This  last  interest 
seems  to  be  the  key  also  to  Luke's  departure  from  Matthew.  In  Matthew, 
who  makes  the  bearers  bring  the  paralytic  to  Jesus  in  the  ordinary  way, 
doubtless  regarding  the  laborious  conveyance  of  the  sick  man  on  his  bed  as 
itself  a  proof  of  their  faith,  it  is  yet  less  evident  wherein  Jesus  sees  their  faith. 
If  the  original  form  of  the  history  was  that  in  which  it  appears  in  the  first 
gospel,  the  temptation  might  easily  arise  to  make  the  bearers  devise  a  more 
conspicuous  means  of  evincing  their  faith,  which,  since  the  scene  was  already 
described  as  happening  in  a  great  crowd,  might  appear  to  be  most  suitably 
found  in  the  uncommon  way  in  which  they  contrived  to  bring  their  sick  man 
to  Jesus. 

But  even  the  account  of  Matthew  we  cannot  regard  as  a  true  narrative  of  a 
fact     It  has  indeed  been  attempted  to  represent  the  result  as  a  natural  one, 

^  Woolston,  Disc  4. 
"  I,  s.  310  f. 

^^  Koster,  Immanuel,  s.  166,  Anm.  66. 

^'  This  appears  to  be  the  meaning  of  Panlus,  L.  J.  i,  a,  s.  238.     Otherwise  exe^.  Handb. 
I,  b,  s.  505. 
^*  Thus  Lightfoot,  Kuinol,  Olshausen,  in  loc 
•**  Vid.  Fritzsche,  in  Marc,  p.  52. 
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by  explaining  the  state  of  the  man  to  be  a  nervous  weakness,  the  worst 
symptom  of  which  was  the  idea  of  the  sick  man  that  his  disease  must  continue 
as  a  punishment  of  his  sin ;  ^^  reference  has  been  made  to  analogous  cases  of 
a  rapid  psychical  cure  of  lameness ;  ^'  and  a  subsequent  use  of  long-<:ontinued 
curative  means  has  been  supposed.^^  But  the  first  and  last  expedients  are 
purely  arbitrary ;  and  if  in  the  alleged  analogies  there  may  be  some  truth,  yet 
it  is  always  incomparably  more  probable  that  histories  of  cures  of  the  lame 
and  paralytic  in  accordance  with  messianic  expectation,  should  be  formed  by 
the  legend,  than  that  they  should  really  have  happened.  In  the  passage  of 
Isaiah  already  quoted  (xxxv.  6),  it  was  promised  in  relation  to  the  messianic 
time :  tAen  shall  the  lame  man  leap  as  a  hart^  rorc  dXcircu  a>9  V^itiiyi  o  x^nXa^ 
and  in  the  same  connexion,  v.  3,  the  prophet  addresses  to  the  feeble  knees 
yovara  irofioXfXvfuya  the  exhortation,  Be  strongs  laywraTty  which,  with  the 
accompanying  particulars,  must  have  been  understood  literally,  of  a  miracle 
to  be  expected  from  the  Messiah,  since  Jesus,  as  we  have  already  mentioned, 
among  other  proofs  that  he  was  the  ipxofiwo^  adduced  this  :  x^^  irc/NiraroOo-i, 
Ihe  lame  walk. 

§  97. 

INVOLUNTARY  CURES. 

Occasionally  in  their  general  statements  concerning  the  curative  power  of 
Jesus,  the  synoptical  writers  remark,  that  all  kinds  of  sick  people  only  sought 
to  touch  Jesus,  or  to  lay  hold  on  the  hem  of  his  garment,  in  order  to  be  healed, 
and  that  immediately  on  this  slight  contact,  a  cure  actually  followed  (Matt 
xiv.  36  ;  Mark  iii.  10,  vi.  56 ;  Luke  vi.  19).  In  these  cases  Jesus  operated, 
not,  as  we  have  hitherto  always  seen,  with  a  precise  aim  towards  any  particular 
sufiferer,  but  on  entire  masses,  without  taking  special  notice  of  each  indivi- 
dual ;  his  power  of  healing  appears  not  h^re,  as  elsewhere,  to  reside  in  his 
will,  but  in  his  body  and  its  coverings ;  he  does  not  by  his  own  voluntary  act 
dispense  its  virtues,  but  is  subject  to  have  them  drawn  from  him  without  his 
consent. 

Of  this  species  of  cure  again  a  detailed  example  is  preserved  to  us,  in  the 
history  of  the  woman  who  had  an  issue  of  blood,  which  all  the  synoptical 
writers  give,  and  interweave  in  a  peculiar  manner  with  the  history  of  the  re- 
suscitation of  the  daughter  of  Jairus,  making  Jesus  cure  the  woman  on  his  way 
to  the  ruler's  house  (Matt  ix.  20  ff. ;  Mark  v.  25  ff. ;  Luke  viii.  43  flf.).  On 
comparing  the  account  of  the  incident  in  the  several  Evangelists,  we  might  in 
this  instance  be  tempted  to  regard  that  of  Luke  as  the  original,  because  it 
seems  to  offer  an  explanation  of  the  uniform  connexion  of  the  two  histories. 
As,  namely,  the  duration  of  the  woman's  sufferings  is  fixed  by  all  the  narrators 
at  twelve  years,  so  Luke,  whom  Mark  follows,  gives  twelve  years  also  as  the 
age  of  the  daughter  of  Jairus ;  a  numerical  similarity  which  might  be  a  suffi- 
cient inducement  to  associate  the  two  histories  in  the  evangelical  tradition. 
But  this  reason  is  far  too  isolated  by  itself  to  warrant  a  decision,  which  can 
only  proceed  from  a  thorough  comparison  of  the  three  narratives  in  their 
various  details.  Matthew  describes  the  woman  simply  as  yw^  alfioj^poova-a 
Sw^Ka  en;,  which  signifies  that  she  had  for  twelve  years  been  subject  to  an 
important  loss  of  blood,  probably  in  the  form  of  excessive  menstruation. 

^'  Paalus,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  b,  s.  498,  501. 

17  Bengd,  Gnomon,  i,  245,  ed.  2.    Paulus,  s.  502,  again  takes  an  obvioas  fable  in  Livy 
ii.  36  for  a  history,  capable  of  a  natural  explanation. 
^*  Paulns,  ut  sup.  s.  501. 
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Luke^  the  reputed  physician,  shows  himself  here  in  no  degree  favourable  to 
his  professional  brethren^  for  he  adds  that  the  woman  had  spent  all  her  living 
on  physicians  without  obtaining  any  help  from  them.  Mark,  yet  more  un- 
fovourable,  says  that  she  had  suffered  many  things  cf  many  physicians^  and 
was  nothing  bettered^  but  rather  grew  worse.  Those  who  surround  Jesus  when 
the  woman  approaches  him  are,  according  to  Matthew,  his  disciples,  according 
to  Mark  and  Luke,  a  thronging  multitude.  After  all  the  narrators  have  de- 
scribed how  the  woman,  as  timid  as  she  was  believing,  came  behind  Jesus  and 
touched  the  hem  of  his  garment,  Mark  and  Luke  state  that  she  was  imme- 
diately healed,  but  that  Jesus,  being  conscious  of  the  egress  of  curative  power, 
asked  who  touched  me  9  The  disciples,  astonished,  ask  in  return,  how  he  can 
distinguish  a  single  touch  amidst  so  general  a  thronging  and  pressure  of  the 
crowd.  According  to  Luke,  he  persists  in  his  assertion ;  according  to  Mark, 
he  looks  inquiringly  around  him  in  order  to  discover  the  party  who  had 
touched  him  :  then,  according  to  both  these  Evangelists,  the  woman  approaches 
trembling,  falls  at  His  feet  and  confesses  all,  whereupon  Jesus  gives  her  the 
tranquillizing  assurance  that  her  faith  has  made  her  whole.  Matthew  has  not 
this  complex  train  of  circumstances ;  he  merely  states  that  after  the  touch 
Jesus  looked  round,  discovered  the  woman,  and  announced  to  her  that  her 
faith  had  wrought  her  cure. 

This  difference  is  an  important  one,  and  we  neen  not  greatly  wonder  that 
it  induced  Storr  to  suppose  two  separate  cures  of  women  afflicted  in  the  same 
manner.^  To  this  expedient  he  was  yet  more  decidedly  determined  by  the 
still  wider  divergencies  in  the  narrative  of  the  resuscitation  of  the  daughter  of 
Jairus,  a  narrative  which  is  interlaced  with  the  one  before  us ;  it  is,  however, 
this  very  interlacement  which  renders  it  totally  impossible  to  imagine  that 
Jesus,  twice,  on  both  occasions  when  he  was  on  his  way  to  restore  to  life  the 
daughter  of  a  Jewish  ruler  (tLpx^^)*  cured  a  woman  who  had  had  an  issue  of 
blood  twelve  years.  While,  on  this  consideration,  criticism  has  long  ago 
decided  for  the  singleness  of  the  fact  on  which  the  narratives  are  founded,  it 
lias  at  the  same  time  given  the  preference  to  those  of  Mark  and  Luke  as  the 
most  vivid  and  circumstantial'  But,  in  the  first  place^  if  it  be  admitted  that 
Mark's  addition  dXXa  /jloXKov  €U  ro  x^^P^^  ikOova-a,  but  rather  grew  worse^  is 
merely  a  finishing  touch  from  his  own  imagination  to  the  expression  ovk  Zcrxvo-cv 
vir*  ov8cyo9  BtpaTrtvBrjvai.  neither  could  be  healed  of  any,  which  he  found  in  Luke  ; 
there  seems  to  be  the  same  reason  for  regarding  this  particular  of  Luke's  as 
an  inference  of  his  own  by  which  he  has  amplified  the  simple  statement 
aifjLopl^oovfra  3<o8€#ca  jfn;,  which  Matthew  gives  without  any  addition.  If  the 
woman  had  been  ill  twelve  years^  she  must,  it  was  thought,  during  that  period 
have  frequently  had  recourse  to  physicians :  and  as,  when  contrasted  with 
the  inefficiency  of  the  physicians,  th^  miraculous  power  of  Jesus,  which  in- 
stantaneously wrought  a  cure,  appeared  in  all  the  more  brilliant  a  light ;  so 
in  the  legend,  or  in  the  imagination  of  the  narrators,  there  grew  up  these 
additions.  What  if  the  same  observation  applied  to  the  other  differences  ? 
That  the  woman  according  to  Matthew  also,  only  touched  Jesus  from  behind, 
implied  the  effort  and  the  hope  to  remain  concealed ;  that  Jesus  immediately 
looked  round  after  her,  implied  that  he  was  conscious  of  her  touch.  This 
hope  on  the  part  of  the  woman  became  the  more  accountable,  and  this  con- 
sciousness on  the  part  of  Jesus  the  more  marvellous,  the  greater  the  crowd 
that  surrounded  Jesus  and  pressed  upon  him ;  hence  the  companionship  of  the 
disciples  in  Matthew  is  by  the  other  two  Evangelists  changed  into  di  thronging 

^  Ueber  den  Zweck  der  evang.  Geschichte  and  der  Bride  Joh.,  s.  351  f. 
*  Schulz,  ut  sup.  s.  317  ;  OUhausen,  i,  s.  322. 
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of  the  multitude  ()3Xfirci$  rov  oxXov  avyffXipoyrd  <rc).  Again,  Matthew  mentions 
that  Jesus  looked  round  after  the  woman  touched  him ;  on  this  circumstance 
the  supposition  might  be  founded  that  he  had  perceived  her  touch  in  a  peculiar 
manner ;  hence  the  scene  was  further  worked  up,  and  we  are  shown  how 
Jesus,  though  pressed  on  all  sides,  had  yet  a  special  consciousness  of  that 
particular  touch  by  the  healing  power  which  it  had  drawn  from  him ;  while 
the  simple  feature  hnarpaf^U  Koi  i$a>v  aMfv,  he  turned  him  about^  and  when  he 
saw  her^  in  Matthew,  is  transformed  into  an  inquiry  and  a  searching  glance 
around  upon  the  crowd  to  discover  the  woman,  who  then  is  represented  as 
coming  forward,  trembling,  to  make  her  confession.  Lastly,  on  a  comparison 
of  Matt  xiv.  36,  the  point  of  this  narrative,  even  as  given  in  the  first  gospel, 
appears  to  lie  in  the  fact  that  simply  to  touch  the  clothes  of  Jesus  had  in  itself 
a  healing  efficacy.  Accordingly,  in  the  propagation  of  this  history,  there  was 
a  continual  effort  to  make  the  result  follow  immediately  on  the  touch,  and 
to  represent  Jesus  as  remaining,  even  after  the  cure,  for  some  time  uncertain 
with  respect  to  the  individual  who  had  touched  him,  a  circumstance  which  is 
in  contradiction  with  that  superior  knowledge  elsewhere  attributed  to  Jesus. 
Thus,  under  every  aspect,  the  narrative  in  the  first  gospel  presents  itself  as 
the  earlier  and  more  simple,  that  of  the  second  and  third  as  a  later  and  more 
embellished  formation  of  the  legend. 

As  regards  the  common  substance  of  the  narratives,  it  has  in  recent  times 
been  a  difficulty  to  all  theologians,  whether  orthodox  or  rationalistic,  that  the 
curative  power  of  Jesus  should  have  been  exhibited  apart  from  his  volition. 
Paulus  and  Olshausen  agree  in  the  opinion,'  that  the  agency  of  Jesus  is  thus 
reduced  too  completely  into  the  domain  of  physical  nature ;  that  Jesus  would 
then  be  like  a  magnetiser  who  in  operating  on  a  nervous  patient  is  conscious 
of  a  diminution  of  strength,  or  like  a  charged  electrical  battery,  which  a  mere 
touch  will  discharge.  Such  an  idea  of  Christ,  thinks  Olshausen^  is  repugnant 
to  the  Christian  consciousness,  which  determines  the  fulness  of  power  resident 
in  Jesus  to  have  been  entirely  under  the  governance  of  his  will ;  and  this  will 
to  have  been  guided  by  a  knowledge  of  the  moral  condition  of  the  persons  to 
be  healed.  It  is  therefore  supposed  that  Jesus  fully  recognized  the  woman 
even  without  seeing  her,  and  considering  that  she  might  be  spiritually  won 
over  to  him  by  this  bodily  succour,  he  consciously  comniunicated  to  her  an 
influx  of  his  curative  power ;  but  in  order  to  put  an  end  to  her  false  shame 
and  constrain  her  to  a  confession,  he  behaved  as  if  he  knew  not  who  had 
touched  him.  But  the  Christian  consciousness,  in  cases  of  this  kind,  means 
nothing  else  than  the  advanced  religious  culture  of  our  age,  which  cannot 
appropriate  the  antiquated  ideas  of  the  Bible.  Mow  this  consciousness  must 
be  neutral  where  we  are  concerned,  not  with  the  dogmatical  appropriation, 
but  purely  with  the  exegetical  discovery  of  the  biblical  ideas.  The  interfer- 
ence of  this  alleged  Christian  consciousness  is  the  secret  of  the  majority  of 
exegetical  errors,  and  in  the  present  instance  it  has  led  the  above  named 
commentators  astray  from  the  evident  sense  of  the  text  For  the  question  of 
Jesus  in  both  the  more  detailed  narratives  ri9  6  a^o/jicvo?  /liov  ;  who  touched 
me  f  repeated  as  it  is  in  Luke,  and  strengthened  as  it  is  in  Mark  by  a  search- 
ing glance  around,  has  the  appearance  of  being  meant  thoroughly  in  earnest ; 
and  indeed  it  is  the  object  of  these  two  Evangelists  to  place  the  miraculous 
nature  of  the  curative  power  of  Jesus  in  a  particularly  clear  light  by  showing 
that  the  mere  touching  of  his  clothes  accompanied  by  faith,  no  previous 
knowledge  on  his  part  of  the  person  who  touched,  nor  so  much  as  a  word 

*  Ezeg.  Handbu  i,  b,  s.  524  f.  ;  bibl.  Comm.  i,  s.  324  f. ;  oomp.  Koster,  Immanuel,  s. 
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from  him,  being  requisite,  was  sufficient  to  obtain  a  cure.  Nay,  even  origin- 
ally, in  the  more  concise  account  of  Matthew,  the  expressions  vpo(r€XBowra 
oTrurSev  rplfaro  having  come  behind  him^  she  touched^  and  cTrurrpo^cls  iccu  l^v 
airnpf  he  turned  him  about,  and  when  he  saw  her^  clearly  imply  that  Jesus  knew 
the  woman  only  after  she  had  touched  him.  If  then,  it  is  not  to  be  proved 
that  Jesus  had  a  knowledge  of  the  woman  previous  to  her  cure  and  a  special 
will  to  heal  her ;  nothing  remains  for  those  who  will  not  admit  an  involuntary 
exhibition  of  curative  power  in  Jesus,  but  to  suppose  in  him  a  constant 
general  will  to  cure,  with  which  it  was  only  necessary  that  faith  on  the  part  of 
the  diseased  person  should  concur,  in  order  to  produce  an  actual  cure.  But 
that,  notwithstanding  the  absence  of  a  special  direction  of  the  will  to  the  cure 
of  this  woman  on  the  part  of  Jesus,  she  was  restored  to  health,  simply  by  her 
faith,  without  even  touching  his  clothes,  is  assuredly  not  the  idea  of  the 
Evangelists.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  their  intention  to  substitute  for  an  indi- 
vidual act  of  the  will  on  the  part  of  Jesus,  the  touch  on  the  part  of  the  sick 
person ;  this  it  is  which,  instead  of  the  former,  brings  into  action  the  latent 
power  of  Jesus  :  so  that  the  materialistic  character  of  the  representation  is  not 
in  this  way  to  be  avoided. 

A  step  further  was  necessary  to  the  rationalistic  interpretation,  which  not 
only  with  modern  supranaturalism  regards  as  incredible  the  unconscious  efflux 
of  curative  power  from  Jesus,  but  also  denies  in  general  any  efflux  of  such 
power,  and  yet  wishes  to  preserve  unattainted  the  historical  veracity  of  the 
Evangelists.  According  to  this  system,  Jesus  was  led  to  ask  who  touched 
him,  solely  because  he  felt  himself  held  back  in  his  progress  ]  the  assertion 
that  consciousness  of  a  departure  of  power,  Svva/us  ^^eA^ovo-a,  was  the  cause 
of  his  question^  is  a  mere  inference  of  the  two  narrators,  of  whom  the  one, 
Mark,  actually  gives  it  as  his  own  observation ;  and  it  is  only  Luke  who 
incorporates  it  with  the  question  of  Jesus.  The  cure  of  the  woman  was 
effected  by  means  of  her  exalted  confidence,  in  consequence  of  which  when 
she  touched  the  hem  of  Jesus  she  was  seized  with  a  violent  shuddering  in  her 
whole  nervous  system,  which  probably  caused  a  sudden  contraction  of  the 
relaxed  vessels ;  at  the  first  moment  she  could  only  believe,  not  certainly 
know  that  she  was  cured,  and  only  by  degrees,  probably  after  the  use  of 
means  recommended  to  her  by  Jesus,  did  the  malady  entirely  cease.^  But 
who  can  represent  to  himself  the  timid  touch  of  a  sick  woman  whose  design 
was  to  remain  concealed,  and  whose  faith  rendered  her  certain  of  obtaining 
a  cure  by  the  slightest  touch,  as  a  grasp  which  arrested  the  progress  of  Jesus, 
pressed  upon  as  he  was,  according  to  Mark  and  Luke,  by  the  crowd  ?  Fur- 
ther, what  a  vast  conception  of  the  power  of  confidence  is  demanded  by  the 
opinion,  that  it  healed  a  disease  of  twelve  years'  duration  without  the  concur- 
rence of  any  real  force  on  the  part  of  Jesus !  Lastly,  if  the  Evangelists  are 
supposed  to  have  put  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus  an  inference  of  their  own  (that 
healing  efficacy  had  gone  out  of  him) — if  they  are  supposed  to  have  described 
a  gradual  cure  as  an  instantaneous  one ;  then,  with  the  renunciation  of  these 
particulars  all  warrant  for  the  historical  reality  of  the  entire  narrative  falls  to 
the  ground,  and  at  the  same  time  all  necessity  for  troubling  ourselves  with 
the  natural  interpretation. 

In  fact,  if  we  only  examine  the  narrative  before  us  somewhat  more  closely, 
and  compare  it  with  kindred  anecdotes,  we  cannot  remain  in  doubt  as  to  its 
proper  character.  As  here  and  in  some  other  passages  it  is  narrated  of  Jesus, 
that  the  sick  were  cured  by  the  bare  touch  of  his  clothes :  so  in  the  Acts  we 

^  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  b,  &  524  f.  530.    L.  J.  i,  a,  s.  244  f. ;  Venturini,  2,  &  204  ff. ; 
Koster,  ut  sup. 
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are  told  that  the  handkerchiefs  aov&dpui  and  aprons  a-ifjuxiyOta  of  Paul  cured  all 
kinds  of  sick  persons  to  whom  they  were  applied  (xix.  1 1  f.),  and  that  the 
very  shadow  of  Peter  was  believed  to  have  the  same  efficacy  (v.  15) ;  while 
the  apocryphal  gospels  represent  a  mass  of  cures  to  have  been  wrought  by 
means  of  the  swaddling  bands  of  the  infant  Jesus,  and  the  water  in  which  he 
was  washed.^  In  reading  these  last  histories,  every  one  knows  that  he  is  in 
the  realm  of  fiction  and  legend ;  but  wherein  are  the  cures  wrought  by  the 
pocket-handkerchiefs  of  Paul  to  be  distinguished  from  those  wrought  by  the 
swaddling  bands  of  Jesus,  unless  it  be  that  the  latter  proceeded  from  a  child, 
the  former  from  a  man  ?  It  is  certain  that  if  the  story  relative  to  Paul  were 
not  found  in  a  canonical  book,  every  one  would  deem  it  fabulous,  and  yet 
the  credibility  of  the  narratives  should  not  be  concluded  from  the  assumed 
origin  of  the  book  which  contains  them,  but  on  the  contrary,  our  judgment 
of  the  book  must  be  founded  on  the  nature  of  its  particular  narratives.  But 
again,  between  these  cures  by  the  pocket-handkerchiefs  and  those  by  the 
touch  of  the  hem  of  the  garment,  there  is  no  essential  distinction.  In  both 
cases  we  have  the  contact  of  objects  which  are  in  a  merely  external  connexion 
with  the  worker  of  the  miracle ;  with  the  single  difference,  that  this  connexion 
is  with  regard  to  the  pocket-handkerchiefs  an  interrupted  one,  with  regard  to 
the  clothes  a  continuous  one ;  in  both  cases  again,  results  which,  even  accord- 
ing to  the  orthodox  view,  are  only  derived  from  the  spiritual  nature  of  the 
men  in  question,  and  are  to  be  regarded  as  acts  of  their  will  in  virtue  of  its 
union  with  the  divine,  are  reduced  to  physical  effects  and  effluxes.  The  sub- 
ject thus  descends  from  the  religious  and  theological  sphere  to  the  natural 
and  physical,  because  a  man  with  a  power  of  healing  resident  in  his  body, 
and  floating  as  an  atmosphere  around  him,  would  belong  to  the  objects  of 
natural  science^  and  not  of  religion.  But  natural  science  is  not  able  to 
accredit  such  a  healing  power  by  sure  analogies  or  clear  definitions ;  hence 
these  cures,  being  driven  from  the  objective  to  the  subjective  region,  must 
receive  their  explanation  from  psychology.  Now  psychology,  taking  into 
account  the  power  of  imagination  and  of  faith,  will  certainly  allow  the  possi- 
bility that  without  a  real  curative  power  in  the  reputed  miracle-worker,  solely 
by  the  strong  confidence  of  the  diseased  person  that  he  possesses  this  power, 
bodily  maladies  which  have  a  close  connexion  with  the  nervous  system  may 
be  cured  :  but  when  we  seek  for  historical  vouchers  for  this  possibility,  criti- 
cism, which  must  here  be  called  to  aid,  will  soon  show  that  a  far  greater 
number  of  such  cures  has  been  invented  by  the  faith  of  others,  than  has  been 
performed  by  the  parties  alleged  to  be  concerned.  Thus  it  is  in  itself  by  no 
means  impossible,  that  through  strong  faith  in  the  healing  power  residing 
even  in  the  clothes  and  handkerchiefs  of  Jesus  and  the  apostles,  many  sick 
persons  on  touching  these  articles  were  conscious  of  real  benefit ;  but  it  is  at 
least  equally  probable,  that  only  after  the  death  of  these  men,  when  their 
fame  in  the  church  was  ever  on  the  increase,  anecdotes  of  this  kind  were 
believingly  narrated,  and  it  depends  on  the  nature  of  the  accounts,  for  which 
of  the  two  alternatives  we  are  to  decide.  In  the  general  statement  in  the 
Gospels  and  the  Acts,  which  speak  of  whole  masses  having  been  cured  in  the 
above  way,  this  accumulation  at  any  rate  is  traditional.  As  to  the  detailed 
history  which  we  have  been  examining,  in  its  representation  that  the  woman 
had  suffered  twelve  years  from  a  very  obstinate  disease,  and  one  the  least 
susceptible  of  merely  psychical  influence,  and  that  the  cure  was  performed  by 
power  consciously  emitted  from  Jesus,  instead  of  by  the  imagination  of  the 
patient :  so  large  a  portion  betrays  itself  to  be  mythical  that  we  can  no  longer 
discern  any  historical  elements,  and  must  regard  the  whole  as  legendary. 
*  Vid.  Evangelium  infantile  arabicum,  ap.  Fabricius  and  Thilo. 
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It  is  not  difficult  to  see  what  might  give  rise  to  this  branch  of  the  evangeli- 
cal miraculous  legend,  in  distinction  from  others*  The  faith  of  the  popular 
mind,  dependent  on  the  senses,  and  incapable  of  apprehending  the  divine 
throng  the  medium  of  thought  alone,  strives  perpetually  to  draw  it  down  into 
material  existence.  Hence,  according  to  a  later  opinion,  the  saint  must  con- 
tinue to  work  miracles  when  his  bones  are  distributed  as  relics,  and  the  body 
of  Christ  must  be  present  in  the  transubstantiated  host ;  hence  also,  according 
to  an  idea  developed  much  earlier,  the  curative  power  of  the  men  celebrated 
in  the  New  Testament  must  be  attached  to  their  body  and  its  coverings. 
I'he  less  the  church  retained  of  the  words  of  Jesus,  the  more  tenaciously  she 
clung  to  the  efficacy  of  his  mantle,  and  the  further  she  was  removed  from  the 
free  spiritual  energy  of  the  apostle  Paul,  the  more  consolatory  was  the  idea  of 
carrying  home  his  curative  energy  in  a  pocket-handkerchie£ 


§98w 

CURES  AT  A  DISTANCE, 

The  cures  performed  at  a  distance  are,  properly  speaking,  the  opposite  of 
these  involuntary  cures.  The  latter  are  effected  by  mere  corporeal  contact 
without  a  special  act  of  the  will ;  the  former  solely  by  the  act  of  the  will  with- 
out corporeal  contact,  or  even  local  proximity.  But  there  immediately  arises 
this  objection  :  if  the  curative  power  of  Jesus  was  so  material  that  it  dispensed 
itself  involuntarily  at  a  mere  touch,  it  cannot  have  been  so  spiritual  that  the 
simple  will  could  convey  it  over  considerable  distances ;  or  conversely,  if  it 
was  so  spiritual  as  to  act  apart  from  bodily  presence,  it  cannot  have  been  so 
material  as  to  dispense  itself  independently  of  the  will.  Since  we  have  pro- 
nounced the  purely  physical  mode  of  influence  in  Jesus  to  be  improbable, 
free  space  is  left  to  us  for  the  purely  spiritual,  and  our  decision  on  the  latter 
will  therefore  depend  entirely  on  the  examination  of  the  narratives  and  the 
facts  themselves. 

As  proofs  that  the  curative  power  of  Jesus  acted  thus  at  a  distance, 
Matthew  and  Luke  narrate  to  us  the  cure  of  the  sick  servant  of  a  centurion 
at  Capernaum,  John  that  of  the  son  of  a  nobleman  PcuriXucoi^  at  the  same 
])lace  (Matt  viii.  5  fi. ;  Luke  vii.  x  ff. ;  John  iv.  46  ff.)  ;  and  again  Matthew 
(XV.  22  ff.),  and  Mark  (vii.  25  ff.),  that  of  the  daughter  of  the  Canaanitish 
woman.  Of  these  examples,  as  in  the  summary  narration  of  the  last  there  is 
nothing  peculiar,  we  have  here  to  consider  the  two  first  only.  The  common 
opinion  is,  that  Matthew  and  Luke  do  indeed  narrate  the  same  fact,  but  John 
one  distinct  from  this,  since  his  narrative  differs  from  that  of  the  two  others 
in  the  following  particulars :  firstly,  the  place  from  which  Jesus  cures,  is  in 
the  synoptical  gospels  the  place  where  the  sick  man  resides,.  Capernaum, — in 
John  a  different  one,  namely,  Cana ;  secondly,  the  time  at  which  the  synop- 
tists  lay  the  incident,  namely,  when  Jesus  is  in  the  act  of  returning  home  afler 
his  Sermon  on  the  Mount,  is  different  from  that  assigned  to  it  in  the  fourth 
gospel,  which  is  immediately  after  the  return  of  Jesus  from  the  first  passover 
and  his  ministry  in  Samaria ;  thirdly,  the  sick  person  is  according  to  the 
former  the  slave,  according  to  the  latter  the  son  of  the  suppliant ;  but  the 
most  important  divergencies  are  those  which  relate,  fourthly,  to  the  suppliant 
himself,  for  in  the  first  and  third  gospels  he  is  a  military  person  (an 
iKarovrapxoi),  in  the  fourth  a  person  in  office  at  court  (jffao-iAucof),  according 
to  the  former  (Matt.  v.  10  ff.),  a  Gentile,  according  to  the  latter  without 
doubt  a  Jew ;  above  all,  the  synoptists  make  Jesus  eulogize  him  as  a  pattern 
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of  the  most  fervent,  humble  faith,  because,  in  the  conviction  that  Jesus  could 
cure  at  a  distance,  he  prevented  him  from  going  to  his  house ;  whereas  in 
John,  on  the  contrary,  he  is  blamed  for  his  weak  faith  which  required  signs 
and  wondera,  because  he  thought  the  presence  of  Jesus  in  his  house  necessary 
for  the  purpose  of  the  cure.^ 

These  divergencies  are  certainly  important  enough  to  be  a  reason,  with 
those  who  regard  them  from  a  certain  point  of  view,  for  maintaining  the  dis- 
tinction of  the  fact  lying  at  the  foundation  of  the  synoptical  narratives  from 
that  reported  by  John  :  only  this  accuracy  of  discrimination  must  be  carried 
throughout,  and  the  diversities  between  the  two  synoptical  narratives  them- 
selves must  not  be  overlooked.    First,  even  in  the  designation  of  the  person 
of  the  patient  they  are  not  perfectly  in  unison ;  Luke  calls  him  SovXog  itrnfUK^ 
a  unmnt  who  was  dear  to'  the  centurion ;  in  Matthew,  the  latter  calls  him 
6  xoAs  /Aov,  which  may  equally  mean  either  a  son  or  a  sertnimt,  and  as  the 
centurion  when  speaking  (v.  9)  of  his  servant,  uses  the  word  SovXos,  while  the 
cured  individual  is  again  (v.  13)  spoken  of  as  6  vaTs  aurov,  it  seems  most 
probable  that  the  former  sense  was  intended.    With  respect  to  his  disease, 
the  man  is  described  by  Matthew  as  vapaXvruco^  Stia^Sk  Pturcwtiofuyoi  a  para^ 
lytic  grievously  tormenUd  \  Luke  is  not  only  silent  as  to  this  species  of  disease, 
but  he  is  thought  by  many  to  presuppose  a  different  one,  since  after  the 
indefinite  expression  wMm  ^adv,  being  ill^  he  adds,  ^ftcXXc  rcXcvrav,  was  ready 
to  die,  and  paralysis  is  not  generally  a  rapidly  fatal  malady.'    But  the  most 
important  difference  is  one  which  runs  through  the  entire  narrative,-  namely, 
that  all  which  according  to  Matthew  the  centurion  does  in  his  own  person,  is 
in  Luke  done  by  messengers,  for  here  in  the  first  instance  he  makes  the 
entreaty,  not  personally,  as  in  Matthew,  but  through  the  medium  of  the 
Jewish  elders,  and  when  he  afterwards  wishes  to  prevent  Jesus  from  entering 
his  house,  he  does  not  come  forward  himself,  but  commissions  some  friends 
to  act  in  his  stead.     To  reconcile  this  difference,  it  is  usual  to  refer  to  the 
rule  :  quodquis  per  aUumfacit,  etc'    If  then  it  be  said,  and  indeed  no  other 
conception  of  the  matter  is  possible  to  expositors  who  make  such  an  appeal, 
— Matthew  well  knew  that  between  the  centurion  and  Jesus  everything  was 
transacted  by  means  of  deputies,  but  iot  the  sake  of  brevity,  he  employed  the 
figure  of  speech  above  alluded  to,  and  represented  him  as  himself  accosting 
Jesus:  Storr  is  perfectly  right  in  his  opposing  remark,  that  scarcely  any 
historian  would  so  perseveringly  carry  that  metonymy  through  an  entire 
narrative,  especially  in  a  case  where,  on  the  one  hand,  the  figure  of  speech  is 
by  no  means  so  obvious  as  when,  for  example,  that  is  ascribed  to  a  general 
which  is  done  by  his  soldiers ;  and  where,  on  the  other  hand,  precisely  this 
point,  whether  the  person  acted  for  himself  or  through  others,  is  of  some 
consequence  to  a  full  estimate  of  his  character.^    With  laudable  consistency^ 
therefore,  Storr,  as  he  believed  it  necessary  to  refer  the  narrative  of  the  fourth 
gospel  to  a  separate  fact  from  that  of  the  first  and  third,  on  account  of  the 
important  differences ;  so,  on  account  of  the  divergencies  which  he  found 
between  the  two  last,  pronounces  these  also  to  be  narratives  of  two  separate 
events.     If  any  one  wonder  that  at  three  different  times  so  entirely  similar  a 
cure  should  have  happened  at  the  same  place  (for  according  to  John  also,  the 
patient  lay  and  was  cured  at  Capernaum),  Storr  on  his  side  wonders  how  it 
can  be  regarded  as  in  the  least  improbable  that  in  Capernaum  at  two  different 

« 

^  See  the  observations  of  Paulas,  Lucke,  Tholuck,  and  Olshausen*  in  loc. 
'  Schleiermacher,  uber  den  Lukas,  s.  92. 

'  Attgustin,  de  consens.  evang.  i.  ao ;  Panlns,  exeg.   Handbk   i,  b,  s.   709;  K$sl«r, 
Immanael,  s.  63. 
^  Ueber  den  Zweck  Jesu,  u.  s.  f.,  s.  351. 
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periods  two  centurions  should  have  had  each  a  sick  servant^  and  that  again 
at  another  time  a  nobleman  should  have  had  a  sick  son  at  the  same  place  ; 
that  the  second  centurion  (Luke)  should  have  heard  the  history  of  the  first, 
have  applied  in  a  similar  manner  to  Jesus,  and  sought  to  surpass  his  example 
of  humility,  as  the  first  centurion  (Matthew),  to  whom  the  earlier  history  of 
the  nobleman  (John)  was  known,  wished  to  surpass  the  weak  faith  of  the 
latter ;  and  lastly,  that  Jesus  cured  all  the  three  patients  in  the  same  manner 
at  a  distance.  But  the  incident  of  a  distinguished  official  person  applying  to 
Jesus  to  cure  a  dependent  or  relative,  and  of  Jesus  at  a  distance  operating  on 
the  latter  in  such  a  manner,  that  about  the  time  in  which  Jesus  pronounced 
the  curative  word,  the  patient  at  home  recovered,  is  so  singular  in  its  kind 
that  a  threefold  repetition  of  it  may  be  regarded  as  impossible,  and  even  the 
supposition  that  it  occurred  twice  only,  has  difficulties  ;  hence  it  is  our  task 
to  ascertain  whether  the  three  narratives  may  not  be  traced  to  a  single 
root. 

Now  the  narrative  of  the  fourth  Evangelist  which  is  most  generally  held  to 
be  distinct,  has  not  only  an  affinity  with  the  synoptical  narratives  in  the  out- 
line already  given ;  but  in  many  remarkable  details  either  one  or  the  other  of 
the  synoptists  agrees  more  closely  with  John  than  with  his  fellow  synoptist. 
Thus,  while  in  designating  the  patient  as  wol^  Matthew  may  be  held  to 
accord  with  the  V109  of  John,  at  least  as  probably  as  with  the  SovXos  of  Luke  ; 
Matthew  and  John  decidedly  agree  in  this,  that  according  to  both  the  func- 
tionary at  Capernaum  applies  in  his  own  person  to  Jesus,  and  not  as  in  Luke 
by  deputies.  On  the  other  hand,  the  account  of  John  agrees  with  that  of 
Luke  in  its  description  of  the  state  of  the  patient ;  in  neither  is  there  any 
mention  of  the  paralysis  of  which  Matthew  speaks,  but  the  patient  is  de- 
scribed as  near  death,  in  Luke  by  the  words  ^ficAXc  rcXevr^v,  in  John  by 
^ficXXcv  SiwoOvT^KtiVf  in  addition  to  which  it  is  incidentally  implied  in  the 
latter,  v.  52,  that  the  disease  was  accompanied  by  a  /nfer,  w/ocros.  In  the 
account  of  the  manner  in  which  Jesus  effected  the  cure  of  the  patient,  and  in 
which  his  cure  was  made  known,  John  stands  again  on  the  side  of  Matthew 
in  opposition  to  Luke.  While  namely,  the  latter  has  not  an  express  assur- 
ance on  the  part  of  Jesus  that  the  servant  was  healed,  the  two  former  make 
him  say  to  the  officer^  in  very  similar  terms,  the  one,  i^aye,  koi  m  ^urrciNras 
ycvTjOTjTio  o-oi.  Go  thy  way^  and  as  thou  hast  believed  so  shall  it  be  done  unto 
thee^  the  other,  iropcvov,  o  vlog  iTo\)  t^^  Go  thy  way^  thy  son  liveth  \  and  the  con- 
clusion of  Matthew  also,  mx  idOrj  6  traU  airov  cv  rj  oip^  iic€Lvg,  has  at  least  in 
its  form  more  resemblance  to  the  statement  of  John,  that  by  subsequent 
inquiry  the  father  ascertained  it  to  be  ^  iK€ivff  rg  J>p^  at  the  same  hour  in 
which  Jesus  had  spoken  the  word  that  his  son  had  begun  to  amend,  than  to 
the  statement  of  Luke,  that  the  messengers  when  they  returned  found  the 
sick  man  restored  to  health.  In  another  point  of  this  conclusion,  however, 
the  agreement  with  John  is  transferred  from  Matthew  again  to  Luke.  In 
both  Luke  and  John,  namely,  a  kind  of  embassy  is  spoken  of,  which  towards 
the  close  of  the  nanrative  comes  out  of  the  house  of  the  officer ;  in  the  former 
it  consists  of  the  centurion's  friends,  whose  errand  it  is  to  dissuade  Jesus  from 
giving  himself  unnecessary  trouble ;  in  the  latter,  of  servants  who  rejoicingly 
meet  their  master  and  bring  him  the  news  of  his  son's  recovery.  Unques- 
tionably where  three  narratives  are  so  thoroughly  entwined  with  each  other 
as  these^  we  ought  not  merely  to  pronounce  two  of  them  identical  and  allow 
one  to  stand  for  a  distinct  fact,  but  must  rather  either  distinguish  all,  or  blend 
all  into  one.    The  latter  course  was  adopted  by  Semler,  after  older  examples,^ 

»  Vid.  Lttcke,  i,  s.  552. 
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and  Tholuck  has  at  least  declared  it  possible.  But  with  such  expositors  the 
next  object  is  so  to  explain  the  divergencies  of  the  three  narratives,  that  no 
one  of  the  Evangelists  may  seem  to  have  said  anything  false.  With  respect 
to  the  rank  of  the  applicant,  they  make  the  Paa-iXiKo^  in  John  a  military 
officer,  for  whom  the  iKaTovrapxo^  of  the  two  others  would  only  be  a  more 
specific  designation ;  as  regards  the  main  point,  however,  namely,  the  conduct 
of  the  applicant,  it  is  thought  that  the  different  narrators  may  have  repre- 
sented the  event  in  different  periods  of  its  progress  ;  that  is,  John  may  have 
given  the  earlier  circumstance,  that  Jesus  complained  of  the  originally  weak 
faith  of  the  suppliant,  the  synoptists  only  the  later,  that  he  praised  its  rapid 
growth.  We  have  already  shown  how  it  has  been  supposed  possible,  in  a  yet 
easier  manner,  to  adjust  the  chief  difference  between  the  two  synoptical 
accounts  relative  to  the  mediate  or  immediate  entreaty.  But  this  effort  to 
explain  the  contradictions  between  the  three  narratives  in  a  favourable  man- 
ner is  altogether  vain.  There  still  subsist  these  difficulties :  the  synoptists 
thought  of  the  applicant  as  a  centurion,  the  fourth  Evangelist  as  a  courtier  ; 
the  former  as  strong,  the  latter  as  weak  in  faith  ;  John  and  Matthew  imagined 
that  he  applied  in  his  own  person  to  Jesus ;  Luke^  that  out  of  modesty  he 
sent  deputies.^ 

Which  then  represents  the  fact  in  the  right  way,  which  in  the  wrong  ?  If 
we  take  first  the  two  synoptists  by  themselves,  expositors  with  one  voice 
declare  that  Luke  gives  the  more  correct  account.  First  of  all,  it  is  thought 
improbable  that  the  patient  should  have  been,  as  Matthew  says,  a  paralytic, 
since  in  the  case  of  a  disease  so  seldom  fatal  the  modest  centurion  would 
scarcely  have  met  Jesus  to  implore  his  aid  immediately  on  his  entrance  into 
the  city  :  ^  as  if  a  very  painful  disease  such  as  is  described  by  Matthew  did 
not  render  desirable  the  quickest  help,  and  as  if  there  were  any  want  of 
modesty  in  asking  Jesus  before  he  reached  home  to  utter  a  healing  word. 
Rather,  the  contrary  relation  between  Matthew  and  Luke  seems  probable 
from  the  observation,  that  the  miracle,  and  consequently  also  the  disease  of 
the  person  cured  miraculously,  is  never  diminished  in  tradition  but  always 
exaggerated ;  hence  the  tormented  paralytic  would  more  probably  be  heightened 
into  one  ready  to  die,  fi^XXiav  reXcvr^v,  than  the  latter  reduced  to  a  mere 
sufferer.  But  especially  the  double  message  in  Luke  is,  according  to  Schleier- 
macher,  a  feature  very  unlikely  to  have  been  invented.  How  if,  on  the  con- 
trary, it  very  plainly  manifested  itself  to  be  an  invention  ?  While  in  Matthew 
the  centurion,  on  the  offer  of  Jesus  to  accompany  him,  seeks  to  prevent  him 
by  the  objection  :  Lord,  I  am  not  worthy  that  thou  shouldest  come  under  my 
roof,  in  Luke  he  adds  by  the  mouth  of  his  messenger,  wherefore  neither 
thought  I  myself  worthy  to  come  unto  thee,  by  which  we  plainly  discover  the 
conclusion  on  which  the  second  embassy  was  founded.  If  the  man  declared 
himself  unworthy  that  Jesus  should  come  to  him,  he  cannot,  it  was  thought, 
have  held  himself  worthy  to  come  to  Jesus ;  an  exaggeration  of  his  humility 
by  which  the  narrative  of  Luke  again  betrays  its  secondary  character.  The 
first  embassy  seems  to  have  originated  in  the  desire  to  introduce  a  previous 
recommendation  of  the  centurion  as  a  motive  for  the  promptitude  with  which 
Jesus  offered  to  enter  the  house  of  a  Gentile.  The  Jewish  elders,  after  having 
informed  Jesus  of  the  case  of  disease^  add  that  he  was  worthy  for  whom  he 
should  do  this,  for  he  laveth  our  nation  and  has  built  us  a  synagogue :  a  recom- 
mendation the  tenor  of  which  is  not  unlike  what  Luke  (Acts  x.  22)  makes  the 

*  Fritzsche,  in  Matth.  p.  310 :  discrepat  autem  Lucas  ita  a  Maithai  narratiom,  ut  cen- 
iurionem  mm  ipsum  venisse  ad  Jesum)  sedper  Ugaios  cum  to  egisse  tradat ;  quihis  dissidenti- 
bus  pacem  obtrtuiere,  honi  nego  intcrpretis  esse. 

^  Schleiermacher,  ut  sup.  s.  92  f. 
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messengers  of  Cornelius  say  to  Peter  to  induce  him  to  return  with  them, 
namely,  that  the  centurion  was  a  just  man^  and  one  that  feareth  God^  and  in 
good  report  among  all  the  nation  of  the  Jews.     That  the  double  embassy  can- 
not have  been  original,  appears  the  most  clearly  from  the  fact,  that  by  it  the 
nanative  of  Luke  loses  all  coherence.     In  Matthew  all  hangs  well  together : 
the  centurion  first  describes  to  Jesus  the  state  of  the  sufferer,  and  either  leaves 
it  to  Jesus  to  decide  what  he  shall  next  do,  or  before  he  prefers  his  request 
Jesus  anticipates  him  by  the  offer  to  go  to  his  house,  which  the  centurion 
declines  in  the  manner  stated.     Compare  with  this  his  strange  conduct  in 
Luke :  he  first  sends  to  Jesus  by  the  Jewish  elders  the  request   that  he  will 
come  and  heal  his  servant,  but  when  Jesus  is  actually  coming,  repents  that 
he  has  occasioned  him  to  do  so,  and  asks  only  for  a  miraculous  word  from 
Jesus.    The  supposition  that  the  first  request  proceeded  solely  from  the 
elders  and  not  from  the  centurion  ^  runs  counter  to  the  express  words  of  the 
£vangelist,  who  by  the  expressions  :  dTrcorciXc — irp€(r)9vrc/>ov$ — i^nariav  avrw, 
he  sentr—the  elders — beseeching  him,  represents  the  prayer  as  coming  from  the 
centurion  himself;  and  that  the  latter  by  the  word  IKBtav  meant  only  that 
Jesus  should  come  into  the  neighbourhood  of  his  house,  but  when  he  saw 
that  Jesus  intended  actually  to  enter  his  house,  declined  this  as  too  great  a 
favour, — is  too  absurd  a  demeanour  to  attribute  to  a  man  who  otherwise 
appears  sensible,  and  of  whom  for  this  reason  so  capricious  a  change  of  mind 
as  is  implied  in  the  text  of  Luke,  was  still  less  to  be  expected.     The  whole 
difficulty  would  have  been  avoided,  if  Luke  had  put  into  the  mouth  of  the 
first  messengers,  as  Matthew  in  that  of  the  centurion,  only  the  entreaty, 
direct  or  indirect,  for  a  cure  in  general ;  and  then  after  Jesus  had  offered  to 
go  to  the  house  where  the  patient  lay,  had  attributed  to  the  same  messengers 
the  modest  rejection  of  this  ofifer.     But  on  the  one  hand,  he  thought  it 
requisite  to  furnish  a  motive  for  the  resolution  of  Jesus  to  go  into  the  Gen- 
tile's house ;  and  on  the  other,  tradition  presented  him  with  a  deprecation  of 
this  personal  trouble  on  the  part  of  Jesus :  he  was  unable  to  attribute  the 
prayer  and  the  deprecation  to  the  same  persons,  and  he  was  therefore  obliged 
to  contrive  a  second  embassy.     Hereby,  however,  the  contradiction  was  only 
apparently  avoided,  since  both  embassies  are  sent  by  the  centurion.    Perhaps 
also  the  centurion  who  was  uawilling  that  Jesus  should  take  the  trouble  to 
enter  his  house,  reminded  Luke  of  the  messenger  who  warned  Jairus  not  to 
trouble  the  master  to  enter  his  house,  likewise  after  an  entreaty  that  he  would 
come  into  the  house ;  and  as  the  messenger  says  to  Jairus,  according  to  him 
and  Mark,  ft^  o-icuXXc  tov  &Sa(r#caXoi',  trouble  not  the  master  (Luke  viii.  49), 
so  here  he  puts  into  the  mouth  of  the  second  envoys,  the  words,  Kvpu  fjLrf 
(TKvXXovy  Zordy  trouble  not  thyself  although  such  an  order  has  a  reason  only 
in  the  case  of  Jairus,  in  whose  house  the  state  of  things  had  been  changed 
smce  the  first  summons  by  the  death  of  his  daughter,  and  none  at  all  in  that 
of  the  centurion  whose  servant  still  remained  in  the  same  state. 

Modem  expositors  are  deterred  from  the  identification  of  all  the  three 
narratives,  by  the  fear  that  it  may  present  John  in  the  light  of  a  narrator  who 
has  not  apprehended  the  scene  with  sufficient  accuracy,  and  has  even  mis- 
taken its  main  drift  ^  Were  they  nevertlieless  to  venture  on  a  union,  they 
would  as  far  as  possible  vindicate  to  the  fourth  gospel  the  most  original 
account  of  the  facts ;  a  position  of  which  we  shall  forthwith  test  the  security, 
by  an  examination  of  the  intrinsic  character  of  the  narratives.  That  the  sup- 
pliant is  according  to  the  fourth  Evangelist  a  fiturtXiKoq^  while  according  to 
the  two  others  he  is  an  UarovroLpxo^^  is  an  indifferent  particular  from  which 

*  Kuinol,  in  Matt,  p.  221  f. 

*  Tholack,  in  loc  ;  Hase,  §  68,  Anm.  2. 
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we  can  draw  no  conclusion  on  either  side ;  and  it  may  appear  to  be  the  same 
with  the  divergency  as  to  the  relation  of  the  diseased  person  to  the  one  who 
entreats  his  cure.  If,  however,  it  be  asked  with  reference  to  the  last  point, 
from  which  of  the  three  designations  the  other  two  could  most  easily  have 
arisen  ?  it  can  scarcely  be  supposed  that  the  vlos  of  John  became  in  a  de- 
scending line,  first  the  doubtful  term  wais,  and  then  $ovX<k  ;  and  even  the 
reverse  ascending  order  is  here  less  probable  than  the  intermediate  alterna- 
tive, that  out  of  the  ambiguous  iroTf  (='1^)  there  branched  off  in  one  direc- 
tion the  sense  of  servanty  as  in  Luke ;  in  the  other,  of  san^  as  in  John.  We 
have  already  remarked,  that  the  description  of  the  patient's  state  in  John,  as 
well  as  in  Luke,  is  an  enhancement  on  that  in  Matthew,  and  consequently  of 
later  origin.  As  regards  the  difference  in  the  locality,  from  the  point  of  view 
now  generally  taken  in  the  comparative  criticism  of  the  gospels,  the  decision 
would  doubtless  be,  that  in  the  tradition  from  which  the  synoptical  writers 
drew,  the  place  from  which  Jesus  performed  the  miracles  was  confounded 
with  that  in  which  the  sick  person  lay,  the  less  noted  Cana  being  absorbed 
in  the  celebrated  Capernaum ;  whereas  John,  being  an  eye-witness,  retained 
the  more  correct  details.  But  the  relation  between  the  Evangelists  appears 
to  stand  thus  only  when  John  is  assumed  to  have  been  an  eye-witness ;  if  the 
critic  seeks,  as  he  is  bound  to  do,  to  base  his  decision  solely  on  the  intrinsic 
character  of  the  narratives,  he  will  arrive  at  a  totally  different  result.  Here 
is  a  narrative  of  a  cure  performed  at  a  distance,  in  which  the  miracle  appears 
the  greater,  the  wider  the  distance  between  the  curer  and  the  cured.  Would 
oral  tradition,  in  propagating  this  narrative,  have  the  tendency  to  diminish 
that  distance,  and  consequently  the  miracle,  so  that  in  the  account  of  John, 
who  makes  Jesus  perform  the  cure  at  a  place  from  which  the  nobleman  does 
not  reach  his  son  until  the  following  day,  we  should  have  the  original  narra- 
tive, in  that  of  the  synoptists  on  the  contrary,  who  represent  Jesus  as  being 
in  the  same  town  with  the  sick  servant,  the  one  modified  by  tradition?  Only 
the  converse  of  this  supposition  can  be  held  accordant  with  the  nature  of  the 
legend,  and  here  again  the  narrative  of  John  manifests  itself  to  be  a  tra- 
ditional one.  Again,  the  preciseness  with  which  the  hour  of  the  patient's 
recovery  is  ascertained  in  the  fourth  gospel  has  a  highly  fictitious  appearance. 
The  simple  expression  of  Matthew,  usually  found  at  the  conclusion  of  his- 
tories of  cures  :  he  ivas  healed  in  the  self-same  hour^  is  dilated  into  an  inquiry 
on  the  part  of  the  father  as  to  the  hour  in  which  the  son  began  to  amend,  an 
answer  from  the  servants  that  yesterday  at  the  seventh  hour  the  fever  left 
him,  and  lastly  the  result,  that  in  the  very  hour  in  which  Jesus  had  said. 
Thy  son  liveth,  the  recovery  took  place.  This  is  a  solicitous  accuracy,  a 
tediousness  of  calculation,  that  seems  to  bespeak  the  anxiety  of  the  narrator 
to  establish  the  miracle,  rather  than  to  show  the  real  course  of  the  event  In 
representing  the  ISacrXuco^  as  conversing  personally  with  Jesus,  the  fourth 
gospel  has  preserved  the  original  simplicity  of  the  narrative  better  than  the 
third ;  though  as  has  been  remarked,  the  servants  who  come  to  meet  their 
master  in  the  former  seem  to  be  representatives  of  Luke's  second  embassy. 
But  in  the  main  point  of  difference,  relative  to  the  character  of  the  applicant, 
it  might  be  thought  that,  even  according  to  our  own  standard,  the  preference 
must  be  given  to  John  before  the  two  other  narrators.  For  if  that  narrative 
is  the  more  legendary,  which  exhibits  an  effort  at  aggrandizement  or  embel- 
lishment, it  might  be  said  that  the  applicant  whose  faith  is  in  John  rather 
weak,  is  in  Luke  embellished  into  a  model  of  faith.  It  is  not,  however,  on 
embellishment  in  general  that  legend  or  the  inventive  narrator  is  bent,  but  on 
embellishment  in  subservience  to  their  grand  object,  which  in  the  gospels  is 
the  glorification  of  Jesus ;  and  viewed  in  this  light,  the  embellishment  will  in 
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two  respects  be  found  on  the  side  of  John.  First,  as  this  Evangelist  con- 
tinually aims  to  exhibit  the  pre-eminence  of  Jesus^  by  presenting  a  contrast  to 
it  in  the  weakness  of  all  who  are  brought  into  communication  with  him,  so 
here  this  purpose  might  be  served  by  representing  the  suppliant  as  weak  rather 
than  strong  in  faith.  The  reply,  however,  which  he  puts  into  the  mouth  of 
Jesus,  Unless  ye  see  signs  and  wonders  ye  will  not  believe^  has  proved  too 
severe,  for  which  reason  it  reduces  most  of  our  commentators  to  perplexity. 
Secondly,  it  might  seem  unsuitable  that  Jesus  should  allow  himself  to  be 
diverted  from  his  original  intention  of  entering  the  house  in  which  the  patient 
was,  and  thus  appear  to  be  guided  by  external  circumstances ;  it  might  be 
regarded  as  more  consistent  with  his  character  that  he  should  originally  re- 
solve to  effect  the  cure  at  a  distance  instead  of  being  persuaded  to  this  by 
another.  If  then,  as  tradition  said,  the  suppliant  did  nevertheless  make  a 
kind  of  remonstrance,  this  must  have  had  an  opposite  drift  to  the  one  in  the 
synoptical  gospels,  namely,  to  induce  Jesus  to  a  journey  to  the  house  where 
the  patient  lay. 

In  relation  to  the  next  question,  the  possibility  and  the  actual  course  of  the 
incident  before  us,  the  natural  interpretation  seems  to  find  the  most  pliant 
material  in  the  narrative  of  John.  Here,  it  is  remarked,  Jesus  nowhere  says 
that  he  will  effect  the  patient's  cure,  he  merely  assures  the  father  that  his  son 
is  out  of  danger  (o  v\q%  <rov  i^),  and  the  father,  when  he  finds  that  the  favour- 
able turn  of  his  son's  malady  coincides  with  the  time  at  which  he  was  con- 
versing with  Jesus,  in  no  way  draws  the  inference  that  Jesus  had  wrought 
the  cure  at  a  distance.  Hence,  this  history  is  only  a  proof  that  Jesus  by 
means  of  his  profound  acquaintance  with  semeiology,  was  able,  on  receiving 
a  description  of  the  patient's  state,  correctly  to  predict  the  course  of  his 
disease ;  that  such  a  description  is  not  here  given  is  no  proof  that  Jesus  had 
not  obtained  it ;  while  further  this  proof  of  knowledge  is  called  a  aifffi€iov 
(v.  54)  because  it  was  a  sign  of  a  kind  of  skill  in  Jesus  which  John  had  not 
before  intimated,  namely,  the  ability  to  predict  the  cure  of  one  dangerously 
ill,^^  But,  apart  from  the  misinterpretation  of  the  word  (nyftetov,  and  the  in- 
terpolation of  a  conversation  not  intimated  in  the.  text ;  this  view  of  the 
matter  would  place  the  character  and  even  the  understanding  of  Jesus  in  the 
most  equivocal  light.  For  if  we  should  pronounce  a  physician  imprudent, 
who  in  the  case  of  a  patient  believed  to  be  dying  of  fever,  should  even  from 
his  own  observation  of  the  symptoms,  guarantee  a  cure,  and  thus  risk  his 
reputation  :  how  much  more  rashly  would  Jesus  have  acted,  had  he,  on  the 
mere  description  of  a  man  who  was  not  a  physician,  given  assurance  that  a 
disease  was  attended  with  no  danger  ?  We  cannot  ascribe  such  conduct  to 
him,  because  it  would  be  in  direct  contradiction  with  his  general  conduct,  and 
the  impression  which  he  left  on  his  cotemporaries.  If  then  Jesus  merely 
predicted  the  cure  without  effecting  it,  he  must  have  been  assured  of  it  in  a 
more  certain  manner  than  by  natural  reasoning, — he  must  have  known  it  in  a 
supernatural  manner.  This  is  the  turn  given  to  the  narrative  by  one  of  the 
most  recent  commentators  on  the  gospel  of  John.  He  puts  the  question, 
whether  we  have  here  a  miracle  of  knowledge  or  of  power ;  and  as  there  is  no 
mention  of  an  immediate  effect  from  the  words  of  Jesus,  while  elsewhere  in 
the  fourth  gospel  the  superior  knowledge  of  Jesus  is  especially  held  up  to  our 
view,  he  is  of  opinion  that  Jesus,  by  means  of  his  higher  nature,  merely  knew 
that  at  that  moment  the  dangerous  crisis  of  the  disease  was  past.^^  But  if 
our  gospel  frequently  exhibits  the  superior  knowledge  of  Jesus,  this  proves 
nothing  to  the  purpose,  for  it  just  as  frequently  directs  our  attention  to  bis 

^^  Paolus,  Comm.  4,  s.  253  f. ;  Venturini,  2,  s.  140  ff. ;  comp.  Hase,  §  68. 
"  Lticke,  I,  8.  550  f. 
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superior  power.  Further,  where  the  supernatural  knowledge  of  Jesus  is  con- 
cerned, this  is  plainly  stated  (as  i.  49,  ii.  25,  vi.  64),  and  hence  if  a  super- 
natural cognizance  of  the  already  effected  cure  of  the  boy  had  been  intended, 
John  would  have  made  Jesus  speak  on  this  occasion  as  he  did  before  to 
Nathanael,  and  tell  the  father  that  he  already  saw  his  son  on  his  bed  in  an 
ameliorated  state.  On  the  contrary,  not  only  is  there  no  intimation  of  the 
exercise  of  superior  knowledge,  but  we  are  plainly  enough  given  to  under- 
stand that  there  was  an  exercise  of  miraculous  power.  When  the  sudden 
cure  of  one  at  the.  point  of  death  is  spoken  of,  the  immediate  question  is, 
What  brought  about  this  unexpected  change  ?  and  when  a  narrative  which 
elsewhere  makes  miracles  follow  on  the  word  of  its  hero,  puts  into  his  mouth 
an  assurance  that  the  patient  lives,  it  is  only  the  mistaken  effort  to  diminish 
the  marvellous,  which  can  prevent  the  admission,  that  in  this  assurance  the 
author  means  to  give  the  cause  of  the  cure. 

In  the  case  of  the  synoptical  narratives,  the  supposition  of  a  mere  predic- 
tion will  not  suffice,  since  here  the  father  (Matt.  v.  8)  entreats  the  exercise  of 
healing  power,  and  Jesus  (v.  13),  accedes  to  this  entreaty.     Hence  every  way 
would  seem  to  be  closed  to  the  natural  interpretation  (for  the  distance  of 
Jesus  from  the  patient  made  all  physical  or  psychical  influence  impossible),  if 
a  single  feature  in  the  narrative  had  not  presented  unexpected  help;    This 
feature  is  the  comparison  which  the  centurion  institutes  between  himself  and 
Jesus.     As  he  need  only  speak  a  word  in  order  to  see  this  or  that  command 
performed  by  his  soldiers  and  servants,  so,  he  concludes,  it  would  cost  Jesus 
no  more  than  a  word  to  restore  his  servant  to  health.    Out  of  this  comparison 
it  has  been  found  possible  to  extract  an  intimation  that  as  on  the  side  of  the 
centurion,  so  on  that  of  Jesus,  human  proxies  were  thought  of.     According  to 
this,  the  centurion  intended  to  represent  to  Jesus,  that  he  need  only  speak  a 
word  to  one  of  his  disciples,  and  the  latter  would  go  with  him  and  cure  his 
servant,  which  is  supposed  to  have  forthwith  happened.**     But  as  this  would 
be  the  first  instance  in  which  Jesus  had  caused  a  cure  to  be  wrought  by  his 
disciples,  and  the  only  one  in  which  he  commissions  them  immediately  to 
perform  a  particular  cure,  how  could  this  peculiar  circumstance  be  silently 
jjresupposed  in  the  otherwise  detailed  narrative  of  Luke  ?    Why,  since  this 
narrator  is  not  sparing  in  spinning  out  the  rest  of  the  messenger's  speech, 
does  he  stint  the  few  words  which  would  have  explained  all — the  simple  ad- 
dition after  ctir€  Xoyw,  speak  the  wordy  of  hn.  twv  fiaOrfTtDV^  to  one  of  thy  disciples^ 
or  something  similar  ?    But,  above  all,  at  the  close  of  the  narrative,  where 
the  result  is  told,  this  mode  of  interpretation  falls  into  the  greatest  perplexity, 
not  merely  through  the  silence  of  the  narrator,  but  through  his  positive  state- 
ment.    Luke,  namely,  concludes  with  the  information  that  when  the  friends 
of  the  centurion  returned  into  the  house,  they  found  the  servant  already 
recovered.     Now,  if  Jesus  had  caused  the  cure  by  sending  with  the  messen- 
gers one  or  more  of  his  disciples,  the  patient  could  only  begin  gradually  to 
be  better  after  the  disciples  had  come  into  the  house  with  the  messengers ; 
he  could  not  have  been  already  well  on  their  arrival.     Paulus  indeed  sup- 
poses that  the  messengers  lingered  for  some  time  listening  to  the  discourse  of 
Jesus,  and  that  thus  the  disciples  arrived  before  them ;  but  how  the  former 
could  so  unnecessarily  linger,  and  how  the  Evangelist  could  have  been  silent 
on  this  point  as  well  as  on  the  commission  of  the  disciples,  he  omits  to  ex- 
plain.    Whether  instead  of  the  disciples,  we  hold  that  which  corresponds  on 
the  side  of  Jesus  to  the  soldiers  of  the  centurion  to  be  demons  of  disease,*^ 

'*  Paulus,  ex  eg.  Handh.  i,  b,  s.  710  f.  ;  Natiurliche  Geschicbte,  2  s.  285  ff. 
"  Clem,  hoinil*  ix.  21 ;  Fritzscbe,  in  Mattb.,  313. 
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ministering  angels,**  or  merely  the  word  and  the  curative  power  of  Jesns ;  ^* 
in  any  case  there  remains  to  us  a  miracle  wrought  at  a  distance. 

This  kind  of  agency  on  the  part  of  Jesus  is,  according  to  the  admission 
even  of  such  commentators  as  have  not  generally  any  repugnance  to  the 
miraculous,  attended  with  special  difficulty,  because  from  the  want  of  the  per- 
.•sonal  presence  of  Jesus,  and  its  beneficial  influence  on  the  patient,  we  are 
(deprived  of  every  possibility  of  rendering  the  cure  conceivable  by  means  of  an 
analogy  observable  in  nature.^^    According  to  Olshausen,  indeed,  this  distant 
influence    has  its  analogies;   namely,  in  animal  magnetism.^^     I  will  not 
directly  contest  this,  but  only  point  out  the  limits  within  which,  so  far  as  my 
knowledge  extends,  this  phenomenon  confines  itself  in  the  domain  of  animal 
magnetism.     According  to  our  experience  hitherto,  the  cases  in  which  one 
person  can  exert  an  influence  over  another  at  a  distance  are  only  two :  first, 
the  magnetizer  or  an  individual  in  magnetic  relation  to  him   can  act  thus  on 
the  somnambule,  but  this  distant  action  must  always  be  preceded  by  immediate 
contact, — a  preliminary  which  is  not  supposed  in  the  relation  of  Jesus  to  the 
patient  in  our  narrative ;  secondly,  such  an  influence  is  found  to  exist  in 
persons  who  are  themselves  somnambules,  or  otherwise  under  a  disordered 
state  of  the  nerves :  neither  of  which  descriptions  can  apply  to  Jesus.     If  thus 
such  a  cure  of  distant  persons  as  is  ascribed  to  Jesus  in  our  narratives,  far 
outsteps  the  extreme  limits  of  natural  causation,  as  exhibited  in  magnetism  and 
the  kindred  phenomena  ;  then  must  Jesus  have  been,  so  far  as  the  above  nar- 
ratives can  lay  claim  to  historical  credit,  a  supernatural  being.     But  before  we 
admit  him  to  have  been  so  really,  it  is  worth  our  while  as  critical  inquirers,  to 
examine  whether  the  narrative  under  consideration  could  not  have  arisen 
without  any  historical  foundation ;  especially  as  by  the  very  fact  of  the  various 
forms  which  it  has  taken  in  the  different  gospels  it  shows  itself  to  contain 
legendary  ingredients.     And  here  it  is  evident  that  the  miraculous  cures  of 
Jesus  by  merely  touching  the  patient,  such  as  we  have  examples  of  in  that  of 
the  leper.  Matt.  viii.  3,  and  in  that  of  the  blind  men.  Matt.  ix.  29,  might  by  a 
natural  climax  rise,  first  into  the  cure  of  persons  when  in  his  presence,  by  a 
mere  word,  as  in  the  case  of  the  demoniacs,  of  the  lepers,  Luke  xvii.  14,  and 
other  sufferers ;  and  then  into  the  cure  even  of  the  absent  by  a  word ;  of 
which  there  is  a  strongly  marked  precedent  in  the  Old  Testament     In  2 
Kings  v.  9  ff.  we  read  that  when  the  Syrian  general  Naaman  came  before  the 
dwelling  of  the  prophet  Elisha  that  he  might  be  cured  of  his  leprosy,  the 
prophet  came  not  out  to  meet  him,  but  sent  to  him  by  a  servant  the  direction 
to  wash  himself  seven  times  in  the  river  Jordan.     At  this  the  Syrian  was  so 
indignant  that  he  was  about  to  return  home  without  regarding  the  direction 
of  the  prophet.     He  had  expected,  he  said,  that  the  prophet  would  come  to 
him,  and  calling  on  his  God,  strike  his  hand  over  the  leprous  place ;  that 
without  any  personal  procedure  of  this  kind,  the  prophet  merely  directed  him 
to  go  to  the  river  Jordan  and  wash,  discouraged  and  irritated  him,  since  if 
water  were  the  thing  required,  he  might  have  bad  it  better  at  home  than  here 
in  Israel.     By  this  Old  Testament  history  we  see  what  was  ordinarily  expected 
from  a  prophet,  namely,  that  he  should  be  able  to  cure  when  present  by 
bodily  contact ;  that  he  could  do  so  without  contact,  and  at  a  distance,  was 
not  presupposed.     Elisha  effected  the  cure  of  the  leprous  general  in  the  latter 
manner  (for  the  washing  was  not  the  cause  of  cure  here,  any  more  than  in 
John  ix.,  but  the  miraculous  power  of  the  prophet,  who  saw  fit  to  annex  its 
mfluence  to  this  external  act),  and  hereby  proved  himself  a  highly  distin- 

^*  Wetstein,  N.  T.  i,  p.  349  ;  comp.  Olshausen,  in  loc. 

'*  Koster,  Iromanuel,  s.  1 95,  Anm. 

>«  Liicke,  I,  s.  550.  >'  Bibl.  Comm.  i,  s.  268. 
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guished  prophet :  ought  then  the  Messiah  in  this  particular  to  fall  short  of  the 
prophet?  Thus  our  New  Testament  narrative  is  manifested  to  be  a  necessary 
reflection  of  that  Old  Testament  story.  As,  there,  the  sick  person  will  not 
believe  in  the  possibility  of  his  cure  unless  the  prophet  comes  out  of  his  house  ; 
so  here  according  to  one  edition  of  the  story  the  applicant  likewise  doubts  the 
possibility  of  a  cure,  unless  Jesus  will  come  into  his  house ;  according  to  the 
other  editions,  he  is  convinced  of  the  power  of  Jesus  to  heal  even  without 
this ;  and  all  agree  that  Jesus,  like  the  prophet,  succeeded  in  the  performance 
of  this  especially  difficult  miracle. 

§  99* 

CURES  ON  THE  SABBATH. 

Jesus,  according  to  the  gospels,  gave  great  scandal  to  the  Jews  by  not 
seldom  performing  his  curative  miracles  on  the  sabbath.  One  example  of 
this  is  common  to  the  three  synoptical  writers,  two  are  peculiar  to  Luke,  and 
two  to  John. 

In  the  narrative  common  to  the  three  synoptical  writers,  two  cases  of  sup- 
posed desecration  of  the  sabbath  are  united ;  the  plucking  of  the  ears  of  corn 
by  the  disciples  (Matt  xii.  i  parall.),  and  the  cure  of  the  man  with  the 
withered  hand  by  Jesus  (v.  9  ff.  parall.).  After  the  conversation  which  was 
occasioned  by  the  plucking  of  the  corn,  and  which  took  place  in  the  fields,  the 
two  first  Evangelists  continue  as  if  Jesus  went  from  this  scene  immediately  into 
the  synagogue  of  the  same  place,  to  which  no  special  designation  is  given, 
and  there,  on  the  occasion  of  the  cure  of  the  man  with  the  withered  hand, 
again  held  a  dispute  on  the  observance  of  the  sabbath.  It  is  evident  that 
these  two  histories  were  originally  united  only  on  acqount  of  the  similarity 
in  their  tendency ;  hence  it  is  to  the  credit  of  Luke,  that  he  has  expressly 
separated  them  chronologically  by  the  words  hv  hipta  auppdna^  on  another 
Sabbath.^  The  further  inquiry,  which  narrative  is  here  the  more  original  ?  we 
may  dismiss  with  the  observation,  that  if  the  question  which  Matthew  puts 
into  the  mouth  of  the  Pharisees,  Is  it  lawful  to  heal  on  the  sabbath  days  f  is 
held  up  as  a  specimen  of  invented  dialogue;^  we  may  with  equal  justice 
characterize  m  the  same  way  the  question  lent  to  Jesus  by  the  two  inter- 
mediate Evangelists ;  while  their  much  praised'  description  of  Jesus  calling  to 
the  man  to  stand  forth  in  the  midst,  and  then  casting  reproving  glances  around, 
may  be  accused  of  having  the  air  of  dramatic  fiction. 

The  narratives  all  agree  in  representing  the  affliction  under  which  the  patient 
laboured,  as  a  x€lp  (rjpof  or  l^yipafkiuhrq.  Indefinite  as  this  expression  is,  it  is 
treated  too  freely  when  it  is  understood,  as  by  Paulus,  to  imply  only  that  the 
hand  was  injured  by  heat,*  or  even  by  a  sprain,  according  to  Venturini's  sup- 
position.^ For  when,  in  order  to  determine  the  signification  in  which  this 
term  is  used  in  the  New  Testament  we  refer,  as  it  is  proper  to  do,  to  the  Old 
Testament,  we  find  (i  Kings  xiii.  4)  a  hand  which,  on  being  stretched  out, 
ifrfpavOr)  (fiS^^^fil),  described  as  incapable  of  being  drawn  back  again,  so  that 
we  must  understand  a  lameness  and  rigidity  of  the  hand ;  and  on  a  com- 
parison of  Mark  ix.  18,  where  the  expression  ^potvco-^ot  to  be  withered  or 
wasted  away  is  applied  to  an  epileptic,  a  drying  up  and  shrinking  of  that 

^  Schleiemiftcher,  iiber  den  Lnkas,  s.  80  f. 

*  Schneckenburger,  iiber  den  Urspning,  u.  s.  f.,  s.  50. 
'  Schleiennacher,  ut  sap. 

^  Exeg.  Handb.  2,  s.  48  if. 

*  NattLrliche  Geschichte,  2,  s.  421. 
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member.®  Now  from  the  narrative  before  us  a  very  plausible  aigument  may 
be  drawn  in  favour  of  the  supposition,  that  Jesus  employed  natural  means  in 
the  treatment  of  this  and  other  diseases.  Only  such  cures,  it  is  said,  were 
prohibited  on  the  sabbath  as  were  attended  widi  any  kind  of  labour;  thus,  if 
the  Pharisees,  as  it  is  here  said,  expected  Jesus  to  transgress  the  sabbatical 
laws  by  effecting  a  cure,  they  must  have  known  that  he  was  not  accustomed 
to  cure  by  his  mere  word,  but  by  medicaments  and  surgical  operations.^  As, 
however,  a  cure  merely  by  means  of  a  conjuration  otherwise  lawful,  was  for- 
bidden on  the  sabbath,  a  fact  which  Paulus  himself  elsewhere  adduces ;  ^  as 
moreover  there  was  a  controversy  between  the  schools  of  Hillel  and  Schammai, 
whether  it  were  permitted  even  to  administer  consolation  to  the  sick  on  the 
sabbath ;  ®  and  as  again,  according  to  an  observation  of  Paulus,  the  more 
ancient  rabbins  were  stricter  on  the  point  of  sabbatical  observance  than  those 
whose  writings  on  this  subject  have  come  down  to  us ;  *®  so  the  cures  of  Jesus, 
even  supposing  that  he  used  no  natural  means,  might  by  captious  Pharisees 
be  brought  under  the  category  of  violations  of  the  sabbath.  The  principal 
objection  to  the  rationalistic  explanation,  namely,  the  silence  of  the  Evan- 
gelists as  to  natural  means,  Paulus  believes  to  be  obviated  in  the  present  case 
by  conceiving  the  scene  thus  :  at  that  time,  and  in  the  synagogue,  there  was 
indeed  no  application  of  such  means ;  Jesus  merely  caused  the  hand  to  be 
shown  to  him,  that  he  might  see  how  far  the  remedies  hitherto  prescribed  by 
him  (which  remedies  however  are  still  a  bare  assumption)  had  been  service- 
able, and  he  then  found  that  it  was  completely  cured ;  for  the  expression 
diroKaT€<rrdOrfj  used  by  all  the  narrators,  implies  a  cure  completed  previously, 
not  one  suddenly  effected  in  the  passing  moment  It  is  true  that  the  context 
seems  to  require  this  interpretation,  since  the  outstretching  of  the  hand  prior 
to  the  cure  would  appear  to  be  as  little  possible,  as  in  i  Kings  xiii.  4,  the  act 
of  drawing  it  back :  nevertheless  the  Evangelists  give  us  only  the  word  of 
Jesus  as  the  source  of  the  cure ;  not  natural  means,  which  are  the  gratuitous 
addition  of  expositors. ^^ 

Decisive  evidence,  alike  for  the  necessity  of  viewing  this  as  a  miraculous 
cure,  and  for  the  possibility  of  explaining  the  origin  of  the  anecdote,  is  to  be 
obtained  by  a  closer  examination  of  the  Old  Testament  narrative  already 
mentioned,  i  Kings  xiii.  i  if.  A  prophet  out  of  Judah  threatened  Jeroboam, 
while  offering  incense  on  his  idolatrous  altar,  with  the  destruction  of  the  altar 
and  the  overthrow  of  his  false  worship ;  the  king  with  outstretched  hand  com- 
manded that  this  prophet  of  evil  should  be  seized,  when  suddenly  his  hand 
dried  up  so  that  he  could  not  draw  it  again  towards  him,  and  the  altar  was  rent 
On  the  entreaty  of  the  king,  however,  the  prophet  besought  Jehovah  for  the  re- 
storation of  the  hand,  and  its  full  use  was  again  granted.^  ^  Paulus  also  refers  to 
this  narrative  in  the  same  connexion,  but  only  for  the  purpose  of  applying  to  it  his 
natural  method  of  explanation  ;  he  observes  that  Jeroboam's  anger  may  have 
produced  a  transient  convulsive  rigidity  of  the  muscles  and  so  forth,  in  the 
hand  just  stretched  out  with  such  impetuosity.     But  who  does  not  see  that 

•  Winer,  b.  Realw.  i,  s.  796. 

7  Paulus,  ut  sup.  s.  49,  54  ;  Koster,  Immanuel,  s.  185  f. 

*  Ut  suD.  s.  83,  ex  Tract.  Schabbat. 

'  Schabbat,  f.  12,  ap.  Schottgen,  i  p.  123. 

^^  See  the  passage  last  cited. 

**  Fritzsche,  in  Matt.,  p.  427 ;  in  Marc,  p.  79. 

»  I  Kings  xiii.  4,  LXX  :  xal  Ibod  i^pdwiif  Matth.  xii.  10  :  koX  ISod  dM0purot  i^  r^y 
if  Xdp  a&roO.  X^^P*  ^X^  blp^  (Mark,  i^paiiiUwrfw.) 

6  :  KoX  ir4ffTpe\l^  rV  X'^a  "roO  poffCkiiOi  13  :  rfrrt  X^ct  r^  dtfBpiwffi'  ^xrciror  ripf 

rpbt  adrdy,  koI  iy^pero  KaOun  t6  rpirwpw,  X^'P^  ^*>v'    tad   i^eipr  lad   drojrarc^rd^ 
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we  have  here  a  l^end  designed  to  glorify  the  monotheistic  order  of  prophets, 
and  to  hold  up  to  infisuny  the  Israelitish  idolatry  in  the  person  of  its  founder 
Jeroboam?  The  man  of  God  denounces  on  the  idolatrous  altar  quick 
and  miraculous  destruction  ;  the  idolatrous  king  impiously  stretches  forth  his 
hand  against  the  man  of  God ;  the  hand  is  paralyzed,  the  idolatrous  altar  falls 
asunder  into  the  dust,  and  only  on  the  intercession  of  the  prophet  is  the  king 
restored.  Who  can  aigue  abput  the  miraculous  and  the  natural  in  what  is  so 
evidently  a  mythus  ?  And  who  can  fail  to  perceive  in  our  evangelical  nar- 
rative an  imitation  of  this  Old  Testament  legend,  except  that  agreeably  to  the 
spirit  of  Christianity  the  withering  of  the  hand  appears,  not  as  a  retributive 
miracle,  but  as  a  natural  disease,  and  only  its  cure  is  ascribed  to  Jesus ; 
whence  also  the  outstretching  of  the  hand  is  not,  as  in  the  case  of  Jeroboam, 
the  criminal  cause  of  the  infliction,  continued  as  a  punishment,  and  the 
drawing  of  it  back  again  a  sign  of  cure ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  hand  which 
had  previously  been  drawn  inwards,  owing  to  disease,  can  after  the  completion 
of  the  cure  be  again  extended.  That,  in  other  instances,  about  that  period, 
the  power  of  working  cures  of  this  kind  was  in  the  East  ascribed  to  the 
favourites  of  the  gods,  may  be  seen  from  a  narrative  already  adduced,  in  which, 
together  with  the  cure  of  blindness,  the  restoration  of  a  diseased  hand  is 
attributed  to  Vespasian.*^ 

But  this  curative  miracle  does  not  appear  independently  and  as  an  object 
by  itself:  the  history  of  it  hinges  on  the  fact  that  the  cure  was  wrought  on  the 
Sabbath,  and  the  point  of  the  whole  lies  in  the  words  by  which  Jesus  vindi- 
cates his  activity  in  healing  on  the  Sabbath  against  the  Pharisees.  In  Luke 
and  Mark  this  defence  consists  in  the  question.  Is  it  lawful  to  do  good  on  t/ie 
sabbath  days^  or  to  do  evil,  to  save  life  or  to  destroy  it  f  in  Matthew,  in  a  part 
of  this  question,  together  with  the  aphorism  on  saving  the  sheep  which  might 
fall  into  the  pit  on  the  sabbath.  Luke,  who  has  not  this  saying  on  the  present 
occasion,  places  it  (varied  by  the  substitution  of  ovos  ^  )3ov9,  an  ass  or  an  ox 
for  vpofiarov  sheep^  and  of  ^pcop,  weU  or  ///  for  fioOvvo^,  ditch)  in  connexion 
with  the  cure  of  an  vBfmtruco^  a  man  who  had  the  dropsy  (xiv.  5)  ;  a  narrative 
which  has  in  general  a  striking  similarity  to  the  one  under  consideration. 
Jesus  takes  food  in  the  house  of  one  of  the  chief  Pharisees,  where,  as  in  the 
other  instance  in  the  synagogue,  he  is  watched  (here,  ^o-av  iropan/pov/Acvoi, 
there,  ira/scn^pow).  A  dropsical  person  is  present ;  as,  there,  a  man  with  a 
withered  hand.  In  the  synagogue,  according  to  Matthew,  the  Pharisees  ask 
Jesus,  ct  escort  rdii  fri^^axri  ^cpaircvetv ;  Is  it  lawful  to  heal  on  the  sabbath 
days  ?  According  to  Mark  and  Luke,  Jesus  asks  them  whether  it  be  lawful 
to  save  life^  eta  :  so,  here,  he  asks  them,  ci  c^eorc  rw  (rafifidria  ^epaircvctv ;  Is 
it  lawful  to  heal  on  the  sabbath  ?  whereupon  in  both  histories  the  interrogated 
parties  are  silent  (in  that  of  the  withered  hand,  Mark  :  ol  Se  i<riillnr<ov ;  in  that 
of  the  dropsical  patient,  Luke :  ol  ^  ^avxao-o.v).  Lastly,  in  both  histories  we 
have  the  saying  about  the  animal  fallen,  into  a  pit,  in  the  one  as  an  epilogue 
to  the  cure,  in  the  other  (that  of  Matthew)  as  a  prologue.  A  natural  explan- 
ation, which  has  not  been  left  untried  even  with  this  cure  of  the  dropsy,^^ 
seems  more  than  usually  a  vain  labour,  where,  as  in  this  case,  we  have  before 
us  no  particular  narrative,  resting  on  its  own  historical  basis,  but  a  mere 
variation  on  the  theme  of  the  sabbath  cures,  and  the  text  on  the  endangered 
domestic  animal,  which  might  come  to  one  (Matthew)  in  connexion  with  the 
cure  of  a  withered  hand,  to  another  (Luke)  with  the  cure  of  a  dropsical 
patient,  and  to  a  third  in  a  different  connexion  still ;  for  there  is  yet  a  third 
story  of  a  miraculous  cure  with  which  a  similar  saying  is  associated.     Luke, 

"  Tacit.  Hist.  Iv.  81. 

^*  Paulus,  exeg.  Haadb.  2,  s.  341  f. 
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namely,  narrates  (xiii.  10  fT.)  the  cure  of  a  woman  bowed  down  by  demoniaca 
influence,  as  having  been  performed  by  Jesus  on  the  sabbath ;  when  to  the 
indignant  remonstrance  of  the  ruler  of  the  synagogue,  Jesus  replies  by 
asking,  whether  every  one  does  not  loose  his  ox  or  ass  from  the  stall  on  the 
sabbath,  and  lead  him  away  to  watering  ?  a  question  which  is  undeniably  a 
variation  of  the  one  given  above.  So  entirely  identical  does  this  history  ap- 
pear with  the  one  last  named,  that  Schleiermacher  comes  to  this  conclusion  : 
since  in, the  second  there  is  no  reference  to  the  first,  and  since  consequently 
the  repetition  is  not  excused  by  confession,  the  two  passages  Luke  xiii.  10, 
and  xiv.  5,  cannot  have  been  written  one  afler  the  other  by  the  same  author.^^ 

Thus  we  have  here,  not  three  diflferent  incidents,  but  only  three  different 
frames  in  which  legend  has  preserved  the  memorable  and  thoroughly  popular 
aphorism  on  the  domestic  animal,  to  be  rescued  or  tended  on  the  sabbath. 
Yet,  unless  we  would  deny  to  Jesus  so  original  and  appropriate  an  argument, 
there  must  lie  at  the  foundation  a  cure  of  some  kind  actually  performed  by 
him  on  the  sabbath  ;  not,  however,  a  miraculous  one.  We  have  seen  that 
Luke  unhcs  the  saying  with  the  cure  of  a  demoniacal  patient :  now  it  might 
have  been  uttered  by  Jesus  on  the  occasion  of  one  of  those  cures  of  demon- 
iacs of  which,  under  certain  limitations,  we  have  admitted  the  natural  pos- 
sibility. Or,  when  Jesus  in  cases  of  illness  among  his  followers  applied  the 
usual  medicaments  without  regard  to  the  sabbath,  he  may  have  found  this 
appeal  to  the  practical  sense  of  men  needful  for  his  vindication.  Or  lastly, 
if  there  be  some  truth  in  the  opinion  of  rationalistic  commentators  that  Jesus, 
according  to  the  oriental  and  more  particularly  the  Essene  custom,  occupied 
himself  with  the  cure  of  the  body  as  well  as  of  the  soul,  he  may,  when  com- 
plying with  a  summons  to  the  former  work  on  the  sabbath,  have  had  occasion 
for  such  an  apology.  But  in  adopting  this  last  supposition,  we  must  not, 
with  these  commentators,  seek  in  the  particular  supernatural  cures  which  the 
gospels  narrate,  the  natural  reality ;  on  the  contrary,  we  must  admit  that  this 
is  totally  lost  to  us,  and  that  the  supernatural  has  usurped  its  place. ^^  Fur- 
ther, it  cannot  have  been  cures  in  general  with  which  that  saying  of  Jesus  was 
connected  ;  but  any  service  performed  by  him  or  his  disciples  which  might 
be  regarded  as  a  rescuing  or  preservation  of  life,  and  which  was  accompanied 
by  external  labour,  might  in  his  position  with  respect  to  the  Pharisaic  party, 
furnish  an  occasion  for  such  a  defence. 

Of  the  two  cures  on  the  sabbath  narrated  in  the  fourth  gospel,  one  has 
already  been  considered  with  the  cures  of  the  blind ;  the  other  (v.  i  ff.)  might 
have  been  numbered  among  the  cures  of  paralytics,  but  as  the  patient  is 
not  so  designated,  it  was  admissible  to  reserve  it  for  our  present  head.  In 
the  porches  of  the  pool  of  Bethesda  in  Jerusalem,  Jesus  found  a  man  who, 
as  it  subsequently  appears,  had  been  lame  for  thirty-eight  years ;  this  sufferer 
he  enables  by  a  word  to  stand  up  and  carry  home  his  bed,  but,  as  it  was  the 
sabbath,  he  thus  draws  down  on  himself  the  hostility  of  the  Jewish  hier- 
archy. Woolston  17  and  many  later  writers  have  thought  to  get  clear  of  this 
history  in  a  singular  manner,  by  the  supposition  that  Jesus  here  did  not  cure 
a  real  sufferer  but  merely  unmasked  a  hypocrite.^®  The  sole  reason  which 
can  with  any  plausibility  be  urged  in  favour  of  this  notion,  is  that  the  cured 

1*  Ut  sup.  s.  196. 

'*  Winer  (bibl.  Real^r.  I,  s.  796)  says  :  We  should  be  contented  to  refrain  from  seeking  a 
natural  explanation  in  individual  cases  (of  the  cures  of  Jesus),  and  ever  bear  in  mind  that  the 
banishment  of  the  miraculous  out  of  the  agency  of  Jesus  can  never  be  effected  so  long  as  tJu 
gospels  are  regarded  historically, 

*^  Disc.  3. 

^^  Paulus,  Comm.  4,  s.  263  ff.    L.  J.  i,  a,  s.  298. 


MIRACLES  OF  JESUS— CURES  ON  THE  SABBATH.  4/5 

man  points  out  Jesus  to  bis  enemies  as  the  one  who  had  commanded  him  to 
carry  his  bed  on  the  sabbath  (v.  15  ;  comp.  11  ff.),  a  circumstance  which  is 
only  to  be  explained  on  the  ground  that  Jesus  had  enjoined  what  was  un- 
welcome. But  that  notification  to  the  Pharisees  might  equally  be  given, 
either  with  a  friendly  intention,  as  in  the  case  of  the  man  born  blind  (John 
ix.  II,  25),  or  at  least  with  the  innocent  one  of  devolving  the  defence  of  the 
alleged  violation  of  the  sabbath  on  a  stronger  than  himself.^®  The  Evangelist 
at  least  gives  it  as  his  opinion  that  the  man  was  really  afflicted,  and  suffered 
from  a  wearisome  disease,  when  he  describes  him  as  having  had  an  infirmity 
thirty-eight  years^  rpuiKovTa  koX  oktw  In;  ix^^v  iv  tq  &a'$€y€t^  (v.  5) :  for  the 
forced  interpretation  once  put  on  this  passage  by  Paulus,  referring  the  thirty- 
eight  years  to  the  man's  age,  and  not  to  the  duration  of  his  disease,  he  has 
not  even  himself  ventured  to  reproduce.^  On  this  view  of  the  incident  it  is 
also  impossible  to  explain  what  Jesus  says  to  the  cured  man  on  a  subsequent 
meeting  (v.  14) :  Behold  thou  art  made  whole  ;  sin  no  more  lest  a  worse  thing 
come  unto  thee,  £ven  Paulus  is  compelled  by  these  words  to  admit  that  the 
man  had  a  real  infirmity,  though  only  a  trifling  one  : — in  other  words  he  is 
compelled  to  admit  the  inadequacy  of  the  idea  on  which  his  explanation  of 
the  incident  is  based,  so  that  here  again  we  retain  a  miracle,  and  that  not  oi 
the  smallest. 

I  a  relation  to  the  historical  credibility  of  the  narrative,  it  may  certainly  be 
held  remarkable  that  so  important  a  sanative  institution  as  Bethesda  is  de- 
scribed to  be  by  John,  is  not  mentioned  either  by  Josephus  or  the  rabbins, 
especially  if  the  popular  belief  connected  a  miraculous  cure  with  this  pool :  ^^ 
but  this  affords  nothing  decisive,     It  is  true  that  in  the  description  of  the 
pool  there  lies  a  fabulous  popular  notion,  which  appears  also  to  have  been 
received  by  the  writer  (for  even  if  v.  4  be  spurious,  something  similar  is  con- 
tained in  the  words  KiViyo-w  tov  vSaros,  v.  3,  and  rapaxO-Q^  v.  7).     But  this 
proves  nothing  against  the  truth  of  the  narrative,  since  even  an  eye-witness 
and  a  disciple  of  Jesus  may  have  shared  a  vulgar  error.     To  make  credible, 
however,  such  a  fact  as  that  a  man  who  had  been  lame  eight-and-thirty  years, 
so  that  he  was  unable  to  walk,  and  completely  bed-ridden,  should  have  been 
perfectly  cured  by  a  word,  the  supposition  of  psychological  influence  will  not 
suffice,  for  the  man  had  no  knowledge  whatever  of  Jesus,  v.  13  ;  nor  will  any 
physical  analogy,  such  as  magnetism  and  the  like,  serve  the  purpose :  but  if 
such  a  result  really  happened,  we  must  exalt  that  by  which  it  happened  above 
all  the  limits  of  the  human  and  the  natural.     On  the  other  hand,  it  ought 
never  to  have  been  thought  a  difficulty^  that  from  among  the  multitude  of 
the  infirm  waiting  in  the  porches  of  the  pool,  Jesus  selected  one  only  as  the 
object  of  his  curative  power,  since  the  cure  of  him  whose  sufferings  had  been 
of  the  longest  duration  was  not  only  particularly  adapted,  but  also  sufficient, 
to  glorify  the  miraculous  power  of  the  Messiah.     Nevertheless,  it  is  this  very 
trait  which  suggests  a  suspicion  that  the  narrative  has  a  mythical  character. 
On  a  great  theatre  of  disease,  crowded  with  all  kinds  of  sufferers,  Jesus,  the 
exalted  and  miraculously  gifted  physician,  appears  and  selects  the  one  who  is 
afflicted  with  the  most  obstinate  malady,  that  by  his  restoration  he  may  pre- 
sent the  most  brilliant  proof  of  his  miraculous  power.     We  have  already 
remarked  that  the  fourth  gospel,  instead  of  extending  the  curative  agency  of 
Jesus  over  large  masses  and  to  a  great  variety  of  diseases,  as  the  synoptical 
gospels  do,  concentrates  it  on  a  few  cases  which  proportionately  gain  in  in- 

^*  Vid.  Liicke  and  Tholuck,  in  loc 

^  Comp.  with  Comm.  4,  s.  290,  his  Leben  Jesu,  i,  a,  s.  298. 

'^  Bretschneider,  Probab.,  s.  69. 

**  As  by  Hase,  L.  J.  §  92. 
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tensity  :  thus  here,  in  the  narrative  of  the  cure  of  a  man  who  had  been  lame 
thirty-eight  years,  it  has  far  surpassed  all  the  synoptical  accounts  of  cures  per- 
formed on  persons  with  diseased  limbs,  among  whom  the  longest  sufferer  is 
described  in  Luke  xiii.  ii,  only  as  a  woman  who  had  had  a  spirit  of  infirmity 
eighteen  years.  Without  doubt  the  fourth  Evangelist  had  received  some  inti- 
mation  (though,  as  we  have  gathered  from  other  parts  of  his  history,  it  was 
far  from  precise)  of  cures  of  this  nature  performed  by  Jesus,  especially  of  that 
wrought  on  the  paralytic,  Matt  ix.  2  ff.  parall,  for  the  address  to  the  patient, 
and  the  result  of  the  cure  are  in  this  narrative  in  John  almost  verbally  the 
same  as  in  that  case,  especially  according  to  Mark's  account**  There  is  even 
a  vestige  in  this  history  of  John,  of  the  circumstance  that  in  the  synoptical 
narrative  the  cure  appears  in  the  light  of  a  forgiveness  of  sins  :  for  as  Jesus 
in  the  latter  consoles  the  patient,  before  the  cure,  with  the  assurance,  thy  sins 
are  forgiven  thee,  so  in  the  former,  he  warns  him,  after  the  cure,  in  the  words, 
sin  no  more,  etc.  For  the  rest,  this  highly  embellished  history  of  a  miraculous 
cure  was  represented  as  happening  on  the  sabbath,  probably  because  the 
command  to  take  up  the  bed  which  it  contained  appeared  the  most  suitable 
occasion  for  the  reproach  of  violating  the  sabbath. 

§  100. 

RESUSCITATIONS  OF   THE   DEAD. 

The  Evangelists  tell  us  of  three  instances  in  which  Jesus  recalled  the  dead 
to  life.  One  of  these  is  common  to  the  three  synoptists,  one  belongs  solely 
to  Luke,  and  one  to  John. 

The  instance  which  is  common  to  the  three  first  Evangelists  is  the  resusci- 
tation of  a  girl,  and  is  in  all  the  three  gospels  united  with  the  narrative  of  the 
woman  who  had  an  issue  of  blood  (Matt  ix.  18  f.  23 — 26  ;  Mark  v.  22  ff. ; 
Luke  viii.  41  ff.).  In  the  more  precise  designation  of  the  girl  and  her  father, 
the  synoptical  writers  vary.  Matthew  introduces  the  father  generally  as  apxtav 
€15  a  certain  ruler,  without  any  name ;  the  two  others  as  a  ruler  of  the  syn- 
agogue named  Jairus :  the  latter  moreover  describes  the  girl  as  being  twelve 
years  old,  and  Luke  states  that  she  was  the  only  child  of  her  father ;  par- 
ticulars of  which  Matthew  is  ignorant  A  more  important  difference  is,  that 
according  to  Matthew  the  ruler  in  the  first  instance  speaks  of  his  daughter  to 
Jesus  as  being  dead,  and  intreats  him  to  restore  her  to  life ;  whereas  accord- 
ing to  the  two  other  Evangelists,  he  left  her  while  yet  living,  though  on  the 
point  of  death,  that  he  might  fetch  Jesus  to  avert  her  actual  decease,  and 
first  when  Jesus  was  on  the  way  with  him,  people  came  out  of  his  house  with 
the  information  that  his  daughter  had  in  the  meantime  expired,  so  that  to 
trouble  Jesus  further  was  in  vain.  The  circumstances  of  the  resuscitation 
also  are  differently  described,  for  Matthew  knows  not  that  Jesus,  as  the  other 
Evangelists  state,  took  with  him  only  his  three  most  confidential  disciples  as 
witnesses.  Some  theologians,  Storr  for  example,  have  thought  these  diver- 
gencies so  important,  that  they  have  supposed  two  different  cases  in  which, 
among  other  similar  circumstances,  the  daughter,  in  one  case  of  a  civil  ruler 
(Matthew),  in  the  other,  of  a  ruler  of  the  synagogue  named  Jairus  (Mark  and 

**  Mark  ii.    9:    (W    kvrw^    ed«:o«':6repor,  John  v.  8  :  fyei/xu,  S^orT^jr/Mlj9j3ar6r0-ov, 

tlntinf )  fyeipcu,  koI  S.p^  ffov  rbw  xpdp-       ical  re/KToret. 

parw  Kol  ire/Mrdrct ; 

1 1 : — iyeipa  koX    ipop  rhv   Kpdppar^  irov 
Kol  Ihraye  elf  rbv  orjc6i'  ffw, 

12  :  ira2  -frf^p^v  €v$ftos,  koX  &pat  t6p  Kpdp-  9 :  Kcd  e^$4vs  iy4p€T0  iyi^  i  ApBpwrof,  Kcd 

Parw  €^\$€w  hwrlow  rdirnay,  ^pe  rbw  Kpdpparotf  a&roO  uU  repierdTti. 
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Luke),  was  raised  from  the  dead  by  Jesus.^  But  that,  as  Storr  supposes,  and 
as  it  is  inevitable  to  suppose  on  his  view,  Jesus  not  only  twice  resuscitated  a 
girl,  but  also  on  both  these  occasions,  healed  a  woman  with  an  issue  im- 
mediately before,  is  a  coincidence  which  does  not  at  all  gain  in  probability 
by  the  vague  observation  of  Storr,  that  it  is  quite  possible  for  very  similar 
things  to  happen  at  different  times.  If  then  it  must  be  admitted  that 
the  Evangelists  narrate  only  one  event,  the  weak  attempt  to  give  perfect 
agreement  to  their  narratives  should  be  forborne.  For  neither  can  the 
expression  of  Matthew  ofm  ^rcXcvn^crc  mean,  as  Kuinol  maintains,^  est  morii 
proximay  nor  can  that  of  Mark,  ^o-xarcD^  c^ct,  or  of  Luke  dirc^viTcricc,  imply  that 
death  had  already  taken  place :  not  to  mention  that  according  to  both,  the 
fact  of  the  death  is  subsequently  announced  to  the  father  as  something  new.' 
Our  more  modern  critics  have  wisely  admitted  a  divergency  between  the  ac- 
counts in  doing  which  they  have  unanimously  given  the  palm  of  superior  accu- 
racy to  the  intermediate  Evangelists.  Some  are  lenient  towards  Matthew,  and 
only  attribute  to  his  mode  of  narration  a  brevity  which  might  belong  even  to 
the  representation  of  an  eye-witness  ;^  while  others  regard  this  want  of  particu- 
larity as  an  indication  that  the  first  gospel  had  not  an  apostolic  origin.^  Now 
that  Mark  and  Luke  give  the  name  of  the  applicant,  on  which  Matthew  is 
silent,  and  also  that  they  determine  his  rank  more  precisely  than  the  latter, 
will  just  as  well  bear  an  unfavourable  construction  for  them,  as  the  usual 
favourable 'one ;  since  the  designation  of  persons  by  name,  as  we  have  before 
remarked,  is  not  seldom  an  addition  of  the  later  legend.  For  example,  the 
woman  with  the  issue  first  receives  the  name  of  Veronica  in  the  tradition  of 
John  Malala;'  the  Canaanitish  woman  that  of  Justa  in  the  Clementine 
Homilies  -?  and  the  two  thieves  crucified  with  Jesus,  the  names  of  Gestas  and 
Demas  in  the  Gospel  of  Nicodemas.®  Luke's  /lAovoycK^  {one  only  daughter) 
only  serves  to  make  the  scene  more  touching,  and  the  frcM^  Sa>S€#ca  twelve 
years  ofage^  he,  and  after  him  Mark,  might  have  borrowed  from  the  history  of 
the  woman  with  the  issue.  The  divergency  that,  according  to  Matthew,  the 
maiden  is  spoken  of  in  the  first  instance  as  dead,  according  to  the  two  others 
as  only  dying,  must  have  been  considered  very  superficially  by  those  who 
have  thought  it  possible  to  turn  it  in  accordance  with  our  own  rule  to  the 
disadvantage  of  Matthew,  on  the  ground  that  his  representation  serves  to 
aggrandize  the  miracle.  For  in  both  the  other  gospels  the  death  of  the  girl 
is  subsequently  announced,  and  its  being  supposed  in  Matthew  to  have  oc- 
curred a  few  moments  earlier  is  no  aggrandizement  of  the  miracle.  Nay,  it  is 
the  reverse ;  for  the  miraculous  power  of  Jesus  appears  greater  in  the  former, 
not  indeed  objectively,  but  subjectively,  because  it  is  heightened  by  contrast 
and  surprise.  There,  where  Jesus  is  in  the  first  instance  in  treated  to  restore 
the  dead  to  life,  he  does  no  more  than  what  was  desired  of  him ;  here,  on  the 
contrary,  where  supplicated  only  for  the  cure  of  a  sick  person,  he  actually 
brings  that  person  to  life  again,  he  does  more  than  the  interested  parties  seek 
or  understand.     There,  where  the  power  of  awaking  the  dead  is  presupposed 

*  Ueber  den  Zweck  des  Evang.  und  der  Briefe  Job.,  s.  351  fT. 

*  Comm.  in  Matth.p.  263.  Observe  his  aigumeotation  :  verba  [N.B.  Matiha€t\ :  tipri 
lT€\€&niff€Pf  noH  possunt  laiine  reddi:  jam  mortua  est:  natftf  auctore  [N.B.  Luca]  patri 
adhuc  cum  Christo  colloquenti  nuntiabat  seruus^  filiam  jam  exspirasse ;  ergo  \aMctore 
Ma  tthaeoT\  nondum  mortua  era/,  cum  pater  adjesum  accederet. 

Compare,  on  the  subject  of  these  vain  attempts  at  reconciliation,  Schleiermacher,  iiber  den 
Lukas,  s.  132,  and  Fritzsche,  in  Matth.,  p.  347  f. 
^  Olshausen.  in  loc. 

*  Schleiermacher,  ut  sup.  s.  131  ff.  :  Scbulz,  iiber  d.  Abendmabl,  s.  316  f. 
'  Vid.  Fabricius,  Cod.  Apocr.  N.  T.  2,  p.  449  ff. 

7  Homil.  ii.  19.  *  Cap.  x. 
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by  the  father  to  belong  to  Jesus,  the  extraordinary  nature  of  such  a  power  is 
less  marked  than  here,  where  the  father  at  first  only  presupposes  the  power  of 
healing  the  sick,  and  when  death  has  supervened,  is  diverted  from  any 
further  hope.  In  the  description  of  the  arrival  and  the  conduct  of  Jesus  in 
the  house  where  the  corpse  lay,  Matthew's  brevity  is  at  least  clearer  than  the 
diffuse  accounts  of  the  two  other  Evangelists.  Matthew  tells  us  that  Jesus, 
having  reached  the  house,  put  forth  the  minstrels  already  assembled  for  the 
funeral,  together  with  the  rest  of  the  crowd,  on  the  ground  that  there  would 
be  no  funeral  there ;  this  is  perfectly  intelligible.  But  Mark  and  Luke  tell  us 
besides  that  he  excluded  his  disciples  also,  with  the  exception  of  three,  from 
the  scene  about  to  take  place,  and  for  this  it  is  difficult  to  discover  a  reason. 
That  a  greater  number  of  spectators  would  have  been  physically  or  psycholog- 
ically an  impediment  to  the  resuscitation,  can  only  be  said  on  the  supposition 
that  the  event  was  a  natural  one.  Admitting  the  miracle,  the  reason  for  the 
exclusion  can  only  be  sought  in  the  want  of  fitness  in  the  excluded  parties, 
whom,  however,  the  sight  of  such  a  miracle  would  surely  have  been  the  very 
means  to  benefit.  But  we  must  not  omit  to  observe  that  the  two  later  synop- 
tists,  in  opposition  to  the  concluding  statement  of  Matthew  that  the  fame  of 
this  event  went  abroad  in  the  whole  land,  represent  Jesus  as  enjoining  the 
strictest  silence  on  the  witnesses :  so  that  on  the  whole  it  rather  appears  that 
Mark  and  Luke  regarded  the  incident  as  a  mystery,  to  which  only  the  nearest 
relatives  and  the  most  favoured  disciples  were  admitted.  Lastly,  the  differ- 
ence on  which  Schulz  insists  as  favourable  to  the  second  and  third  Evangelists, 
namely,  that  while  Matthew  makes  Jesus  simply  take  the  maiden  by  the  hand, 
they  have  preserved  to  us  the  words  which  he  at  the  same  time  uttered,  the 
former  even  in  the  original  language  ; — can  either  have  no  weight  at  all,  or  it 
must  fall  into  the  opposite  scale.  For  that  Jesus,  if  he  said  anything  when 
recalling  a  girl  to  life,  made  use  of  some  such  words  as  17  traU  iytipov,  maiden^ 
I  say  unto  thee^  arist^  the  most  remote  narrator  might  imagine,  and  to  regard 
the  roAi^a  icov/u  of  Mark  as  an  indication  that  this  Evangelist  drew  from  a 
])eculiar}y  original  source,  is  to  forget  the  more  simple  supposition  that  he 
translated  these  words  from  the  Greek  of  his  informant  for  the  sake  of  pre- 
senting the  life  giving  word  in  its  original  foreign  garb,  and  thus  enhancing 
its  mysteriousness,  as  we  have  before  observed  with  reference  to  the  k^^oBa. 
in  the  cure  of  the  deaf  man.  After  what  we  have  seen  we  shall  willingly 
abstain  from  finding  out  whether  the  individual  who  originally  furnished  the 
narrative  in  Luke  were  one  of  the  three  confidential  disciples,  and  whether 
the  one  who  originally  related  it,  also  put  it  into  writing :  a  task  to  which 
only  the  acumen  ofSchleiermacher  is  equal.^ 

In  relation  to  the  facts  of  the  case,  the  natural  interpretation  speaks  with 
more  than  its  usual  confidence,  under  the  persuasion  that  it  has  on  its  side 
the  assurance  of  Jesus  himself,  that  the  maiden  was  not  really  dead,  but  merely 
in  a  sleep-like  swoon  ;  and  not  only  rationalists,  like  Paulus,  and  semi-rationa- 
lists, like  Schleiermacher,  but  also  decided  supranaturalists,  like  Olshausen, 
believe,  on  the  strength  of  that  declaration  of  Jesus,  that  this  was  no  resusci- 
tation of  the  dead.^^  The  last-named  commentator  attaches  especial  import- 
ance to  the  antithesis  in  the  speech  of  Jesus,  and  because  the  words  ovk 
dirc^avc,  is  not  dead^  are  followed  by  dXXa  xo^cv^ci,  but  skepeth^  is  of  opinion 
that  the  former  expression  cannot  be  interpreted  to  mean  merely,  she  is  not 

*  Ut  sup.  s.  129. 

>®  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  I,  b,  s.  526,  31  f. ;  Schleiermacher,  ut  sup.  s.  132 ;  Olsbaiisefi, 
I,  s.  327.  Even  Neander  does  not  express  himself  decidedly  against  this  interpretation  of 
the  words  of  Jesus  ;  while  with  regard  to  the  girl's  real  condition,  he  thinks  the  supposition 
of  a  merely  apparent  death  probable.  .  L.  J.  Chr.,  s.  343.     Comp.  338  f. 
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dead,  since  I  have  resolved  to  restore  her  to  life;  strange  criticism, — 
for  it  is  precisely  this  addition  which  shows  that  she  was  only  not  dead 
in  so  far  as  it  was  in  the  power  of  Jesus  to  recall  her  to  life.  Reference 
is  also  made  to  the  declaration  of  Jesus  concerning  Lazarus,  John  xi.  14, 
Ao^apos  dlW^dvc,  Lazarus  is  dead^  which  is  directly  the  reverse  of  the  passage 
in  question,  ovk  dirc^avc  to  Kopoxriovj  the  damsel  is  not  dead.  But  Jesus  had 
before  said  of  Lazarus,  avny  ^  cUr^ei^cta  ov«c  eort  irpo?  ^avarov,  this  sickness  is  not 
unto  death  (v.  4),  and  Aa{^apo«  6  <^tA,o9  i^fuov  xtKoC/jLtfrai,  our  friend  Lazarus 
sUipeih  (v.  11).  Thus  in  the  case  of  Lazarus  also,  who  was  really  dead,  we 
have  just  as  direct  a  denial  of  death,  and  affirmation  of  mere  sleep,  as  in  the 
narrative  before  us.  Hence  Fritzsche  is  undoubtedly  right  when  he  para- 
phrases the  words  of  Jesus  in  our  passage  as  follows :  puellam  ne  pro  mortua 
habetote,  sed  dormire  existimatote  quippe  in  vitam  mox  redituram.  Moreover, 
Matthew  subsequently  (xi.  5)  makes  Jesus  say,  vcxpot  iyilpovraij  the  dead  are 
raised  up ;  and  as  he  mentions  no  other  instance  of  resuscitation  by  Jesus, 
he  must  apparently  have  had  this  in  his  mind.^* 

But  apart  from  the  false  interpretation  of  the  words  of  Jesus,  this  view  of 
the  subject  has  many  difficulties.  That  in  many  diseases  conditions  may  pre- 
sent themselves  which  have  a  deceptive  resemblance  to  death,  or  that  in  the 
indifferent  state  of  medical  science  among  the  Jews  of  that  age  especially,  a 
swoon  might  easily  be  mistaken  for  death  is  not  to  be  denied.  But  how  was 
Jesus  to  know  that  there  was  such  a  merely  apparent  death  in  this  particular 
case  ?  However  minutely  the  father  detailed  to  him  the  course  of  the  disease, 
nay,  even  if  Jesus  were  acquainted  beforehand  with  the  particular  circum- 
stances of  the  girl's  illness  (as  the  natural  explanation  supposes)  :  we  must 
still  ask,  how  could  he  build  so  much  on  this  information  as,  without  having 
seen  the  girl,  and  in  contradiction  to  the  assurance  of  the  eye-witnesses, 
decidedly  to  declare  that  she  was  not  dead,  according  to  the  rationalistic 
interpretation  of  his  words  ?  This  would  have  been  rashness  and  folly  to  boot, 
unless  Jesus  had  obtained  certain  knowledge  of  the  true  state  of  the  case  in  a 
supernatural  way  :^'  to  admit  which,  however,  is  to  abandon  the  naturalistic 
point  of  view.  To  return  to  the  explanation  of  Paulus^  between  the  ex- 
pressions, iKpdrq<r€  rrj^  x^H^  airrj^,  he  took  her  by  the  hand^  and  xfy^pBif  ro 
Kopdjaiov^  the  maid  arose^  txpxessxotks  which  are  closely  enough  connected  in 
Matthew,  and  are  still  more  inseparably  linked  by  the  words  cv^cok  and 
irapaxp^lia  in  the  Other  two  gospels,  he  inserts  a  course  of  medical  treatment, 
and  Venturini  can  even  specify  the  different  restoratives  which  were  applied  ^^ 
Against  such  arbitrary  suppositions,  Olshausen  justly  maintains  that  in  the 
opinion  of  the  evangelical  narrator  the  life-giving  word  of  Jesus  (and  we  might 
add,  the  touch  of  his  hand,  furnished  with  divine  power)  was  the  means  of 
restoring  the  girl  to  life. 

In  the  case  cf  resuscitation  narrated  by  Luke  alone  (vii.  1 1  ff.)  the  natural 
explanation  has  not  such  a  handle  as  was  presented  by  the  declaration  of 
Jesus  in  the  narrative  just  considered.  Nevertheless,  the  rationalistic  com- 
mentators take  courage,  and  rest  their  hopes  mainly  on  the  circumstance  that 
Jesus  speaks  to  the  young  man  lying  in  the  coffin  (v.  14).  Now,  say  they,  no 
one  would  speak  to  a  dead  person,  but  only  to  such  an  one  as  is  ascertained 
or  guessed  to  be  capable  of  hearing.^^  But  this  rule  would  prove  that  all  the 
dead  whom  Christ  will  raise  at  the  last  day  are  only  apparently  dead,  as  other- 
wise they  could  not  hear  his  voice,  which  it  is  expressly  said  they  will  do 

^^  Comp.  de  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  i,s.  95  ;  Weisse,  die  ev.  Geschichte,  I,  s.  503. 

"  Comp.  Neander.  L.  J.,  s.  342. 

^*  NatiirHche  Geschichte,  2,  s.  212. 

*^  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  b,  s.  716,  Anm.  and  7l9f. 
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(John  V.  28 ;  comp.  i  Thess.  iv.  16) ;  it  would  therefore  prove  too  much. 
Certainly  one  who  is  spoken  to  roust  be  supposed  to  hear,  and  in  a  certain 
sense  to  be  living ;  but  in  the  present  instance  this  holds  only  in  so  far  as  the 
voice  of  him  who  quickens  the  dead  can  penetrate  even  to  the  ears  from  which 
life  has  departed.  We  must  indeed  adroit  the  possibility  that  with  the  bad 
custom  which  prevailed  among  the  Jews  of  burying  their  dead  a  few  hours 
after  their  decease,  a  merely  apparent  corpse  might  easily  be  carried  to  the 
grave ;  ^^  but  all  by  which  it  is  attempted  to  show  that  this  possibility  was 
here  a  reality,  is  a  tissue  of  fictions.  In  order  to  explain  how  Jesus,  even 
without  any  intention  to  perform  a  miracle,  came  to  join  the  funeral  proces- 
sion, and  how  the  conjecture  could  occur  to  him  that  the  individual  about  to 
be  buried  was  not  really  dead,  it  is  first  imagined  that  the  two  processions, 
that  of  the  funeral  and  that  of  the  companions  of  Jesus,  met  precisely  under 
the  gate  of  the  city,  and  as  they  impeded  each  other,  halted  for  a  while : — 
directly  in  opposition  to  the  text,  which  makes  the  bearers  first  stand  still 
when  Jesus  touches  the  bier.  Affected  by  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the 
case,  which  he  had  learned  during  the  pause  in  his  progress,  Jesus,  it  is  said, 
approached  the  mother,  and  not  with  any  reference  to  a  resurrection  which 
he  intended  to  effect,  but  merely  as  a  consolatory  address,  said  to  her,  Weep 
noi}^  But  what  an  empty,  presuming  comforter  would  he  be,  who,  when  a 
mother  was  about  to  consign  her  only  son  to  the  grave,  should  forbid  her 
even  the  relief  of  tears,  without  offering  to  her  either  real  help  by  recalling 
the  departed  one,  or  ideal,  by  suggesting  grounds  for  consolation  !  Now  the 
latter  Jesus  does  not  attempt :  hence  unless  we  would  allow  him  to  appear 
altogether  heartless,  he  must  be  supposed  to  have  resolved  on  the  former,  and 
for  this  he  in  fact  makes  every  preparation,  designedly  touching  the  bier,  and 
causing  the  bearers  to  stand  still.  Here,  before  the  reanimating  word  of 
Jesus,  the  natural  explanation  inserts  the  circumstance  that  Jesus  observed 
some  sign  of  life  in  the  youth,  and  on  this,  either  immediately  or  after  a 
previous  application  of  medicaments,^''  spoke  the  words,  which  helped  com- 
pletely to  awake  him.  But  setting  aside  the  fact  that  those  intervening 
measures  are  only  interpolated  into  the  text,  and  that  the  strong  words : 
vcavtb-Kc,  <rot  Xcyco,  lyipBrjfTL^  Young  man,  I  say  unto  tJue  arise !  resemble 
rather  the  authoritative  command  of  a  miracle  worker  than  the  attempt  of  a 
physician  to  restore  animation  ;  how,  if  Jesus  were  conscious  that  the  youth 
was  alive  when  he  met  him,  and  was  not  first  recalled  to  life  by  himself, 
could  he  with  a  good  conscience  receive  the  praise  which,  according  to  the 
narrative,  the  multitude  lavished  on  him  as  a  great  prophet  on  account  of 
this  deed  ?  According  to  Paulus,  he  was  himself  uncertain  how  he  ought  to 
regard  the  result ;  but  if  he  were  not  convinced  that  he  ought  to  ascribe  the 
result  to  himself,  it  was  his  duty  to  disclaim  all  praise  on  account  of  it ;  and 
if  he  omitted  to  do  this,  his  conduct  places  him  in  an  equivocal  light,  in 
which  he  by  no  means  appears  in  the  other  evangelical  histories,  so  far  as  they 
are  fairly  interpreted.  Thus  here  also  we  must  acknowledge  that  the  Evan- 
gelist intends  to  narrate  to  us  a  miraculous  resuscitation  of  the  dead,  and  that 
according  to  him,  Jesus  also  regarded  his  deed  as  a  miracle.  ^^ 

In  the  third  history  of  a  resurrection,  which  is  peculiar  to  John  (chap,  xi.), 
the  resuscitated  individual  is  neither  just  dead  nor  being  carried  to  his  grave, 
but  has  been  already  buried  several  days.  Here  one  would  have  thought 
there  was  little  hope  of  ejecting  a  natural  explanation  ;  but  the  arduousness 

^'  Ibid,  ut  sap.  s.  723.    Comp.  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  2,  8.  47. 

^>  Thus  Hase  also,  L.  J.  §  87. 

"  Venturini,  2,  s.  293. 

'^  Comp.  Schleiermacher,  ut  sup.  s.  103  f. 
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of  the  task  has  only  stimulated  the  ingenuity  and  industry  of  the  rationalists 
in  developing  their  conception  of  this  narrative.  We  shall  also  see  that 
together  with  the  rigorously  consequent  mode  of  interpretation  of  the  rationa- 
lists,— which,  maintaining  the  historical  integrity  of  the  evangelical  narrative 
throughout,  assumes  the  responsibility  of  explaining  every  part  naturally, 
there  has  appeared  another  system,  which  distinguishes  certain  features  of  the 
narrative  as  additions  after  the  event,  and  is  thus  an  advance  towards  the 
mythical  explanation. 

The  rationalistic  expositors  set  out  here  from  the  same  premises  as  in  the 
former  narrative,  namely,  that  it  is  in  itself  possible  for  a  man  who  has  lain 
in  a  tomb  four  days  to  come  to  life  again,  and  that  this  possibility  is  strengthened 
in  the  present  instance  by  the  known  custom  of  the  Jews ;  propositions  which 
we  shall  not  abstractedly  controvert.  From  this  they  proceed  to  a  supposi- 
tion which  we  perhaps  ought  not  to  let  pass  so  easily,^®  namely,  that  from  the 
messenger  whom  the  sisters  had  sent  with  the  news  of  their  brother's  illness, 
Jesus  had  obtained  accurate  information  of  the  circumstances  of  the  disease ; 
and  the  answer  which  he  gave  to  the  messenger,  This  sickness  is  not  unfo 
death  (v.  4),  is  said  to  express,  merely  as  an  inference  which  he  had  drawn 
from  the  report  of  the  messenger,  his  conviction  that  the  disease  was  not 
fatal.  Such  a  view  of  his  friend's  condition  would  certainly  accord  the  best 
with  his  conduct  in  remaining  two  days  in  Peraea  after  the  reception  of  the 
message  (v.  6) ;  since,  according  to  that  supposition,  he  could  not  regard  his 
presence  in  Bethany  as  a  matter  of  urgent  necessity.  But  how  comes  it  that 
after  the  lapse  of  these  two  days,  he  not  only  resolves  to  journey  thither  (v. 
8),  but  also  has  quite  a  different  opinion  of  the  state  of  Lazarus,  nay,  certain 
knowledge  of  his  death,  which  he  first  obscurely  (v.  10)  and  then  plainly  (v. 
14)  announces  to  his  disciples?  Here  the  thread  of  the  natural  explanation 
is  lost,  and  the  break  is  only  rendered  more  conspicuous  by  the  fiction  of  a 
second  messenger,*^  after  the  lapse  of  two  days,  bringing  word  to  Jesus  that 
Lazarus  had  expired  in  the  interim.  For  the  author  of  the  gospel  at  least 
cannot  have  known  of  a  second  messenger,  otherwise  he  must  have  mentioned 
him,  since  the  omission  to  do  so  gives  another  aspect  to  the  whole  narrative, 
obliging  us  to  infer  that  Jesus  had  obtained  information  of  the  death  of  Lazarus 
in  a  supernatural  manner.  Jesus,  when  he  had  resolved  to  go  to  Bethany, 
said  to  the  disciples,  Lazarus  sleepeth,  but  I  go  that  I  may  awake  him  out  of 
sleep  {K€KoifjirfTai — iivTrvia-ui — v.  ii);  this  the  naturalists  explain  by  the  suppo- 
sition that  Jesus  must  in  some  way  have  gathered  from  the  statements  of  the 
messengers  who  announced  the  death  of  Lazarus,  that  the  latter  was  only  in 
a  state  of  lethargy.  But  we  can  as  little  here  as  in  the  former  case  impute  to 
Jesus  the  foolish  presumption  of  giving,  before  he  had  even  seen  the  alleged 
corpse,  the  positive  assurance  that  he  yet  lived.*^  From  this  point  of  view, 
it  is  also  a  difficulty  that  Jesus  says  to  his  disciples  (v.  1$)  lam  glad  for  your 
sakes  that  J  was  not  there,  to  the  intent  ye  may  believe  {Iva  TrurrcvoiTrc).  Paulus 
explains  these  words  to  imply  that  Jesus  feared  lest  the  death,  had  it  happened 
in  his  presence,  might  have  shaken  their  faith  in  him ;  but,  as  Gabler  ^  has 
remarked,  wtoTevw  cannot  mean  merely  the  negative :  not  to  lose  faith,  which 
would  rather  have  been  expressed  by  a  phrase  such  as :  Iva,  /a^  iKktCwy  -q 
vCarts  vfjuaif,  that  your  faith  fail  not  (see  Luke  xxii.  32) ;  and  moreover  we 

*»  Paulus,  Comp.  4,  s.  535  ff.  ;  L.  J.  i,  b,  s.  55  ff. 

^  In  the  tninsUtion  of  the  text  in  ms  IM>€n  /esu,  2,  b,  s,  46,  Paulus  appears  to  suppose, 
beside  the  message  mentioned  in  the  gospel,  three  subsequent  messages. 

"  Comp.  C.  Ch.  Flatt,  etwas  zur  Vertjieidigung  des  Wunders  der  Wiederbelebung  des 
Lazarus,  in  Siiskind's  Magazin,  I4tes  Stiick,  s.  93iT. 

**  Journal  (ur  auser)esene  theol.  Literatur,  3,  2,  s.  26  r,  Anm. 

H  H 
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nowhere  find  that  the  idea  which  the  disciples  formed  of  Jesus  as  the  Messiah 
was  incompatible  with  the  death  of  a  man,  or,  more  correctly,  of  a  friend,  in 
his  presence. 

From  the  arrival  of  Jesus  in  Bethany  the  evangelical  narrative  is  somewhat 
more  favourable  to  the  natural  explanation.  It  is  true  that  Martha's  address 
to  Jesus  (v.  21  f.),  Lord^  if  thou  hadst  been  here^  my  brother  had  not  died,  but 
I  know  that  even  now,  whatsoever  thou  wilt  ask  of  God,  he  will  givt  it  thee, 
d\Xa  KOI  vvv  o7Sa,  ort,  oca  tv  otn/o^  rov  Oeov,  Sioarti  coi  6  ^coc,  api>ears  evidently 
to  express  the  hope  that  Jesus  may  be  able  even  to  recall  the  dead  one  to 
life.  However,  on  the  assurance  of  Jesus  which  follows,  Thy  brother  shall  rise 
again,  dyaaniaerai  6  aScA.4^  <rov,  she  answers  despondingly,  Yes,  at  the  last 
day.  This  is  certainly  a  help  to  the  natural  explanation,  for  it  seems  retro- 
spectively to  give  to  the  above  declaration  of  Martha  (v.  22)  the  general 
sense,  that  even  now,  although  he  has  not  preserved  the  life  of  her  brother, 
she  believes  Jesus  to  be  him  to  whom  God  grants  all  that  he  desires,  that  is, 
the  favourite  of  the  Deity,  the  Messiah.  But  the  expression  which  Martha 
there  uses  is  not  iriorcvo)  but  olSa,  and  the  turn  of  phrase :  I  know  that  this 
will  happen  if  thou  only  wiliest  it  to  be  so,  is  a  common  but  indirect  form  of 
petition,  and  is  here  the  more  unmistakable,  because  the  object  of  the  en- 
treaty is  clearly  indicated  by  the  foregoing  antithesis.  Martha  evidently 
means,  Thou  hast  not  indeed  prevented  the  death  of  our  brother,  but  even 
now  it  is  not  too  late,  for  at  thy  prayer  God  will  restore  him  to  thee  and  us. 
Martha's  change  of  mind,  from  the  hope  which  is  but  indirectly  expressed  in 
her  first  reply  (v.  24)  to  its  extinction  in  the  second,  cannot  be  held  very 
surprising  in  a  woman  who  here  and  elsewhere  manifests  a  very  hasty  dispo- 
sition, and  it  is  in  the  present  case  sufficiently  explained  by  the  form  of  the 
foregoing  assurance  of  Jesus  (v.  23).  Martha  had  expected  that  Jesus  would 
reply  to  her  indirect  prayer  by  a  decided  promise  of  its  fulfilment,  and  when 
he  answers  quite  generally  and  with  an  expression  which  it  was  usual  to  apply 
to  the  resurrection  at  the  last  day  (du^aoTTo-crat),  she  gives  a  half-impatient 
half-desponding  reply .^  But  that  general  declaration  of  Jesus,  as  well  as  the 
yet  more  indefinite  one  (v.  25  f.),  I  am  the  resurrection  and  the  life,  is  thought 
favourable  to  the  rationalistic  view  :  Jesus,  it  is  said,  was  yet  far  from  the 
expectation  of  an  extraordinary  result,  hence  he  consoles  Martha  merely  with 
the  general  hope  that  he,  the  Messiah,  would  procure  for  those  who  believed  in 
him  a  future  resurrection  and  a  life  of  blessedness.  As  however  Jesus  had 
before  (v.  11)  spoken  confidently  to  his  disciples  of  awaking  Lazarus,  he  must 
then  have  altered  his  opinion  in  the  interim — a  change  for  which  no  cause  is 
apparent.  Further,  when  (v.  40)  Jesus  is  about  to  awake  Lazarus,  he  says  to 
Martha,  Said  I  not  unto  thee  that  if  thou  wouldst  believe  thou  shouldst  see  the 
glory  of  God?  evidently  alluding  to  v.  23,  in  which  therefore  he  must  have 
meant  to  predict  the  resurrection  which  he  was  going  to  effect  That  he 
does  not  declare  this  distinctly,  and  that  he  again  veils  the  scarcely  uttered 
promise  in  relation  to  the  brother  (v.  25)  in  general  promises  for  the  believing, 
is  the  effect  of  design,  the  object  of  which  is  to  try  the  faith  of  Martha,  and 
extend  her  sphere  of  thought.** 

When  Mary  at  length  comes  out  of  the  house  with  her  companions,  her 
weeping  moves  Jesus  himself  to  tears.  To  this  circumstance  the  natural  in- 
terpretation appeals  with  unusual  confidence,  asking  whether  if  he  were 
already  certain  of  his  friend's  resurrection,  he  would  not  have  approached  his 
grave  with  the  most  fervent  joy,  since  he  was  conscious  of  being  able  to  call 

"  Flatt,  ut  sup.  102  f.  ;  De  Wette,  in  loc.  ;  Neander,  s.  351  f. 
^  Flatt,  ut  sup.  ;  Liicke,  Tholuck  and  De  Wette,  in  loc 
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him  again  living  from  the  grave  in  the  next  moment  ?    In  this  view  the  words 
ivtfipifjLrja'aro  (v.  33)  and  ififipifuafieyo^  (v.  38)  are  understood  of  a  forcible 
repression  of  the  sorrow  caused  by  the  death  of  his  friend,  which  subsequently 
found  vent  in  tears  (^Soicpvo-cv).     But  both  by  its  etymology,  according  to 
which  it  signifies /r^/;f^fi^  in  cUiquem  or  in  se,  and  by  the  analogy  of  its  use  in 
the  New  Testament,  where  it  appears  only  in  the  sense  of  increpare  aliquem 
(Matt  ix.  30;  Mark  i.  43,  xiv.  5),  ifippifiaaOai  is  determined  to  imply  an 
emotion  of  anger^  not  of  sorrow ;  where  it  is  united,  not  with  the  dative  of 
another  person,  but  with  r<p  Tircv/tart  and  ^1^  catn-<{»,  it  must  be  understood  of  a 
silent,  suppressed  displeasure.     This  sense  would  be  very  appropriate  in  v. 
38,  where  it  occurs  the  second  time ;  for  in  the  foregoing  observation  of  the 
Jews,  Could  not  this  man,  who  opened  the  eyes  of  the  blind,  have  caused  that 
eiien  this  man  should  not  haite  died?  there  lies  an  intimation  that  they  were 
scandalized,  the  prior  conduct  of  Jesus  perplexing  them  as  to  his  present 
demeanour,  and  vice  vers^     But  where  the  word  i/ifipifiSurOai  is  first  used 
^'  33f  the  general  weeping  seems  to  have  been  likely  to  excite  in  Jesus  a 
melancholy,  rather  than  an  angry  emotion :  yet  even  here  a  strong  disapproval 
of  the  want  of  faith  (oXiyom-urria)  which  was  manifested  was  not  impossible. 
That  Jesus  then  himself  broke  out  into  tears,  only  proves  that  his  indignation 
against  the  faithless  generation  around  him  dissolved  into  melancholy,  not 
that  melancholy  was  his  emotion  from  the  beginning.     Lastly,  that  the  Jews 
(v.  36)  in  relation  to  the  tears  which  Jesus  shed,  said  among  themselves. 
Behold,  how  he  loved  him !  appears  to  be  rather  against  than  for  those  who 
regard  the  emotion  of  Jesus  as  sorrow  for   the  death  of  his  friend,  and 
sympathy  with  the  sisters ;  for,  as  the  character  of  the  narrative  of  John  in 
general  would  rather  lead  us  to  expect  an  opposition  between  the  real  import 
of  the  demeanour  of  Jesus,  and  the  interpretation  put  upon  it  by  the  specta- 
tors, so  in  particular  the  Jews  in  this  gospel  are  always  those  who  either  mis- 
understand or  pervert  the  words  and  actions  of  Jesus.     It  is  true  that  the 
mild  character  of  Jesus  is  urged,  as  inconsistent  with  the  harshness  which 
displeasure  on  his  part  at  the  very  natural  weeping  of  Mary  and  the  rest 
would  imply ;  ^  but  such  a  mode  of  thinking  is  by  no  means  foreign  to  the 
Christ  of  John's  gospel.     He  who  gave  to  the  PaaiXuco^,  when  preferring  the 
inoffensive  request  that  he  would  come  to  his  house  and  heal  his  son,  the 
rebuke.  Except  ye  see  signs  and  wonders  ye  will  not  believe;  he  who,  when 
some  of  his  disciples  murmured  at  the  hard  doctrines  of  the  sixth  chapter, 
assailed  them  with  the  cutting  question,  Doth  this  offend  you  ?  and   Will  j  e 
also  go  away  ?  {vl  61,  67);  he  who  repulsed  his  own  mother,  when  at  the 
wedding  at  Cana  she  complained  to  him  of  the  want  of  wine,  with  the  harsh 
reply,  IVhat  have  I  to  do  with  thee.   Woman  ?  (ii.  4) — who  thus  was  always 
the  most  displeased  when  men,  not  comprehending   his   higher  mode  of 
thought  or  action,  showed  themselves  desponding  or  importunate, — would 
here  find  peculiar  reason  for  this  kind  of  displeasure.     If  this  be  the  true 
interpretation  of  the  passage,  and  if  it  be  not  sorrow  for  the  death  of  Lazarus 
which  Jesus  here  exhibits,  there  is  an  end  to  the  assistance  which  the  natural 
explanation  of  the  entire  event  is  thought  to  derive  from  this  particular 
feature ;  meanwhile,  even  on  the  other  interpretation,  a  momentary  emotion 
produced  by  sympathy  with  the  mourners  is  quite  reconcilable  with  the  fore- 
knowledge of  the  resurrection.**    And  how  could  the  words  of  the  Jews  v.  37, 
serve,  as  rationalistic  commentators  think,  to  excite  in  Jesus  the  hope  that 
God  would  now  perhaps  perform  something  extraordinary  for  him?    The 

•*  Luckc,  2,  s.  388. 

^  Flatt,  ut  sup.  8.  104  f.  ;  Liicke,  ut  sup. 
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Jews  did  not  express  the  hope  that  he  could  awake  the  dead,  but  only  the 
conjecture  that  he  might  perhaps  have  been  able  to  preserve  his  friend's  life  ; 
Martha  therefore  had  previously  said  more  when  she  declared  her  belief  that 
even  now  the  Father  would  grant  him  what  he  asked ;  so  that  if  such  hopes 
were  excited  in  Jesus  from  without,  they  must  have  been  excited  earlier,  and 
especially,  before  the  weeping  of  Jesus,  to  which  it  is  customary  to  appeal  as 
the  proof  that  they  did  not  yet  exist 

Even  supranaturalists  admit  tnat  the  expression  of  Martha  when  Jesus 
commanded  that  the  stone  should  be  taken  away  fW>m  the  grave,  Kv/kc,  ^^ 
o{€t  (v.  39),  is  no  proof  at  all  that  decomposition  had  really  commenced,  nor 
consequently  that  a  natural  resuscitation  was  impossible,  since  it  may  have 
been  a  mere  inference  from  the  length  of  time  since  the  burial^  But  more 
weight  roust  be  attached  to  the  words  with  which  Jesus,  repelling  the  objections 
of  Martha,  persists  in  having;  the  tomb  opened  (v.  40) :  Saui  I  not  unto  thee 
that  if  thou  wouldst  believe  thou  shouldst  see  the  glory  of  Godf  How  could  he 
say  this  unless  he  was  decidedly  conscious  of  his  power  to  resuscitate  Lazarus? 
According  to  Paulus,  this  declaration  only  implied  generally  that  those  who 
have  faith  will,  in  some  way  or  other,  experience  a  glorious  manifestation  of 
the  divinity.  But  what  glorious  manifestation  of  the  divinity  was  to  be  seen 
here,  on  the  opening  of  the  grave  of  one  who  had  been  buried  four  days, 
unless  it  were  his  restoration  to  life?  and  what  could  be  the  sense  of  the 
words  of  Jesus,  as  opposed  to  the  observation  of  Martha,  that  her  brother  was 
already  within  the  grasp  of  decay,  but  that  he  was  empowered  to  arrest 
decay  ?  But  in  order  to  learn  with  certainty  the  meaning  of  the  words  rrjv 
M(ay  Tov  $€ov  in  our  present  passage  we  need  only  refer  to  v.  4,  where  Jesus 
had  said  that  the  sickness  of  Lazarus  was  not  unto  deaths  wpoi  Oavarwy  hxiXfor 
the  glory  of  God,  wrcp  -nj^  80^175  r€fv  Bmv,  Here  the  first  member  .of  the  anti- 
thesis, not  unto  deathy  clearly  shows  that  the  3d^a  rov  ^cou  signifies  the  glorifi- 
cation of  God  by  the  life  of  Lazarus,  that  is,  since  he  was  now  dead,  by  his 
resurrection  :  a  hope  which  Jesus  could  not  venture  to  excite  in  the  roost 
,  critical  moment,  without  having  a  superior  assurance  that  it  would  be 
fulfilled.^^  After  the  opening  of  the  grave,  and  before  he  says  to  the  dead 
man,  Come  forth  I  he  thanks  the  Father  for  having  heard  his  prayer.  This 
is  adduced,  in  the  rationalistic  point  of  view,  as  the  most  satisfactory  proof 
that  he  did  not  first  recall  Lazarus  to  life  by  those  words,  but  on  looking  into 
the  grave  found  him  already  alive  again.  Truly,  such  an  argument  was  not 
to  be  expected  from  theologians  who  have  some  insight  into  the  character  of 
John's  gospel.  These  ought  to  have  remembered  how  common  it  is  in  this 
gospel,  as  for  example  in  the  expression  glorify  thy  son^  to  represent  that  which 
is  yet  to  be  effected  or  which  is  only  just  begun,  as  already  performed ;  and 
in  the  present  instance  it  is  especially  suited  to  mark  the  certainty  of  obtaining 
fulfilment,  that  it  is  spoken  of  as  having  already  happened.  And  what  inven- 
tion does  it  further  require  to  explain,  both  how  Jesus  could  perceive  in 
Lazarus  the  evidences  of  returning  life,  and  how  the  latter  could  have  come 
to  life  again!  Between  the  removal  of  the  stone,  says  Paulus,  and  the 
thanksgiving  of  Jesus,  lies  the  critical  interval  when  the  surprising  result  was 
accomplished ;  then  must  Jesus,  yet  some  steps  removed  from  the  grave,  have 
discerned  that  Lazarus  was  living.  By  what  means  ?  and  how  so  quickly  and 
unhesitatingly  ?  and  why  did  he  and  no  one  else  discern  it  ?  He  may  have 
discerned  it  by  the  movements  of  Lazarus,  it  is  conjectured.  But  how  easily 
might  he  deceive  himself  with  respect  to  a  dead  body  lying  in  a  dark  cavern : 

^  Flatt,  s.  106 ;  Olsh&usen,  2,  s.  269. 
w  Flatt,  s.  97  f. 
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how  precipitate  was  he,  if  without  having  examined  more  nearly,  he  so  quickly 
and  decidedly  declared  his  conviction  that  Lazarus  lived  !  Or,  if  the'  move- 
ments of  the  supposed  corpse  were  strong  and  not  to  be  mistaken,  how  could 
they  escape  the  notice  of  the  surrounding  spectators?  Lastly,  how  could 
Jesus  in  his  prayer  represent  the  incident  about  to  take  place  as  a  sign  of  his 
divine  mission,  if  he  was  conscious  that  he  had  not  effected,  but  only  dis- 
covered, the  resuscitation  of  Lazarus?  As  arguments  for  the  natural  possi- 
bility of  a  return  of  life  in  a  man  who  had  been  interred  four  da3rs,  the 
rationalistic  explanation  adduces  our  ignorance  of  the  particular  circumstances 
of  the  supposed  death,  the  rapidity  of  interment  among  the  Jews,  afterwards 
the  coolness  of  the  cave,  ihe  strong  fragrance  of  the  spices,  and  lastly,  the 
reanimating  draught  of  warm  air,  which  on  the  rolling  away  of  the  stone 
streamed  into  the  cave.  But  all  these  circumstances  do  not  produce  more 
than  the  lowest  degree  of  possibility,  which  coincides  with  the  highest  degree 
of  improbability :  and  with  this  the  certainty  with  which  Jesus  predicts  the 
result  must  remain  irreconcilable.^^ 

These  decided  predictions  are  indeed  the  main  hindrance  to  the  natural 
interpretation  of  this  chapter ;  hence  it  has  been  sought  to  neutralize  them, 
still  from  the  rationalistic  position,  by  the  supposition  that  they  did  not  pro- 
ceed from  Jesus,  but  may  have  been  added  ex  eventu  by  the  narrator.  Paulus 
himself  found  the  words  €$wrvi<rto  avrov  (v.  11)  quite  too  decided,  and  therefore 
ventured  the  conjecture  that  the  narrator,  writing  with  the  result  in  his  mind, 
had  omitted  a  qualifying /^>4a/j,  which  Jesus  had  inserted.^  This  expedient 
has  been  more  extensively  adopted  by  Gabler.  Not  only  does  he  partake 
the  opinion  of  Paulus  as  to  the  above  expression,  but  already  in  v.  4,  he  is 
inclined  to  lay  the  words  virkp  t^s  Sofi;s  rov  $€ov  for  the  glory  of  God^  to  the 
account  of  the  Evangelist:  again  v.  15,  he  conjectures  that  in  the  words 
\cupio  BC  v/ias,  tva  ir«jT€voT/r€,  ori  o{fK  rffi'qv  ^Kct,  J  am  glad  for  your  sakes  that  I 
was  not  there^  to  the  intent  ye  may  believe^  there  is  a  slight  exaggeration  resulting 
from  John's  knowledge  of  the  issue ;  lastly,  even  in  relation  to  the  words  of 
Martha  v.  22,  aAAa  koX  vvv  olSa  k.  r.  X.  he  admits  the  idea  of  an  addition  from 
the  pen  of  the  writer.^^  By  the  adoption  of  this  expedient,  the  natural  inter- 
pretation avows  its  inability  by  itself  to  cope  with  the  difficulties  in  John's 
narrative.  For  if,  in  order  to  render  its  application  possible,  it  is  necessary 
to  expunge  the  most  significant  passages,  it  is  plain  that  the  narrative  in  its 
actual  state  does  not  admit  of  a  natural  explanation.  It  is  true  that  the 
passages,  the  incompatibility  of  which  with  the  rationalistic  mode  of  explanation 
is  confessed  by  their  excision,  are  very  sparingly  chosen ;  but  from  the  above 
observations  it  is  clear,  that  if  all  the  features  in  this  narrative  which  are  really 
opposed  to  the  natural  view  of  the  entire  event  were  ascribed  to  the  Evange- 
list, it  would  in  the  end  be  little  short  of  the  whole  that  must  be  regarded  as 
his  invention.  Thus,  what  we  have  done  with  the  two  first  narratives  of 
resuscitations,  is  with  the  last  and  most  remarkable  history  of  this  kind, 
effected  by  the  various  successive  attempts  at  explanation  themselves,  namely, 
to  reduce  the  subject  to  the  alternative  :  that  we  either  receive  the  event  as 
supernatural,  according  to  the  representation  of  the  evangelical  narrative ;  or, 

^  Compare  on  this  subject,  especially  Flatt  and  Lucke. 

^  Comm.  4,  s.  437  ;  in  the  L.  J.  i,  b,  s.  57,  and  2,  b,  s.  46,  this  conjecture  is  no  longer 
employed. 

>^  Ut  sup.  s.  272 ff.  Even  Neander  shows  himself  not  disinclined  to  such  a  conjecture  as 
far  as  regards  v.  4  (s.  349)-  As  Gabler  believes  that  these  expressions  cannot  have  come 
from  Jesus,  but  only  from  John,  so  DiefTenbach,  in  Bertholdt's  Krit.  Journal,  5,  s.  7  if., 
maintains  that  they  cannot  have  proceeded  from  John,  and  as  he  holds  that  the  rest  of  the 
gospel  is  the  production  of  that  apostle,  he  pronounces  those  passages  to  be  interpolations. 
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if  we  find  it  incredible  as  such,  deny  that  the  narrative  has  an  historical 
character. 

In  order,  in  this  dilemma,  to  arrive  at  a  decision,  with  respect  to  all  the 
three  narratives,  we  must  refer  to  the  peculiar  character  of  the  kind  of  miracles 
which  we  have  now  before  us.  We  have  hitherto  been  ascending  a  ladder  of 
miracles ;  first,  cures  of  mental  disorders,  then,  of  all  kinds  of  bodily  maladies, 
in  which,  however,  the  organization  of  the  sufferer  was  not  so  injured  as  to 
cause  the  cessation  of  consciousness  and  life ;  and  now,  the  revivification  of 
bodies,  from  which  the  life  has  actually  departed.  This  progression  in  the 
marvellous  is,  at  the  same  time,  a  gradation  in  inconceivability.  We  have 
indeed  been  able  to  represent  to  ourselves  how  a  mental  derangement,  in 
which  none  of  the  bodily  organs  were  attacked  beyond  the  nervous  system, 
which  is  immediately  connected  with  mental  action,  might  have  been  removed, 
even  in  a  purely  psychical  manner,  by  the  mere  word,  look,  and  influence  of 
Jesus :  but  the  more  deeply  the  malady  appeared  to  have  penetrated  into  the 
entire  corporeal  system,  the  more  inconceivable  to  us  was  a  cure  of  this  kind. 
Where  in  insane  persons  the  brain  was  disturbed  to  the  extent  of  raging  mad- 
ness, or  where  in  nervous  patients  the  disorder  was  so  confirmed  as  to  manifest 
itself  in  periodical  epilepsy ;  there  we  could  scarcely  imagine  how  permanent 
benefit  could  be  conferred  by  that  mental  influence ;  and  this  was  yet  more 
difficult  where  the  disease  had  no  immediate  connection  with  the  mind,  as  in 
leprosy,  blindness,  lameness,  etc  And  yet,  up  to  this  point,  there  was  always 
something  present,  to  which  the  miraculous  power  of  Jesus  could  apply  itself; 
there  was  still  a  consciousness  in  the  objects,  on  which  to  make  an  impression 
— a  nervous  life  to  be  stimulated.  Not  so  with  the  dead.  The  corpse  from 
which  life  and  consciousness  have  fiown  has  lost  the  last  fulcrum  for  the  p)Ower 
of  the  miracle  worker ;  it  perceives  him  no  longer — receives  no  impression 
from  him ;  for  the  very  capability  of  receiving  impressions  must  be  conferred 
on  him  anew.  But  to  confer  this,  that  is,  to  give  life  in  the  proper  sense,  is 
a  creative  act,  and  to  think  of  this  as  being  exercised  by  a  man,  we  must  con- 
fess to  be  beyond  our  power. 

But  even  within  the  limits  of  our  three  histories  of  resurrections,  there  is  an 
evident  climax.  Woolston  has  remarked  with  justice,  that  it  seems  as  if  each 
of  these  narratives  were  intended  to  supply  what  was  wanting  in  the  pre- 
ceding.** The  daughter  of  Jairus  is  restored  to  life  on  the  same  bed  on  which 
she  had  just  expired ;  the  youth  of  Nain,  when  already  in  his  coffin,  and  on 
his  way  to  interment ;  lastly,  Lazarus,  after  four  days'  abode  in  the  tomb.  In 
the  first  history,  a  word  was  the  only  intimation  that  the  maiden  had  fallen 
under  the  powers  of  the  grave ;  in  the  second,  the  fact  is  imprinted  on  the 
imagination  also,  by  the  picture  of  the  young  man  being  already  carried  out 
of  the  city  towards  his  grave ;  but  in  the  third,  I^zarus,  who  had  been  some 
time  inclosed  in  the  grave,  is  depicted  in  the  strongest  manner  as  an  inhabit- 
ant of  the  nether  world  :  so  that,  if  the  reality  of  the  death  could  be  doubted 
in  the  first  instance,  this  would  become  more  difficult  in  the  second,  and  in 
the  third,  as  good  as  impossible.^  With  this  gradation,  there  is  a  corre- 
sponding increase  in  the  difficulty  of  rendering  the  three  events  conceivable  ; 
if,  indeed,  when  the  fact  itself  is  inconceivable,  there  can  exist  degrees  of 
inconceivableness  between  its  various  modifications.  If,  however,  the  resur- 
rection of  a  dead  person  in  general  were  possible,  it  must  rather  be  possible 
in  the  case  of  one  just  departed,  and  yet  having  some  remains  of  vital  wanxith, 
than  in  that  of  a  corpse,  cold  and  being  carried  to  the  grave ;  and  again,  in 

»«  Disc.  5. 
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this,  rather  than  in  the  case  of  one  who  had  already  lain  four  days  in  the 
grave,  and  in  which  decay  is  supposed  to  have  commenced,  nay,  with  respect 
to  which,  this  supposition,  if  not  confirmed,  is  at  least  not  denied. 

But,  setting  aside  the  miraculous  part  of  the  histories  in  question,  each 
succeeding  one  is  both  intrinsically  more  improbable,  and  externally  less 
attested,  than  the  foregoing.  As  regards  the  internal  improbability,  one 
element  of  this,  which  indeed  lies  in  all,  and  therefore  also  in  the  first,  is 
especially  conspicuous  in  the  second.  As  a  motive  by  which  Jesus  was  in- 
duced to  raise  the  young  man  at  Nain,  the  narrative  mentions  compassion 
for  the  mother  (v.  13),  Together  with  this  we  are  to  include,  according  to 
Olshausen,  a  reference  to  the  young  man  himself.  For,  he  observes,  man  as 
a  conscious  being  can  never  be  treated  as  a  mere  instrument,  which  would  be 
the  case  here,  if  the  joy  of  the  mother  were  regarded  as  the  sole  object  of 
Jesus  in  raising  the  youth.^  This  remark  of  Olshausen  demands  our  thanks,  not 
that  it  removes  the  difficulty  of  this  and  every  other  resuscitation  of  the  dead, 
but  that  it  exhibits  that  difficulty  in  the  clearest  light.  For  the  conclusion, 
that  what  in  itself,  or  according  to  enlightened  ideas,  is  not  allowable  or 
fitting,  cannot  be  ascribed  to  Jesus  by  the  Evangelists,  is  totally  inadmissible. 
We  should  rather  (presupposing  the  purity  of  the  character  of  Jesus)  conclude 
that  when  the  evangelical  narratives  ascribe  to  him  what  is  not  allowable, 
they  are  incorrect.  Now  that  Jesus,  in  his  resuscitations  of  the  dead,  made  it  a 
consideration  whether  the  persons  to  be  restored  to  life  might,  from  the  spiritual 
condition  in  which  they  died,  derive  advantage  from  the  restoration  or  the 
contrary,  we  find  no  indication ;  that,  as  Olshausen  supposes,  the  corporeal 
awakening  was  attended  with  a  spiritual  awakening,  or  that  such  a  result  was 
expected,  is  nowhere  said.  These  resuscitated  individuals,  not  excepting  even 
Lazarus,  recede  altogether  from  our  observation  after  their  return  to  life,  and 
hence  Woolston  was  led  to  ask  why  Jesus  rescued  from  the  .grave  precisely 
these  insignificant  persons,  and  not  rather  John  the  Baptist,^  or  some  other 
generally  useful  man.  Is  it  said,  he  knew  it  to  be  the  will  of  Providence  that 
these  men,  once  dead,  should  remain  so  ?  But  then,  it  should  seem,  he  must 
have  thought  the  same  of  all  who  had  once  died,  and  to  Woolston's  objection 
there  remains  no  answer  but  this :  as  it  was  positively  known  concerning 
celebrated  men,  that  the  breach  which  their  deaths  occasioned  was  never  filled 
up  by  their  restoration  to  life,  legend  could  not  annex  the  resurrections  which 
she  was  pleased  to  narrate  to  such  names,  but  must  choose  unknown  subjects, 
in  relation  to  which  she  was  not  under  the  same  control. 

The  above  difficulty  is  common  to  all  the  three  narratives,  and  is  only 
rendered  more  prominent  in  the  second  by  an  accidental  expression  :  but  the 
third  narrative  is  full  of  difficulties  entirely  peculiar  to  itself,  since  the  conduct 
of  Jesus  throughout,  and,  to  a  considerable  extent,  that  of  the  other  parties, 
is  not  easily  to  be  conceived.  When  Jesus  receives  the  information  of  the 
death  of  Lazarus,  and  the  request  of  the  sisters  implied  therein,  that  he  would 
come  to  Bethany,  he  remains  still  two  days  in  the  same  place,  and  does  not 
set  out  toward  Judea  till  after  he  is  certain  of  the  death.  Why  so  ?  That  it 
was  not  because  he  thought  the  illness  attended  with  no  danger,  has  been 
already  shown;  on  the  contrary,  he  foresaw  the  death  of  Lazarus.  That 
indifference  was  not  the  cause  of  the  delay,  is  expressly  remarked  by  the 
Evangelist  (v.  5).  What  then  ?  Liicke  conjectures  that  Jesus  was  then  occu- 
pied with  a  particularly  fruitful  ministry  in  Persea,  which  he  was  not  willing 
to  interrupt  for  the  sake  of  Lazarus,  holding  it  his  duty  to  postpone  his  less 
important  call  as  a  worker  of  miracles  and  a  succouring  friend,  to  his  higher 

•*  I,  s.  276  f. 
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call  as  a  teacher.^^  But  he  might  here  have  very  well  done  the  one,  and  not 
have  left  the  other  undone ;  he  might  either  have  left  some  disciples  to  carry 
forward  his  work  in  that  country,  or  remaining  there  himself,  have  still  cured 
Lazarus,  whether  through  the  medium  of  a  disciple,  or  by  the  power  of  his 
wiU  at  a  distance.  Moreover,  our  narrator  is  entirely  silent  as  to  such  a  cause 
for  the  delay  of  Jesus.  This  view  of  it,  therefore,  can  be  listened  to  only  on 
the  supposition  that  no  othtt  motive  for  the  delay  is  intimated  by  the  Evange- 
list, and  even  then  as  nothing  more  than  a  conjecture.  Now  another  motive 
is  clearly  indicated,  as  Olshausen  has  remarked,  in  the  declaration  of  Jesus, 
V.  15,  that  he  is  glad  he  was  not  present  at  the  death  of  Lazarus,  because,  for 
the  object  of  strengthening  the  faith  of  the  disciples,  the  resurrection  of  his 
friend  would  be  more  effectual  than  his  cure.  Thus  Jesus  had .  designedly 
allowed  Lazarus  to  die,  that  by  his  miraculous  restoration  to  life,  he  might 
procure  so  much  the  more  faith  in  himself.  Tholuck  and  Olshausen  on  the 
whole  put  the  same  construction  on  this  declaration  of  Jesus;  but  they  confine 
themselves  too  completely  to  the  moral  point  of  view,  when  they  speak  of 
Jesus  as  designing,  in  his  character  of  teacher,  to  perfect  the  spiritual  condition 
of  the  family  at  Bethany  and  of  his  disciples ;  ^^  since,  according  to  expres- 
sions, such  as  iva  hoiaxrB^  6  vios  r.  0.  (v.  4),  his  design  was  rather  the  messianic 
one  of  spreading  and  confirming  faith  in  himself  as  the  Son  of  God,  though 
principally,  it  is  true,  within  that  narrow  circle.  Here  Liicke  exclaims :  by  no 
means  1  never  did  the  Saviour  of  the  needy,  the  noblest  friend  of  man,  act 
thus  arbitrarily  and  capriciously  ;  *''  and  De  Wette  also  observes,  that  Jesus 
in  no  other  instance  designedly  brings  about  or  increases  his  miracles.^  The 
former,  as  we  have  seen,  concludes  that  something  external,  preoccupation 
elsewhere,  detained  Jesus ;  a  supposition  which  is  contrary  to  the  text,  and 
which  even  De  Wette  finds  inadequate,  though  he  points  out  no  other  ex- 
pedient. If  then  these  critics  are  correct  in  maintaining  that  the  real  Jesus 
cannot  have  acted  thus ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  they  are  incorrect  in  deny- 
ing that  the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel  makes  his  Jesus  act  thus  :  nothing 
remains  but  with  the  author  of  the  Probabilia,^®  from  this  incongruity  of  the 
Christ  in  John's  gospel  with  the  Christ  alone  conceivable  as  the  real  one,  to 
conclude  that  the  narrative  of  the  fourth  Evangelist  is  unhistoricaL 

The  alleged  conduct  of  the  disciples  also,  v.  12  f.,  is  such  as  to  excite 
surprise.  If  Jesus  had  represented  to  them,  or  at  least  to  the  three  principal 
among  them,  the  death  of  the  daughter  of  Jairus  as  a  mere  sleep^  how  could 
they,  when  he  said  of  Lazarus,  ^  sleeps^  I  will  awake  him^  Kwoi^ifrax^  iivwvurw 
avTovj  think  that  he  refened  to  a  natural  sleep  ?  -One  would  not  awake  a 
patient  out  of  a  healthy  sleep ;  hence  it  must  have  immediately  occurred  to 
the  disciples  that  here  sleep  (fcot/Ai;o-tf)  was  spoken  of  in  the  same  sense  as  in 
the  case  of  the  maiden.  That,  instead  of  this,  the  disciples  understand  the 
deep  expressions  of  Jesus  quite  superficially,  is  entirely  in  the  fourth  Evange- 
list's favourite  manner,  which  we  have  learned  to  recognise  by  many  examples. 
If  tradition  had  in  any  way  made  known  to  him,  that  to  speak  of  death  as  a 
sleep  was  part  of  the  customary  phraseology  of  Jesus,  there  would  immediately 
spring  up  in  his  imagination,  so  fertile  in  this  kind  of  antithesis,  a  misunder- 
standing corresponding  to  that  figure  of  speech.  ^^ 

• 

*^  Comm.  2,  8.  376.     Also  Neander,  s.  346. 

^  Tholuck,  s.  202 ;  Olshausen,  2,  s.  26a 

"  Utsup. 

^  Andachtsbuch,  i,  s.  292  f.     Exeg.  Handb.  I,  3,  s.  134. 

"  s.  59  f.  79. 

*^  Comp.  de  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  3,  s.  135. 
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The  obsenration  of  the  Jews,  v.  37,  is  scarcely  conceivable,  presupposing 
the  truth  of  the  synoptical  resuscitations  of  the  dead.  The  Jews  appeal  to  the 
cure  of  the  man  born  blind  (John  ix.),  and  draw  the  inference,  that  he  who 
had  restored  sight  to  this  individual,  must  surely  have  been  able'  to  avert  the 
death  of  Lazarus.  How  came  they  to  refer  to  this  heterogeneous  and  in- 
adequate example,  if  there  lay  before  them,  in  the  two  resuscitations  of  the 
dead,  miracles  more  analogous,  and  adapted  to  give  hope  even  in  this  case  of 
actual  death  ?  It  is  certain  that  the  Galilean  resuscitations  were  prior  to  this 
of  Lazarus,  since  Jesus  after  this  period  went  no  more  into  Galilee  ;  neither 
could  those  events  remain  unknown  in  the  capital,^^  especially  as  we  are 
are  expressly  told  that  the  fame  of  them  went  abroad  into  all  that  landy 
throughout  alljudaa^  and  throughout  all  the  country  round  about.  To  the  real 
Jews  therefore  these  cases  must  have  been  well  known ;  and  as  the  fourth  Evange- 
list makes  his  Jews  refer  to  something  less  to  the  pointy  it  is  probable  that  he 
knew  nothing  of  the  above  events :  for  that  the  reference  belongs  to  him,  and 
not  to  the  Jews  themselves,  is  evident  from  the  fact,  that  he  makes  them  refer 
to  the  very  cure  which  he  had  last  narrated. 

A  formidable  difficulty  lies  also  in  the  prayer  which  is  put  into  the  mouth 
of  Jesus,  V.  41  f.  After  thanking  the  Father  for  hearing  his  prayer,  he  adds, 
that  for  himself  he  knew  well  that  the  Father  heard  him  always,  and  that  he 
uttered  this  special  thanksgiving  only  for  the  sake  of  the  people  around  him, 
in  order  to  obtain  their  belief  in  his  divine  mission.  Thus  he  first  gives  his 
address  a  relation  to  God^  and  afterwards  reduces  this  relation  to  a  feigned 
one,  intended  to  exist  only  in  the  conceptions  of  the  people.  Nor  is  the  sense 
of  the  words  such  as  Liicke  represents  it,  namely,  that  Jesus  for  his  own  part 
would  have  prayed  in  silence,  but  for  the  benefit  of  the  people  uttered  his 
prayer  aloud  (for  in  the  certainty  of  fulfilment  there  lies  no  motive  for  silent 
prayer) ;  they  imply  that  for  himself  he  had  no  need  to  thank  the  Father  for 
a  single  result,  as  if  surprised,  since  he  was  sure  beforehand  of  having  his  wish 
granted,  so  that  the  wish  and  the  thanks  were  coincident ;  that  is,  to  speak 
generally,  his  relation  to  the  Father  did  not  consist  in  single  acts  of  prayer, 
fulfilment,  and  thanks,  but  in  a  continual  and  permanent  interchange  of  these 
reciprocal  functions,  in  which  no  single  act  of  gratitude  in  and  by  itself  could 
be  distinguished  in  this  manner.  If  it  may  be  admitted  that  in  relation  to  the 
necessities  of  the  people,  and  out  of  sympathy  with  them,  such  an  isolated  act 
could  have  taken  place  on  the  part  of  Jesus ;  yet,  if  there  be  any  truth  in  this 
explanation,  Jesus  must  have  been  entirely  borne  away  by  sympathy,  must 
have  made  the  position  of  the  people  his  own,  and  thus  in  that  moment  have 
prayed  from  his  own  impulse,  and  on  his  own  behalf.*^  But,  here,  scarcely 
has  he  begun  to  pray  when  the  reflection  arises  that  he  does  this  from  no 
need  of  his  own ;  he  prays  therefore  from  no  lively  feeling,  but  out  of  cold 
accommodation,  and  this  must  be  felt  difficult  to  conceive,  nay,  even  revolting. 
He  who  in  this  manner  prays  solely  for  the  edification  of  others,  ought  in  no 
case  to  tell  them  that  he  prays  from  their  point  of  view,  not  from  his  own  ; 
since  an  audible  prayer  cannot  make  any  impression  on  the  hearers,  unless 

**  This  is  what  Neander  maintains,  L.  J.  Chr.,  s.  354.  He  objects  that  the  fourth  Evange- 
list must  in  any  case  have  known  of  resuscitations  of  the  dead  by  Jesus,  even  supposing  the 
narrative  in  question  to  be  an  unhistorical  exaggeration.  But  this  objection  is  refuted  by  the 
observation,  that,  as  an  inducement  to  the  formation  of  such  a  narrative,  the  general  tradition 
that  Jesus  had  raised  the  dead  would  be  sufficient,  and  an  acquaintance  with  particular 
instances  as  exemplars  was  not  at  all  requisite. 

*•  This  argument  applies  also  to  De  Wette,  who,  while  acknowledging  that  such  an  idea 
would  be  unsuitable  in  the  mouth  of  Jesus,  supposes  nevertheless  that  it  was  really  in  his 
mind. 
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they  suppose  the  speaker's  whole  soul  to  be  engaged.  How  then  could  Jesus 
make  his  prayer  ineffective  by  this  addition  ?  If  he  felt  impelled  to  lay  before 
God  a  confession  of  the  true  state  of  the  case,  he  might  have  done  this  in 
silence ;  that  he  uttered  the  confession  aloud,  and  that  we  in  consequence 
read  it,  could  only  happen  on  a  calculation  of  advantage  to  later  Christendom, 
to  the  readers  of  the  gospel.  While  the  thanksgiving  was,  for  obvious  reasons, 
needful  to  awake  the  faith  of  the  spectators,  the  more  developed  £aith  which 
the  fourth  gospel  presupposes,  might  regard  it  as  a  difficulty ;  because  it  might 
possibly  appear  to  proceed  from  a  too  subordinate,  and  more  particularly,  a 
too  little  constant  relation  between  the  Father  and  the  Son.  Consequently 
the  prayer  which  was  necessary  for  the  hearers,  must  be  annulled  for  readers 
of  a  later  period,  or  its  value  restricted  to  that  of  a  mere  accommodation. 
But  this  consideration  cannot  have  been  present  in  the  mind  of  Jesus :  it 
could  belong  only  to  a  Christian  who  lived  later.  This  has  been  already  felt 
by  one  critic,  who  has  hence  proposed  to  throw  v.  42  out  of  the  text,  as  an 
unauthenticated  addition  by  a  latter  hand.^  But  as  this  judgment  is  destitute 
of  any  external  reason,  if  the  above  passage  could  not  have  been  uttered  by 
Jesus,  we  must  conclude  that  the  Evangelist  only  lent  the  words  to  Jesus  in 
order  to  explain  the  preceding,  v.  41  ^  and  10  this  opinion  Liicke  has  shown 
himself  not  altogether  disinclined.'^  Assuredly  we  have  here  words,  which 
are  only  lent  to  Jesus  by  the  Evangelist :  but  if  it  be  so  with  these  words,  what 
is  our  security  that  it  is  so  only  with  these  ?  In  a  gospel  in  which  we  have 
already  detected  many  discourses  to  be  merely  lent  to  the  alleged  speakers — 
in  a  narrative  which  presents  historical  improbabilities  at  all  points, — ^the 
difficulty  contained  in  a  single  verse  is  not  a  sign  that  that  verse  does  not 
belong  to  the  rest,  but  that  the  whole  taken  together  does  not  belong  to  the 
class  of  historical  compositions.^ 

As  regards  the  gradation  in  the  external  testimony  to  the  three  narratives, 
it  has  already  been  justly  observed  by  Woolston,  that  only  the  resurrection  of 
the  daughter  of  Jairus,  in  which  the  miraculous  is  the  least  marked,  appears 
in  three  Evangelists  ;  the  two  others  are  each  related  by  one  Evangelist  only :  ^ 
and  as  it  is  far  less  easy  to  understand  the  omission  in  the  other  gospels  in 
relation  to  the  resurrection  of  Lazarus,  than  in  relation  to  the  raising  of  the 
youth  at  Nain,  there  is  here  again  a  complete  climax. 

That  the  last-named  event  is  mentioned  by  the  author  of  Luke's  gospel 
alone ;— especially  that  Matthew  and  Mark  have  it  not  instead  of  the  resuscita- 
tion of  the  daughter  of  Jairus,  or  together  with  that  narrative, — ^is  a  difficulty 
in  more  than  one  respect.^^  Even  viewed  generally  as  a  resuscitation  of  a 
dead  person,  one  would  have  thought,  as  there  were  few  of  such  miracles 
according  to  our  gospels,  and  as  they  are  highly  calculated  to  carry  conviction, 
it  could  not  have  been  too  much  trouble  to  the  Evangelists  to  recount  it  as  a 
second  instance;  especially  as  Matthew  has  thought  it  worth  while,  for 
example,  to  narrate  three  cures  of  blindness,  which  nevertheless  were  of  far 
less  importance,  and  of  which^  therefore,  he  might  have  spared  two,  inserting 
instead  of  them  either  one  or  the  other  of  the  remaining  resuscitations  of  the 
dead  But  admitting  that  the  two  first  Evangelists  had  some  reason,  no  longer 
to  be  discovered,  for  not  giving  more  than  one  history  of  a  resurrection,  they 
ought,  one  must  think^  to  have  chosen  that  of  the  youth  at  Nain  far  rather 

^'  Dieffenbach,  liber  einige  wahrscheinliche  Interpolationen  [im  Evangelium  Johannis,  in 
Bertholdt's  kriL  Journal,  5,  s.  8  f. 
^^  Comm.  z.  Job.,  ite  Aufl.,  2,  s.  310. 
^  Thus  the  author  of  the  Probabilia  also  argues,  p.  61. 
«  Disc.  5. 
^'  Comp.  Schleiermacher,  iiber  den  Lukas,  s.  103  f!. 
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than  that  of  the  daughter  of  Jairus,  because  the  former,  as  we  have  above 
observed,  was  a  more  indubitable  and  striking  resurrection.  As  nevertheless 
they  give  only  the  latter,  Matthew  at  least  can  have  known  nothing  of  the 
others ;  Mark,  it  is  true,  probably  had  it  before  him  in  Luke,  but  he  had,  as 
early  as  iii.  7,  or  20,  leaped  from  Luke  vi.  12  (17)  to  Matt.  xii.  15  ;  and  only 
^^  ^v*  35  (21  ff')  r<^turns  to  Luke  viii.  22  (16  ff.);^^  thus  passing  over  the 
resurrection  of  the  you£h  (Luke  vii.  11  ft).  But  now  arises  the  second 
question  :  how  can  the  resurrection  of  the  youth,  if  'it  really  happened,  have 
remained  unknown  to  the  author  of  the  first  gospel  ?  Even  apart  from  the 
supposition  that  this  gospel  had  an  apostolic  origin,  this  question  is  fraught 
with  no  less  difficulty  than  the  former.  Besides  the  people,  there  were  pre- 
sent many  of  his  disciples,  fiaOrfral  Uavol ;  the  place,  Nain^  according  to  the 
account  which  Josephus  gives  of  its  position  relative  to  Mount  Tabor,  cannot 
have  been  far  from  the  ordinary  Galilean  theatre  of  the  ministry  of  Jesus  ;  *• 
lastly,  the  fame  of  the  events  as  was  natural,  was  widely  disseminated  (v.  17). 
Schleiermacher  is  of  opinion  that  the  authors  of  the  first  sketches  from  the 
life  of  Jesus,  not  being  within  the  apostolic  circle,  did  not  generally  venture 
to  apply  to  the  much  occupied  apostles,  but  rather  sought  the  friends  of  Jesus 
of  the  second  order,  and  in  doing  so  they  naturally  turned  to  those  places 
where  they  might  hope  for  the  richest  harvests, — to  Capernaum  and  Jerusa- 
lem ;  events  which,  like  the  resuscitation  in  question,  occurred  in  other  places, 
could  not  so  easily  become  common  property.  But  first,  this  conception  of 
the  case  is  too  subjective,  making  the  promulgation  of  the  most  important 
deeds  of  Jesus,  dependent  on  the  researches  of  amateurs  and  collectors  of 
anecdotes,  who  went  about  gleaning,  like  Papias,  at  a  later  period  ;  secondly, 
(and  these  two  objections  are  essentially  connected,)  there  lies  at  its  founda- 
tion the  erroneous  idea  that  such  histories  were  fixed,  like  inert  bodies  once 
fallen  to  the  ground,  in  the  places  to  which  they  belonged,  guarded  there  as 
lifeless  treasures,  and  only  exhibited  to  those  who  took  the  trouble  to  resort 
to  the  spot :  instead  of  which,  they  were  rather  like  the  light-winged  inhabit- 
ants of  the  air,  flying  far  away  from  the  place  which  gave  them  birth,  roam- 
ing everywhere,  and  not  seldom  losing  all  association  with  their  original 
locality.  We  see  the  same  thing  happen  daily ;  inumerable  histories,  both 
true  and  false,  are  represented  as  having  occurred  at  the  most  widely  different 
places.  Such  a  narrative,  once  formed,  is  itself  the  substance,  the  alleged 
locality,  the  accident :  by  no  means  can  the  locality  be  the  substance,  to 
which  the  narrative  is  united  as  the  accident,  as  it  would  follow  from  Schleier- 
machefs  supposition.  Since  then  it  cannot  well  be  conceived  that  an  incident 
of  this  kind,  if  it  really  happened,  could  remain  foreign  to  the  general  tradition, 
and  hence  unknown  to  the  author  of  the  first  gospel :  the  fact  of  this  author^s 
ignorance  of  the  incident  gives  rise  to  a  suspicion  that  it  did  not  really 
happen. 

But  this  ground  of  doubt  falls  with  incomparably  greater  weight,  on  the 
narrative  of  the  resurrection  of  Lazarus  in  the  fourth  gospel.  If  the  authors 
or  collectors  of  the  three  first  gospels  knew  of  this,  they  could  not,  for  more 
than  one  reason,  avoid  introducing  it  into  their  writings.  For,  first,  of  all  the 
resuscitations  effected  by  Jesus,  nay,  of  all  his  miracles,  this  resurrection  of 
Lazarus,  if  not  the  most  wonderful,  is  yet  the  one  in  which  the  marvellous 
presents  itself  the  most  obviously  and  strikingly,  and  which  therefore,  if  its 
historical  reality  can  be  established,  is  a  pre-eminently  strong  proof  of  the 
extraordinary  endowments  of  Jesus  as  a  divine  messenger ;  ^^   whence  the 

^  Saunier,  iiber  die  quellen  des  Markus,  s.  66  ff. 

^  Comp.  Winer  bibl.  Realw.  d.  A. 

^  Let  the  reader  recollect  the  well-known  expression  of  Spinoza. 
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Evangelists,  although  they  had  related  one  or  two  other  instances  of  the  kind, 
could  not  think  it  superfluous  to  add  this  also.  But,  secondly,  the  resurrection 
of  Lazarus  had,  according  to  the  representation  of  John,  a  direct  influence  in 
the  development  of  the  fate  of  Jesus ;  for  we  learn  from  xi.  47  ff.,  that  the 
increased  resort  to  Jesus,  and  the  credit  which  this  event  procured  him,  led 
to  that  consultation  of  the  Sanhedrim  in  which  the  sanguinary  counsel  of 
Caiaphas  was  given  and  approved.  Thus  the  event  had  a  double  importance 
— pragmatical  as  well  as  dogmatical;  consequently,  the  synoptical  writers 
could  not  have  failed  to  narrate  it,  had  it  been  within  their  knowledge. 
Nevertheless,  theologians  have  found  out  all  sorts  of  reasons  why  those 
Evangelists,  even  had  the  fact  been  known  to  them,  should  refrain  from  its 
narration.  Some  have  been  of  opinion  that  at  the  time  of  the  composition  of 
the  three  first  gospels,  the  history  was  still  in  every  mouth,  so  that  to  make  a 
written  record  of  it  was  superfluous ;  *^  others,  on  the  contrary,  have  con- 
jectured that  it  was  thought  desirable  to  guard  against  its  further  publication, 
lest  danger  should  accrue  to  Lazarus  and  his  family,  the  former  of  whom, 
according  to  John  xii.  10,  was  persecuted  by  the  Jewish  hierarc*hy  on  account 
of  the  miracle  which  had  been  preformed  in  him ;  a  caution  for  which  there 
was  no  necessity  at  the  later  period  at  which  John  wrote  his  gospel.*^  It  is 
plain  that  these  two  reasons  nullify  each  other,  and  neither  of  them  is  in  itself 
worthy  of  a  serious  refutation  ;  yet  as  similar  modes  of  evading  a  difficulty  are 
still  more  frequently  resorted  to  than  might  be  supposed,  we  ought  not  to 
think  some  animadversion  on  them  altogether  thrown  away.  The  proposition, 
that  the  resurrection  of  Lazarus  was  not  recorded  by  the  synoptists  because  it 
was  generally  known  in  their  circle,  proves  too  much;  since  on  this  rule, 
precisely  the  most  important  events  in  the  life  of  Jesus,  his  baptism,  death, 
and  resurrection,  must  have  remained  unwritten.  Moreover,  writings,  which 
like  our  gospels,  originate  in  a  religious  community,  do  not  serve  merely  to 
make  known  the  unknown  ;  it  is  their  office  also  to  preserve  what  is  already 
known.  In  opposition  to  the  other  explanation,  it  has  been  remarked  by 
others,  that  the  publication  of  this  history  among  those  who  were  not  natives 
of  Palestine,  as  was  the  case  with  those  for  whom  Mark  and  Luke  wrote, 
could  have  done  no  injury  to  Lazarus  ;  and  even  the  author  of  the  first  gospel, 
admitting  that  he  wrote  in  and  for  Palestine,  could  hardly  have  withheld  a  fact 
in  which  the  glory  of  Christ  was  so  peculiarly  manifested,  merely  out  of  con- 
sideration to  Lazarus,  who,  supposing  the  more  improbable  case  that  he  was 
yet  living  at  the  time  of  the  composition  of  the  first  gospel,  ought  not,  Christian 
as  he  doubtless  was,  to  refuse  to  suffer  for  the  name  of  Christ ;  and  the  same 
observation  would  apply  to  his  family.  The  most  dangerous  time  for  Lazarus 
according  to  John  xii.  10,  was  that  immediately  after  his  resurrection,  and  a 
narrative  which  appeared  so  long  after,  could  scarcely  have  heightened  or 
renewed  this  danger ;  besides,  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Bethany  and  Jerusalem 
whence  danger  was  threatened  to  Lazarus,  the  event  must  have  been  so  well- 
known  and  remembered  that  nothing  was  to  be  risked  by  its  publication. ^^ 

**  Whitby,  Annot.  in  loc. 

''  Thus  Grotius  and  Herder ;  Olsbausen  also  adopts  this  explanation  under  the  form  of 
conjecture,  2,  s.  256  f.,  Anm. 

^  See  these  arguments  dispersed  in  Paulus  and  Lucke  on  this  chapter  ;  in  Gabler,  ut  sup. 
p.  238  ff.  ;  and  Hase,  L.  J.  §  119. — A  new  reason  why  Matthew  in  particular  is  silent  on 
tiie  resurrection  of  Lazarus,  has  been  excogitated  by  Heydenreich  (iiber  die  Unzulassigkeit 
der  mythischen  Auffassung,  2tes  Stiick,  s.  42).  The  Evangelist,  he  says,  omitted  it,  because 
it  required  to  be  represented  and  treated  with  a  tenderness  and  liveliness  of  feeling,  of  which 
he  did  not  think  himself  capable.  Hence,  the  modest  man  chose  to  avoid  the  history 
altogether  rather  than  to  deprive  it  by  his  manner  of  narration,  of  its  proper  pathos  and 
sublimity.— Idle  modesty  tnily  ! 
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It  appears  then  that  the  resurrection  of  Lazarus^  since  it  is  not  narrated  by 
the  synoptists,  cannot  have  been  known  to  them ;  and  the  question  arises, 
how  was  this  ignorance  possible  ?  Hase  gives  the  mysterious  answer,  that 
the  reason  of  this  omission  lies  hid  in  the  common  relations  under  which  the 
synoptists  in  general  were  silent  concerning  all  the  earlier  incidents  in  Judsea ; 
but  this  leaves  it  uncertain,  at  least  so  far  as  the  expressions  go,  whether  we 
ought  to  decide  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  fourth  gospel  or  of  its  predecessors. 
The  latest  criticism  of  the  gospel  of  Matthew  has  cleared  up  the  ambiguity  in 
Hase's  answer  after  its  usual  manner,  determining  the  nature  of  those  common 
relations  which  he  vaguely  adduces,  thus :  Every  one  of  the  synoptists,  by  his 
ignorance  of  a  history  which  an  apostle  must  have  known,  betrays  himself  to 
be  no  apostle.^  But  this  renunciation  of  the  apostolic  origin  of  the  6rst 
gospel,  does  not  by  any  means  enable  us  to  explain  the  ignorance  of  its 
author  and  his  compeers  of  the  resurrection  of  Lazarus.  For  besides  the 
remarkable  character  of  the  event,  its  occurrence  in  the  very  heart  of  Judaea, 
the  great  attention  excited  by  it,  and  its  having  been  witnessed  by  the 
apostles, — ^all  these  considerations  render  it  incomprehensible  that  it  should 
not  have  entered  into  the  general  tradition,  and  from  thence  into  the  synopti- 
cal gospels.  It  is  argued  that  these  gospels  are  founded  on  Galilean  legends, 
i.e.  oral  narratives  and  written  notices  by  the  Galilean  friends  and  compa- 
nions of  Jesus ;  that  these  were  not  present  at  the  resurrection  of  Lazarus,  and 
therefore  did  not  include  it  in  their  memoirs ;  and  that  the  authors  of  the 
first  gospels,  strictly  confining  themselves  to  the  Galilean  sources  of  informa- 
tion, likewise  passed  over  the  event  ^^  But  there  was  not  such  a  wall  of  par- 
tition between  Galilee  and  Judaea,  that  the  fame  of  an  event  like  the  resurrec- 
tion of  Lazarus  could  help  sounding  over  from  the  one  to  the  other.  Even 
if  it  did  not  happen  during  a  feast  time,  when  (John  iv.  45)  many  Galileans 
might  be  eye-witnesses,  yet  the  disciples,  who  were  for  the  greater  part  Gali- 
leans, were  present  (v.  16),  and  must,  so  soon  as  they  returned  into  Galilee 
after  the  resurrection  of  Jesus,  have  spread  abroad  the  history  throughout  this 
province,  or  rather,  before  this,  the  Galileans  who  kept  the  last  passover 
attended  by  Jesus,  must  have  learned  the  event,  the  report  of  which  was  so 
rife  in  the  city.  Hence  even  Llicke  finds  this  explanation  of  Gabler's  un- 
satisfactory ;  and  on  his  own  side  attempts  to  solve  the  enigma  by  the  obser- 
vation, that  the  original  evangelical  tradition,  which  the  synoptists  followed,  did 
not  represent  the  history  of  the  Passion  mainly  in  a  pragmatical  light,  and 
therefore  gave  no  heed  to  this  event  as  the  secret  motive  of  the  murderous 
resolve  against  Jesus,  and  that  only  John,  who  was  initiated  into  the  secret 
history  of  the  Sanhedrim,  was  in  a  condition  to  supply  this  explanatory  fact.^^ 
This  view  of  the  case  would  certainly  appear  to  neutralize  one  reason  why  the 
synoptists  must  have  noticed  the  event  in  question,  namely,  that  drawn  from 
its  pragmatical  importance  ;  but  when  it  is  added,  that  as  a  miracle  regarded 
in  itself,  apart  from  its  more  particular  circumstances,  it  might  easily  be  lost 
among  the  rest  of  those  narratives  from  which  we  have  in  the  three  first 
gospels  a  partly  accidental  selection,— we  must  reply,  that  the  synoptical 
selection  of  miracles  appears  to  be  an  accidental  one  only  when  that  is  at 
once  assumed  which  ought  first  to  be  proved  :  namely,  that  the  miracles  in 
the  fourth  gospel  are  historical :  and  unless  the  selection  be  casual  to  a  degree 
inconsistent  with  the  slightest  intelligence  in  the  compilers,  such  a  miracle 
cannot  have  been  overlooked. ^^ 

**  Schoeckenbuiger,  tiber  den  Urspr.,  s.  10. 

'*  Gabler,  ut  sup.  s.  240  f. ;  also  Neander,  s.  357. 

*^  Comm.  z.  Joh.  2,  s.  402. 

*7  Comp.  De  Wette,  exeg.   Handb.  i,  3,  s.  139.    In  Schleiermacher*s  Lectures  on  the 
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It  has  doubtless  been  these  and  similar  considerations,  which  have  led  the 
latest  writers  on  the  controversy  concerning  the  first  gospel,  to  complain  of 
the  one-sidedness  with  which  the  above  question  is  always  answered  to  the 
disadvantage  of  the  synoptists,  especially  Matthew,  as  if  it  were  forgotten  that 
an  answer  dangerous  to  the  fourth  gospel  lies  just  as  near  at  hand.  ^^  For 
our  own  part,  we  are  not  so  greatly  alarmed  by  the  fulminations  of  LUcke,  as 
to  be  deterred  from  the  expression  of  our  opinion  on  the  subject.  This 
theologian,  even  in  his  latest  editions,  reproaches  those  who,  from  the  silence 
of  the  synoptical  writers,  conclude  that  this  narrative  is  a  fiction  and  the 
gospel  of  John  not  authentic,  with  an  unparalleled  lack  of  discernment,  and  a 
total  want  of  insight  into  the  mutual  relations  of  our  gospels  (that  is,  into 
those  relations  viewed  according  to  the  professional  conviction  of  theologians, 
which  is  unshaken  even  by  the  often  well-directed  attacks  of  the  author  of  the 
Probabilia).  We,  nevertheless,  distinctly  declare  that  we  regard  the  history  of 
the  resurrection  of  Lazarus,  not  only  as  in  the  highest  degree  improbable  in 
itself,  but  also  destitute  of  external  evidence ;  and  this  whole  chapter,  in  con- 
nexion with  those  previously  examined,  as  an  indication  of  the  unauthenticity 
of  the  fourth  gospel. 

If  it  is  thus  proved  that  all  the  three  evangelical  histories  of  resuscitations 
are  rendered  more  or  less  doubtful  by  negative  reasons :  all  that  is  now 
wanting  to  us  is  positive  proof,  that  the  tradition  of  Jesus  having  raised  the 
dead  might  easily  be  formed  without  historical  foundation.  According  to 
rabbinical, ^^  as  well  as  New  Testament  passsages  (e.g.  John  v.  28  f.,  vi.  40, 
44  ;  r  Cor.  xv. ;  i  Thess.  iv.  16),  the  resuscitation  of  the  dead  was  ex|)ected 
of  the  Messiah  at  his  coming.  Now  the  impavcria,  the  appearance  of  the 
Messiah  Jesus  on  earth,  was  in  the  view  of  the  early  church  broken  by  his 
death  into  two  parts  ;  the  first  comprised  his  preparatory  appearance,  which 
began  with  his  human  birth,  and  ended  with  the  resurrection  and  ascension ; 
the  second  was  to  commence  with  his  future  advent  on  the  clouds  of  heaven, 
in  order  to  open  the  atmv  ftcAAcov,  tAe  age  to  come.  As  the  first  appearance  of 
Jesus  had  wanted  the  glory  and  majesty  expected  in  the  Messiah,  the  great 
demonstrations  of  messianic  power,  and  in  particular  the  general  resurrection 
of  the  dead,  were  assigned  to  his  second,  and  as  yet  future  appearance  on 
earth.  Nevertheless,  as  an  immediate  pledge  of  what  was  to  be  anticipated, 
even  in  the  first  advent  some  fore-splendours  of  the  second  must  have  been 
visible  in  single  instances ;  Jesus  must,  even  in  his  first  advent,  by  awaking 
some  of  the  dead,  have  guaranteed  his  authority  one  day  to  awake  all  the 
dead ;  he  must,  when  questioned  as  to  his  messiahship,  have  been  able  to 

Life  of  Jesus  (if  I  may  be  pennitted  to  refer  to  a  work  not  yet  printed),  the  silence  in 
question  is  explained  in  the  following  manner.  The  synoptical  Evangelists  in  general  were 
ignorant  of  the  relations  of  Jesus  with  the  family  of  Bethany,  because  perhaps  the  apostles 
did  not  wish  an  intimate  personal  connection  of  this  kind  to  pass  into  the  general  tradition, 
from  which  those  Evangelists  drew  ;  and  ignorance  of  the  relations  of  Jesus  with  the  family 
in  general,  of  course  included  ignorance  of  this  particular  fact  connected  with  them.  But 
what  motive  could  the  apostles  have  for  such  reserve  ?  Are  we  to  infer  secret,  or  even,  with 
Venturini,  tender  ties?  Must  not  such  a  private  relation  in  the  case  of  Jesus  have  presented 
much  to  edify  us  ?  The  intimations  which  John  and  Luke  afford  us  on  this  subject  contain 
in  fact  much  of  this  description,  and  from  the  narrative  which  the  latter  gives  of  the  visit  of 
Jesus  to  Martha  and  Mary,  we  see  also  that  the  apostles,  in  furnishing  their  accounts,  were 
by  no  m^ans  averse  to  allow  something  of  these  relations  to  appear,  so  far  as  they  could 
retain  a  general  interest.  Now  in  this  light,  the  resurrection  of  Laiarus,  as  a  pre-eminent 
miracle,  was  incomparably  more  valuable  than  that  visit  with  its  single  aphorism  **  One 
thing  is  needful,"  and  involved  less  of  the  private  relations  of  Jesus  with  the  family  of 
Bethany ;  the  supposed  effort  to  keep  these  secret,  could  not  therefore  have  hindered  the 
promulgation  of  the  resurrection  of  Lazarus. 

'^  Kern,  Uber  den  Ursprungdes  Evang.  Matth.,  Tiibing.  Zeitschrift,  1834,  2,  S.IIO. 

w  Bertholdt.  Christol.  Jud.  §  35. 
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adduce  among  other  criteria  the  fact  that  the  dead  were  raised  up  by  him 
(Matt  xi.  5),  and  he  must  have  imparted  the  same  power  to  his  disciples 
(Matt  xi.  8,  comp.  Acts  ix.  40,  xx.  10) ;  but  especially  as  a  close  pre6gur- 
ation  of  the  hour  in  which  all  that  are  in,  their  graves  shall  hear  his  voices  and 
shall  conie  forth  (John  v.  28  f.),  he  must  have  cried  with  a  laud  voice,  Come 
forth  !  to  one  who  hcd  lain  in  the  grave  four  days  (John  xi.  17,  43).  For  the 
origination  of  detailed  narratives  of  single  resuscitations,  there  lay,  besides,  the 
most  appropriate  types  in  the  Old  Testament  The  prophets  Elijah  and 
Elisha  (i  Kings  xvii.  17  fT. ;  2  Kings  iv.  18  if.)  had  awaked  the  dead,  and  to 
these  instances  Jewish  writings  appealed  as  a  type  of  the  messianic  time.^ 
The  object  of  the  resuscitation  was  with  both  these  prophets  a  child,  but  a 
boy,  while  in  the  narrative  common  to  the  synoptists  we  have  a  girl ;  the  two 
prophets  revived  him  while  he  lay  on  the  bed,  as  Jesus  does  the  daughter  of 
Jairus ;  both  entered  alone  into  the  chamber  of  death,  as  Jesus  excludes  all 
save  a  few  confidential  friends  ;  only,  as  it  is  fitting,  the  Messiah  needs  not 
the  laborious  manipulations  by  which  the  prophets  attained  their  object. 
Elijah  in  particular  raised  the  son  of  a  widow,  as  Jesus  did  at  Nain  ;  he  met 
the  widow  of  Zarephath  at  the  gate  (but  before  the  death  of  her  son)  as  Jesus 
met  the  widow  of  Nain,  under  the  gate  of  the  city  (after  the  death  of  her  son) ; 
lastly,  it  is  in  both  instances  told  in  the  same  words  how  the  miracle-worker 
restored  the  son  to  the  mother.^^  Even  one  already  laid  in  his  grave,  like 
Lazarus,  was  restored  to  life  by  the  prophet  Elisha  ;  with  this  difference,  how- 
ever, that  the  prophet  himself  had  been  long  dead,  and  the  contact  of  his 
bones  reanimated  a  corpse  which  was  accidentally  thrown  upon  them  (2 
Kings  xiii.  21).  There  is  yet  another  point  of  similarity  between  the  resusci- 
tations of  the  dead  in  the  Old  Testament  and  that  of  Lazarus  ;  it  is  that  Jesus, 
while  in  his  former  resuscitation  he  utters  the  authoritative  word  without  any 
preliminary,  in  that  of  Lazarus  offers  a  prayer  to  God,  as  Elisha,  an4niore 
particularly  Elijah,  are  said  to  have  done.  While  Paulus  extends  tolHese 
narratives  in  the  Old  Testament,  the  natural  explanation  which  he  has  applied 
to  those  in  the  New,  theologians  of  more  enlarged  views  have  long  ago  re- 
marked, that  the  resurrections  in  the  New  Testament  are  nothing  more  than 
mythi,  which  had  their  origin  in  the  tendency  of  the  early  Christian  church, 
to  make  her  Messiah  agree  with  the  type  of  the  'prophets,  and  with  the 
messianic  ideal.®* 

^  See  the  passages  quoted  from  Tanchuma,  Vol.  I.  §  14. 

*^  I    Kings  xvii.  23,  LXX.    kqX  fdwKev  a&rb  rj  fjofrpl  a^oD,  Luke  vii.   15  :  koX  Hiaxev 
ai/rdr  T'j  fJop-fA  airrw. 

^*  Thus  the  author  of  the  Abhandlung  iiber  die  verschiedenen  RQcksichten,  in  welchen  der 
Biograph  Jesu  arbeiten  kann,  in  Bertholdt's  krit.  Joum.,  5,  s.  237  f.,  Kaiser,  bibl.  Theol.  I, 
s.  202. — A  resuscitation  strikingly  similar  to  that  of  the  young  man  at  Nain  is  narrated  by 
Philostratus,  of  ApoUonius  of  Tyana.  "  As  according  to  Luke,  it  was  a  young  man,  the 
only  son  of  a  widow,  who  was  being  carried  out  of  the  city ;  so,  in  Philostratus,  it  is  a 
young  maiden  already  betrothed,  whose  bier  ApoUonius  meets.  The  command  to  set  down 
the  bier,  the  mere  touch,  and  a  few  words,  are  sufficient  here,  as  there,  to  bring  the  dead  to 
life  *'  (Baur,  ApoUonius  v.  Tyana  und  Christus,  s.  145).  I  should  like  to  know  whether 
Paulus,  or  any  other  critic,  would  be  inclined  to  explain  this  naturally ;  if,  however,  it 
ought  to  be  regarded  as  an  imitation  of  the  evangelical  narrative  (a  conclusion  which  can 
hanllv  be  avoided),  we  must  have  a  preconceived  opinion  of  the  character  of  the  books  of 
the  Mew  Testament,  to  evade  the  consequence,  that  the  resuscitations  of  the  dead  which 
they  contain  are  only  less  designed  imitations  of  those  in  the  Old  Testament ;  which  are 
themselves  to  be  derived  from  the  belief  of  antiquity,  that  a  victorious  power  over  death  was 
imparted  to  the  favourites  of  the  gods  (Hercules,  Esculapius,  etc.),  ana  more  immediately, 
from  the  Jewish  idea  of  a  prophet 
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§  lOI. 
ANECDOTES   HAVING  RELATION  TO  THE   SEA. 

As  in  general,  at  least  according  to  the  representations  of  the  three  first 
Evangelists  the  country  around  the  Galilean  sea  was  the.  chief  theatre  of  the 
ministry  of  Jesus ;  so  a  considerable  number  of  his  miracles  have  an  imme- 
diate reference  to  the  sea.  One  of  this  class,  the  miraculous  draught  of  fishes 
granted  to  Peter,  has  already  presented  itself  for  our  consideration ;  besides 
this,  there  are  the  miraculous  stilling  of  the  storm  which  had  arisen  on  the  sea 
while  Jesus  slept,  in  the  three  synoptists  ;  Matthew,  Mark,  and  John ;  the 
summary  of  most  of  those,  the  walking  of  Jesus  on  the  sea,  likewise  during  a 
storm,  in  incidents  which  the  appendix  to  the  fourth  gospel  places  after  the 
resurrection  ;  and  lastly,  the  anecdote  of  the  coin  that  was  to  be  angled  for  by 
Peter,  in  Matthew. 

The  first-named  narrative  (Matt.  viii.  23  flf.  parall.)  is  intended,  according 
to  the  Evangelist's  own  words,  to  represent  Jesus  to  us  as  him  whom  the  winds 
and  the  sea  obey^  o\  avefioL  koL  rf  OaXofro-a  vircucovova-iv.  Thus,  to  follow  out  the 
gradation  in  the  miraculous  which  has  been  hitherto  observed,  it  is  here  pwre- 
supposed,  not  merely  that  Jesus  could  act  on  the  human  mind  and  living 
body  in  a  psychological  and  magnetic  manner ;  or  with  a  revivifying  power 
on  the  human  organism  when  it  was  forsaken  by  vitality  ;  nay,  not  merely  as 
in  the  history  of  the  draught  of  fishes  earlier  examined,  that  he  could  act 
immediately  with  determinative  power,  on  irrational  yet  animated  existences, 
but  that  he  could  act  thus  even  on  inanimate  nature.  The  possibility  of 
finding  a  point  of  union  between  the  alleged  supernatural  agency  of  Jesus, 
and  the  natural  order  of  phenomena,  here  absolutely  ceases :  here,  at  the 
latest,  there  is  an  end  to  miracles  in  the  wider  and  now  more  favoured  sense ; 
and  we  come  to  those  which  must  be  taken  in  the  narrowest  sense,  or  to  the 
miracle  proper.  The  purely  supranaturalistic  view  is  therefore  the  first  to 
suggest  itself.  Olshausen  has  justly  felt,  that  such  a  power  over  external 
nature  is  not  essentially  connected  with  the  destination  of  Jesus  for  the  human 
race  and  for  the  salvation  of  man  ;  whence  he  was  led  to  place  the  natural 
phenomenon  which  is  here  controlled  by  Jesus  in  a  relation  to  sin,  and  there- 
fore to  the  office  of  Jesus.  Storms,  he  says,  are  the  spasms  and  convulsions  of 
nature,  and  as  such  the  consequences  of  sin,  the  fearful  effects  of  which  are 
seen  even  on  the  physical  side  of  existence.^  But  it  is  only  that  limited  ob- 
servation of  nature  which  in  noting  the  particular  forgets  the  general,  that  can 
regard  storms,  tempests,  and  similar  phenomena'  (which  in  connexion  with 
the  whole  have  their  necessary  place  and  beneficial  influence)  as  evils  and 
departure  from  original  law  :  and  a  theory  of  the  world  in  which  it  is  seriously 
upheld,  that  before  the  fall  there  were  no  storms  and  tempests,  as,  on  the 
other  hand,  no  beasts  of  prey  and  poisonous  plants,  partakes — one  does  not 
know  whether  to  say,  of  the  fanatical,  or  of  the  childish.  But  to  what  pur- 
pose, if  the  above  explanation  will  not  hold,  could  Jesus  be  gifted  with  such 
a  power  over  nature  ?  As  a  means  of  awakening  faith  in  him,  it  was  inade- 
quate and  su(>erfluous  :  because  Jesus  found  individual  adherents  without 
any  demonstration  of  a  power  of  this  kind,  and  general  acceptance  even  this 
did  not  procure  him.  As  little  can  it  be  regarded  as  a  type  of  the  original 
dominion  of  man  over  external  nature,  a  dominion  which  he  is  destined  to  re- 
attain  ;  for  the  value  of  this  dominion  consists  precisely  in  this,  that  it  is  a 
mediate  one,  achieved  by  the  progressive  reflection  and  the  united  efforts  of 

^  BibL  Comm.  I,  s.  2S7. 
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ages,  not  an  immediate  and  magical  dominion,  which  costs  no  more  than  a 
word.  Hence  in  relation  to  that  part  of  nature  of  which  we  are  here  speaking 
the  compass  and  the  steam-vessel  are  an  incomparably  truer  realization  of 
man's  dominion  over  the  ocean,  than  the  allaying  of  the  waves  by  a  mere 
word.  But  the  subject  has  another  aspect,  since  the  dominion  of  man  over 
nature  is  not  merely  external  and  practical,  but  also  immanent  or  theoretical, 
that  is,  man  even  when  externally  he  is  subjected  to  the  might  of  the  elements, 
yet  is  not  internally  conquered  by  them ;  but,  in  the  conviction  that  the 
powers  of  physical  nature  can  only  destroy  in  him  that  which  belongs  to  his 
physical  existence,  is  elevated  in  the  self-certainty  of  the  spirit  above  the 
possible  destruction  of  the  body.  This  spiritual  power,  it  is  said,  was 
exhibited  by  Jesus,  for  he  slept  tranquilly  in  the  midst  of  the  storm,  and  when 
awaked  by  his  trembling  disciples,  inspired  them  with  courage  by  his  words. 
But  for  courage  to  be  shown,  real  danger  must  be  apprehended :  now  for 
Jesus,  supposing  him  to  be  conscious  of  an  immediate  power  over  nature, 
danger  could  in  no  degree  exist :  therefore  he  could  not  here  give  any  proof 
of  this  theoretical  power. 

In  both  respects  the  natural  explanation  would  find  only  the  conceivable 
and  the  desirable  attributed  to  Jesus  in  the  evangelical  narrative ;  namely,  on 
the  one  hand,  an  intelligent  observation  of  the  state  of  the  weather ,  and  on 
the  other,  exalted  courage  in  the  presence  of  real  peril.  When  we  read  that 
Jesus  commanded  the  winds  imnfjifv  rotf  dyc/xois,  we  are  to  understand  simply 
that  he  made  some  remark  on  the  storm,  or  some  exclamations  at  its  violence : 
and  his  calming  of  the  sea  we  are  to  regard  only  as  a  prognostication,  founded 
on  the  observation  of  certain  signs,  that  the  storm  would  soon  subside.  His 
address  to  the  disciples  is  said  to  have  proceeded,  like  the  celebrated  saying 
of  Csesar,  from  the  confidence  that  a  man  who  was  to  leave  an  impress  on  the 
world's  history,  could  not  so  lightly  be  cut  short  in  his  career  by  an  accident. 
That  those  who  were  in  the  ship  regarded  the  subsidence  of  the  storm  as  the 
effect  of  the  words  of  Jesus,  proves  nothing,  for  Jesus  nowhere  confirms  their 
inference.^  But  neither  does  he  disapprove  it,  although  he  must  have 
observed  the  impression  which,  in  consequence  of  that  inference,  the  result 
had  made  on  the  people  ;  *  he  must  therefore,  as  Venturini  actually  supposes, 
have  designedly  refrained  from  shaking  their  high  opinion  of  his  miraculous 
power,  in  order  to  attach  them  to  him  the  more  firmly.  But,  setting  this  al- 
together aside,  was  it  likely  that  the  natural  presages  of  the  storm  should  have 
been  better  understood  by  Jesus,  who  had  never  been  occupied  on  the  sea, 
than  by  Peter,  James,  and  John,  who  had  been  at  home  on  it  from  their 
youth  upwards  ?  * 

It  remains  then  that,  taking  the  incident  as  it  is  narrated  by  the  Evangelists, 
we  must  regard  it  as  a  miracle ;  but  to  raise  this  from  an  exegeiical  result  to  a 
real  fact,  is,  according  to  the  above  remarks  extremely  difficult :  whence  there 
arises  a  suspicion  against  the  historical  character  of  the  narrative.  Viewed 
more  nearly  however,  and  taking  Matthew's  account  as  the  basis,  there  is 
nothing  to  object  to  the  narrative  until  the  middle  of  v.  26.  It  might  really 
have  happened  that  Jesus  in  one  of  his  frequent  passages  across  the  Gali- 
lean sea,  was  sleeping  when  a  storm  arose ;  that  the  disciples  awaked  him 
with  alarm,  while  he,  calm  and  self-possessed,  said  to  them,  IVhy  are  ye  fear- 
ful^ O  ye  of  little  faith  f    What  follows — the  commanding  of  the  waves,  which 

'  Thus    Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.,  I,  b,  s.  468  fT.  ;  Venturini,  2,  s.  166  ff  ;  Kaiser,  bibl. 
Theol.,  1,8.  197.    Hase,  also,  §  74,  Uiinks  this  view  probable. 

»  Neander,  L.  J.  Chr.,  s.  363,  who  for  the  rest  here  offers  but  a  weak  defence  against  the 
natural  explanation. 

*  Hase,  ut  sup. 

I  I 
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Mark,  with  his  well-known  fondness  for  such  authoritative  words,  reproduces 
as  if  he  were  giving  the  exact  words  of  Jesus  in  a  Greek  translation  (crcomia, 
TTc^t/uooro !) — might  have  been  added  in  the  propagation  of  the  anecdote  from 
one  to  another.  There  was  an  inducement  to  attribute  to  Jesus  such  a  com- 
mand over  the  winds  and  the  sea,  not  only  in  the  opinion  entertained  of  his 
person,  but  also  in  certain  features  of  the  Old  Testament  history.  Here,  in 
poetical  descriptions  of  the  passage  of  the  Israelites  through  the  Red  Sea, 
Jehovah  is  designated  as  he  who  rebuked  the  Red  Sea^  hrerifiriae  rg  ipvSpf. 
$akaxr<rg  (Psa.  cvL  9  ;  LXX.  comp.  Nahum  i.  4),  so  that  it  retreated.  Now, 
as  the  instrument  in  this  partition  of  the  Red  Sea  was  Moses,  it  was  natural 
to  ascribe  to  his  great  successor,  the  Messiah,  a  similar  function ;  accordingly 
we  actually  find  from  rabbinical  passages,  that  a  drying  up  of  the  sea  was  ex- 
pected to  be  wrought  by  God  in  the  messianic  times,  doubtless  through  the 
agency  of  the  Messiah,  as  formerly  through  that  of  Moses.^  That  instead  of 
drying  up  the  sea  Jesus  is  said  only  to  produce  a  calm,  may  be  explained,  on 
the  supposition  that  the  storm  and  the  composure  exhibited  by  Jesus  on  the 
occasion  were  historical,  as  a  consequence  of  the  mythical  having  combined 
itself  with  this  historical  element ;  for,  as  according  to  this,  Jesus  and  his 
disciples  were  on  board  a  ship,  a  drying  up  of  the  sea  would  have  been  out 
of  place. 

Still  it  is  altogether  without  any  sure  precedent,  that  a  mythical  addition 
should  be  engrafted  on  the  stem  of  a  real  incident,  so  as  to  leave  the  latter 
totally  unmodified.  And  there  is  one  feature,  even  in  the  part  hitherto 
assumed  to  be  historical,  which,  more  narrowly  examined,  might  just  as 
probably  have  been  invented  by  the  legend  as  have  really  happened.  That 
Jesus,  before  the  storm  breaks  out,  is  sleeping,  and  even  when  it  arises,  does 
not  immediately  awake,  is  not  his  voluntary  deed,  but  chance ;  ^  it  is  this  very 
chance,  however,  which  alone  gives  the  scene  its  full  significance,  for  Jesus 
sleeping  in  the  storm  is  by  the  contrast  which  he  presents,  a  not  less  emblematical 
image  than  Ulysses  sleeping  when,  after  so  many  storms,  he  was  about  to  land 
on  his  island  home.  Now  that  Jesus  really  slept  at  the  time  that  a  storm 
broke  out,  may  indeed  have  happened  by  chance  in  one  case  out  of  ten  ;  but 
in  the  nine  cases  also,  when  this  did  not  happen,  and  Jesus  only  showed 
himself  calm  and  courageous  during  the  storm,  I  am  inclined  to  think  that 
the  legend  would  so  far  have  understood  her  interest,  that,  as  she  had  repre- 
sented the  contrast  of  the  tranquillity  of  Jesus  with  the  raging  of  the  elements 
to  the  intellect,  by  means  of  the  words  of  Jesus,  so  she  would  depict  it  for  the 
imagination,  by  means  of  the  image  of  Jesus  sleeping  in  the  ship  (or  as  Mark 
has  it,''  on  a  pillow  in  the  hinder  part  of  the  ship).  If  then  that  which  may 
possibly  have  happened  in  a  single  case,  must  certainly  have  been  invented  by 
the  legend  in  nine  cases ;  the  expositor  must  in  reason  prepare  himself  for  the 
undeniable  possibility,  that  we  have  before  us  one  of  the  nine  cases,  instead 
of  that  single  case.^  If  then  it  be  granted  that  nothing  further  remains  as  an 
historical  foundation  for  our  narrative,  than  that  Jesus  exhorted  his  disciples 
CO  show  the  firm  courage  of  faith  in  opposition  to  the  raging  waves  of  the  sea, 

*  Vid.  Vol.  I,  §  14,  note  9. 

®  Neander  altei-s  the  fact,  when  he  describes  Jesus  as  falling  asleep  in  the  midst  of  the 
fury  of  the  storm  and  the  waves,  and  thus  manifesting  a  tranquillity  of^  soul  which  no  terror 
of  nature  could  disturb  (s.  362).  Luke  says  expressly,  as  they  sailed  he  fell  asleep :  €md  there 
came  down  a  storm,  etc,  rX66miir  ^  airruw  d^wwiofff  koI  Karipii  Xa/Xa^  k.  t.  X.,  and  accord- 
ing to  the  representation  of  the  other  Evangelists  also,  the  sleeping  of  Jesus  appears  to  have 
preceded  the  breaking  out  of  the  storm,  since  otherwise  the  timorous  disciples  would  not 
have  awaked  him — they  would  rather  not  have  allowed  him  to  go  to  sleep. 

^  Comp  Saunier,  iiber  die  Quellen  des  Markus,  s.  82. 

'  This  may  serve  as  an  answer  to  Tholuck's  accusation,  Glaubwiirdigkeit,  s.  i  la 


MIRACLES — ANECDOTES  RELATING  TO  THE  SEA.  499 

it  is  certainly  possible  that  he  may  once  have  done  this  in  a  storm  at  sea  ;  but 
just  as  he  said  :  if  ye  have  faith  as  a  grain  of  mustard  seed,  ye  may  say  to4his 
mountain,  Be  thou  removed,  and  cast  into  the  sea  (Matt  xxi.  21),  or  to  this 
tree,  Be  thou  plucked  up  by  the  root,  and  be  thou  planted  in  the  sea  (Luke 
xvii.  6),  and  both  shall  be  done  {koX  vm/Kovo-cv  &v  v/uv,  Luke) :  so  he  might, 
not  merely  on  the  sea,  but  in  any  situation,  make  use  of  the  figure,  that  to 
him  who  has  faith,  winds  and  waves  shall  be  obedient  at  a  word  (ore  fcal  roT? 

avcfioi9  iTTiTafra-u  kcu  ria  vSari,  ical  \nraKOvov(ny  avra>,  Luke).     If  we  now  take 

into  account  what  even  Olshausen  remarks,  and  Schneckenburger  has  shown,' 
that  the  contest  of  the  kingdom  of  God  with  the  world  was  in  the  early  times 
of  Christianity  commonly  compared  to  a  voyage  through  a  stormy  ocean  ;  we 
see  at  once,  how  easily  legend  might  come  to  frame  such  a  narrative  as  the 
above,  on  the  suggestions  afforded  by  the  parallel  between  the  Messiah  and 
Moses,  the  expressions  of  Jesus,  and  the  conception  of  him  as  the  pilot  who 
steers  the  little  vessel  of  the  kingdom  of  God  through  the  tumultuous  waves 
of  the  world.  Setting  this  aside,  however,  and  viewing  the  matter  only 
generally,  in  relation  to  the  idea  of  a  miracle-worker,  we  find  a  similar  power 
over  storms  and  tempests,  ascribed,  for  example,  to  Pythagoras.^^ 

We  have  a  more  complicated  anecdote  connected  with  the  sea,  wanting  in 
Luke,  but  contained  in  John  vi.  16  ff.,  as  well  as  in  Matt.  xiv.  22  ff.,  and 
Mark  vi.  45  ff.,  where  a  storm  overtakes  the  disciples  when  sailing  by  night, 
and  Jesus  appears  to  their  rescue,  walking  towards  them  on  the  sea.  Here, 
again,  the  storm  subsides  in  a  marvellous  manner  on  the  entrance  of  Jesus 
into  the  ship ;  but  the  peculiar  difficulty  of  the  narrative  lies  in  this,  that  the 
body  of  Jesus  appears  so  entirely  exempt  from  a  law  which  governs  all  other 
human  bodies  without  exception,  namely,  the  law  of  gravitation,  that  he  not 
only  does  not  sink  under  the  water,  but  does  not  even  dip  into  it ;  on  the 
contrary,  he  walks  erect  on  the  waves  as  on  firm  land.  If  we  are  to  represent 
this  to  ourselves,  we  must  in  some  way  or  other,  conceive  the  body  of  Jesus 
as  an  ethereal  phantom,  according  to  the  opinion  of  the  Docetse ;  a  conception 
which  the  Fathers  of  the  Church  condemned  as  irreligious,  and  which  we 
must  reject  as  extravagant.  Olshausen  indeed  says,  that  in  a  superior  cor- 
poreality, impregnated  with  the  powers  of  a  higher  world,  such  an  appearance 
need  not  create  surprise :  *^  but  these  are  words  to  which  we  can  attach  no 
definite  idea.  If  the  spiritual  activity  of  Jesus  which  refined  and  perfected 
his  corporeal  nature,  instead  of  being  conceived  as  that  which  more  and  more 
completely  emancipated  his  body  from  the  psychical  laws  of  passion  and 
sensuality,  is  understood  as  if  by  its  means  the  body  was  exempted  from  the 
physical  law  of  gravity  : — this  is  a  materialism  of  which,  as  in  a  former  case, 
it  is  difficult  to  decide  whether  it  be  more  fantastical  or  childish.  If  Jesus 
did  not  sink  in  the  water,  he  must  have  been  a  spectre,  and  the  disciples  in 
our  narrative  would  not  have  been  wrong  in  taking  him  for  one.  We  must 
also  recollect  that  on  his  baptism  in  the  river  Jordan,  Jesus  did  not  exhibit 
this  property,  but  was  submerged  like  an  ordinary  man.  Now  had  he  at  that 
time  also  the  power  of  sustaining  himself  on  the  surface  of  the  water,  and 
only  refrained  from  using  it  ?  and  did  he  thus  increase  or  reduce  his  specific 
gravity  by  an  act  of  his  will?  or  are  we  to  suppose,  as  Olshausen  would 

*  Ueber  den  Urspning,  u.  s.  f.,  s.  68  f. 

^^  According  to  JambTich.  vita  Pyth,  135,  ed.  Ktessling,  there  were  narrated  of  Pytha- 
goras, dy^/iwr  fiuUiow  x"^^^  ''^  x^^*^  rapavrUca,  xarcvt^ctf  koI  KVfjtdnaif  irora/Jwr  re  Kal 
$aKMrffltar  dx€v5iaa/iol   rpds  e^ftaprj  r(av  iroUpwy  iid^ffiPy  insiantantous  tranquiliizings  of 
violent  winds  and  hailstormsy  and  sooihings  of  the  waves  of  rivers  and  seas,  to  afford  easy 
transit  to  his  companions,     Comp.  Porphyr.  v.  p.  29  same  ed. 

^^  Ut  snp.  s.  491. 
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perhaps  say,  that  at  the  time  of  his  baptism  he  had  not  attained  so  far  in  the 
process  of  subtilizing  his  body,  as  to  be  freely  borne  up  by  the  water,  and  that 
he  only  reached  this  point  at  a  later  period  ?  These  are  questions  which 
Olshausen  justly  calls  absurd :  nevertheless  they  serve  to  open  a  glimpse  into 
the  abyss  of  absurdities  in  which  we  are  involved  by  the  supranaturalistic 
interpretation,  and  particularly  by  that  which  this  theologian  gives  of  the 
narrative  before  us. 

To  avoid  these,  the  natural  explanation  has  tried  many  expedients.  The 
boldest  is  that  of  Faulus,  who  maintains  that  the  text  does  not  state  that 
Jesus  walked  on  the  water ;  and  that  the  miracle  in  this  passage  is  nothing 
but  a  philological  mistake,  since  ircpiirarctv  hrl  rrj9  Oakaaayp  is  analogous  to 
the  expression  orparoircScvciv  lirt  t^  ^oXcurcn/s,  £xod.  xiv.  2,  and  signifies 
to  walk,  as  the  other  to  encamp,  over  the  sea,  that  is,  on  the  elevated  sea- 
shore.^' According  to  the  meaning  of  the  words  taken  separately,  this  ex- 
planation is  possible :  its  real  applicability  in  this  particular  instance,  however, 
must  be  determined  by  the  context.  Now  this  represents  the  disciples  as 
having  rowed  twenty-five  or  thirty  furlongs  (John),  or  as  being  in  the  midst 
of  the  sea  (Matthew  and  Mark),  and  then  it  is  said  that  Jesus  came  towards 
the  ship,  and  so  near  that  he  could  speak  to  them,  trcptTrarwi^  hrl  rrjq  OaXaaxnfi. 
How  could  he  do  this  if  he  remained  on  the  shore  ?  To  obviate  this  ob- 
jection, Paulus  conjectures  that  the  disciples  in  that  stormy  night  probably 
only  skirted  the  shore ;  but  the  words  iv  fUcna  r^  ^0X00-0179,  in  the  midst  of 
the  stay  though  not,  we  grant,  to  be  construed  with  mathematical  strictness, 
yet,  even  taken  according  to  the  popular  mode  of  speaking,  are  too  decidedly 
opposed  to  such  a  supposition  for  it  to  be  worth  our  further  consideration. 
But  this  mode  of  interpretation  encounters  a  fatal  blow  in  the  passage  where 
Matthew  says  of  Peter,  that  having  come  down  out  of  the  ship  he  walked  on  the 
water^  Ka.TaJ^o.%  Lico  rov  irXoiov  Trcpiciran^o'cv  ciri  rot  v&ira  (v.  29)  ;  for  as  it  is 
said  shortly  after  that  Peter  began  to  sink  (KaTatrovTCi€crOai\  walking  merely 
on  the  shore  cannot  have  been  intended  here  ;  and  if  not  here,  neither  can  it 
have  been  intended  in  the  former  instance  relating  to  Jesus,  the  expressions 
being  substantially  the  same.^^ 

But  if  Peter,  in  his  attempt  to  walk  upon  the  waters^  ir€pi7raT€iy  ivl  ra  v8ara, 
began  to  sink,  may  we  not  still  suppose  that  both  he  and  Jesus  merely  swam 
in  the  sea,  or  waded  through  its  shallows?  Both  these  suppositions  have 
actually  been  advanced.  ^^  But  the  act  of  wading  must  have  been  expressed 
by  TTcpiirarctv  &a  1^9  Oakaxraifs,  and  had  that  of  swimming  been  intended,  one 
or  other  of  the  parallel  passages  would  certainly  have  substituted  the  precise 
expression  for  the  ambiguous  one :  besides,  it  must  be  alike  impossible  either 
to  swim  from  twenty-five  to  thirty  furlongs  in  a  storm,  or  to  wade  to  about  the 
middle  of  the  sea^  which  certainly  was  beyond  the  shallows  ;  a  swimmer  could 
not  easily  be  taken  for  a  spectre ;  and,  lastly,  the  prayer  of  Peter  for  special 
permission  to  imitate  Jesus,  and  his  failure  in  it  from  want  of  faith,  point  to 
something  supernatural.^^ 

The  reasoning  on  which  the  natural  mode  of  interpretation  rests  here,  as 
elsewhere,  has  been  enunciated  by  Paulus  in  connexion  with  this  passage  in 
a  form  which  reveals  its  fundamental  error  in  a  particularly  happy  manner. 
The  question,  he  says,  in  such  cases  is  always  this  :  which  is  more  probable, 

^'  Paulus,  Memorabilien,  6,  Stuck,  No.  V.  ;  exeg.  Handb.  2,  s.  238  ft, 

^*  Against  the  extremely  arbitrary  expedient  which  Paulus  has  here  adopted,  see  Storr, 
Opnsc.  acad.  3,  p.  288. 

^*  The  former  by  Bolten,  Bericht  des  Matthaus,  in  loc ;  the  latter  in  Henke's  neneni 
Magazin,  6,  2,  s.  327  ff. 

^^  Comp.  Paulus  and  Fritzsche,  in  loc. 


MIRACLES— ANECDOTES  RELATING  TO  THE  SEA.  SOI 

that  the  evangelical  writer  should  use  aa  expression  not  perfectly  exact,  or 
that  there  should  be  a  departure  from  the  course  of  nature  ?  It  is  evident 
that  the  dilemma  is  falsely  stated,  and  should  rather  be  put  thus :  Is  it  more 
probable  that  the  author  should  express  himself  inaccurately  (rather,  in  direct 
contradiction  to  the  supposed  sense),  or  that  he  should  mean  to  narrate  a 
departure  from  the  course  of  nature  ?  For  only  what  he  means  to  narrate  is 
the  immediate  point  of  inquiry ;  what  really  happened  is,  even  according  to 
the  distinction  of  the  judgment  of  a  writer  from  the  fact  that  he  states,  on 
which  Paulus  everlastingly  insists,  an  altogether  different  question.  Because 
according  to  our  views  a  departure  from  the  course  of  nature  cannot  have 
taken  place,  it  by  no  means  follows,  that  a  writer  belonging  to  the  primitive 
age  of  Christianity  could  not  have  credited  and  narrated  such  a  case ;  ^^  and 
therefore  to  abolish  the  miraculous,  we  must  not  explain  it  away  from  the 
narrative,  but  rather  inquire  whether  the  narrative  itself,  either  in  whole  or  in 
part,  must  not  be  excluded  from  the  domain  of  history.  In  relation  to  this 
inquiry,  first  of  all,  each  of  our  three  accounts  has  peculiar  features  which  in 
an  historical  light  are  suspicious. 

The  most  striking  of  these  features  is  found  in  Mark  v.  48,  where  he  says  of 
Jesus  that  he  came  walking  on  the  sea  towards  the  disciples,  and  would  have 
passed  by  ihem^  mx  ^^cXc  irapcX^ctv  avrous,  but  that  he  was  constrained  by  their 
anxious  cries  to  take  notice  of  them.  With  justice  Fritzsche  interprets  Mark's 
meaning  to  be,  that  it  was  the  intention  of  Jesus,  supported  by  divine  power, 
to  walk  across  the  whole  sea  as  on  firm  land.  But  with  equal  justice  Paulus 
asks,  Could  anything  have  been  more  useless  and  extravagant  than  to  perform 
so  singular  a  miracle  without  any  eye  to  witness  it  ?  We  must  not  however 
on  this  account,  with  the  latter  theologian,  interpret  the  words  of  Mark  as 
implying  a  natural  event,  namely,  that  Jesus,  being  on  the  land,  was  going  to 
pass  by  the  disciples  who  were  sailing  in  a  ship  not  far  from  the  shore,  for  the 
miraculous  interpretation  of  the  passage  is  perfectly  accordant  with  the  spirit 
of  our  Evangelist  Not  contented  with  the  representation  of  his  informant, 
that  JesuB,  on  this  one  occasion,  adopted  this  extraordinary  mode  of  progress 
with  special  reference  to  his  disciples,  he  aims  by  the  above  addition  to 
convey  the  idea  of  walking  on  the  water  being  so  natural  and  customary  with 
Jesus,  that  without  any  regard  to  the  disciples,  whenever  a  sheet  of  water  lay 
in  his  road,  he  walked  across  it  as  unconcernedly  as  if  it  had  been  dry  land. 
But  such  a  mode  of  procedure,  if  habitual  with  Jesus,  would  presuppose  most 
decidedly  a  subtilization  of  his  body  such  as  (Dlshausen  supposes ;  it  would 
therefore  presuppose  what  is  inconceivable.  Hence  this  particular  of  Mark's 
presents  itself  as  one  of  the  most  striking  among  those  by  which  the  second 
Evangelist  now  and  then  approaches  to  the  exaggerations  of  the  apocryphal 
gospels.1^ 

In  Matthew,  the  miracle  is  in  a  different  manner,  not  so  much  heightened 
as  complicated ;  for  there,  not  only  Jesus,  but  Peter  also  makes  an  experiment 
in  walking  on  the  sea,  not  indeed  altogether  successful.  This  trait  is  ren- 
dered suspicious  by  its  intrinsic  character,  as  well  as  by  the  silence  of  the  two 
other  narrators.  Immediately  on  the  word  of  Jesus,  and  in  virtue  of  the  faith 
which  he  has  in  the  beginning,  Peter  actually  succeeds  in  walking  on  the 
water  for  some  time,  and  only  when  he  is  assailed  by  fear  and  doubt  does  he 
begin  to  sink.    What  are  we  to  think  of  this  ?    Admitting  that  Jesus,  by  means 

**  See  the  excellent  passage  in  Fritzsche,  Comm.  in  Matth.,  p.  505. 

'^  Mark's  inclination  to  exaggerate  shows  itself  also  in  his  concluding  sentence,  v.  5i> 
(oomp.  vii.  37) :  and  they  were  sore  amazed  in  themselves  beyond  measure  and  wondered; 
whicn  will  scarcely  be  understood  to  import,  as  Paulus  supposes  (2,  s.  266),  a  disapproval  of 
the  excessive  astonishment. 
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of  his  etherealized  body,  could  walk  on  the  water,  how  could  he  command 
Peter,  who  was  not  gifted  with  such  a  body,  to  do  the  same  ?  or  if  by  a  mere 
word  he  could  give  the  body  of  Peter  a  dispensation  from  the  law  of  gravita- 
tion, can  he  have  been  a  man  ?  and  if  a  God,  would  he  thus  lighdy  cause  a 
suspension  of  natural  laws  at  the  caprice  of  a  man  ?  or,  lastly,  are  we  to 
suppose  that  faith  has  the  power  instantaneously  to  lessen  the  specific  gravity 
of  the  body  of  a  believer  ?  Faith  is  certainly  said  to  have  such  a  power  in 
the  figurative  discourse  of  Jesus  just  referred  to,  according  to  which  the 
believer  is  able  to  remove  mountains  and  trees  into  the  sea, — and  why  not 
also  himself  to  walk  on  the  sea?  The  moral  that  as  soon  as  faith  falters, 
power  ceases,  could  not  be  so  aptly  presented  by  either  of  the  two  former 
figures  as  by  the  latter,  in  the  following  form :  as  long  as  a  man  has  faith  he 
is  able  to  walk  unharmed  on  the  unstable  sea,  but  no  sooner  does  he  give 
way  to  doubt  than  he  sinks,  unless  Christ  extend  to  him  a  helping  hand. 
The  fundamental  thought,  then,  of  Matthew's  episodical  narrative  is,  that 
Peter  was  too  confident  in  the  firmness  of  his  faith,  that  by  its  sudden  failure 
he  incurred  great  danger,  but  was  rescued  by  Jesus ;  a  thought  which  is 
actually  expressed  in  Luke  xxii.  31  f.,  where  Jesus  says  to  Simon  :  Satan  hath 
desired  to  have  you  that  he  may  sift  you  as  wheat ;  but  I  have  prayed  for  thee 
that  thy  faith  fail  not.  These  words  of  Jesus  have  reference  to  Peter's  coming 
denial ;  this  was  the  occasion  when  his  faith,  on  the  strength  of  which  he  had 
just  before  offered  to  go  with  Jesus  to  prison  and  to  death,  would  have 
wavered,  had  not  the  Lord  by  his  intercession,  procured  him  new  strength. 
If  we  add  to  this  the  above-mentioned  habit  of  the  early  Christians  to  repre- 
sent the  persecuting  world  under  the  image  of  a  turbulent  sea,  we  cannot 
fail,  with  one  of  the  latest  critics,  to  perceive  in  the  description  of  Peter 
courageously  volunteering  to  walk  on  the  sea,  soon,  however,  sinking  from 
faintheartedness,  but  borne  up  by  Jesus,  an  allegorical  and  mythical  represen- 
tation of  that  trial  of  faith  which  this  disciple  who  imagined  himself  so  strong, 
met  so  weakly,  and  which  higher  assistance  alone  enabled  him  to  surmount ^^ 
But  the  account  of  the  fourth  gospel  also  is  not  wanting  in  peculiar  features, 
which  betray  an  unhistoricai  character.  It  has  ever  been  a  cross  to  harmon- 
ists, that  while  according  to  Matthew  and  Mark,  the  ship  was  only  in  the 
middle  of  the  sea  when  Jesus  reached  it :  according  to  John,  it  immediately 
after  arrived  at  the  opposite  shore ;  that  while,  according  to  the  former,  Jesus 
actually  entered  into  the  ship,  and  the  storm  thereupon  subsided  :  according 
to  John,  on  the  contrary,  the  disciples  did  indeed  wish  to  take  htm  into  the 
ship,  but  their  actually  doing  so  was  rendered  superfluous  by  their  immediate 
arrival  at  the  place  of  disembarkation.  It  is  true  that  here  also  abundant 
methods  of  reconciliation  have  been  found.  First,  the  word  ^^cXov,  they 
wished^  added  to  Xafieiv,  to  receive^  is  said  to  be  a  mere  redundancy  of  ex- 
pression ;  then,  to  signify  simply  the  joyfulness  of  the  reception,  as  if  it 
had  been  said,  c^eXovrcs  Ikafiov ;  then,  to  describe  the  first  impression  which 
the  recognition  of  Jesus  made  on  the  disciples,  his  reception  into  the  ship, 
which  really  followed,  not  being  mentioned. ^^  But  the  sole  reason  for  such 
an  interpretation  lies  in  the  unauthorized  comparison  with  the  synoptical 
accounts :  in  the  narrative  of  John,  taken  separately,  there  is  no  ground  for 
it,  nay,  it  is  excluded.  For  the  succeeding  sentence  :  cv^cW  to  irKolov  cycVcro 
cVi  T^s  y^s,  CIS  rjjv  wr^ov,  immediately  the  ship  was  at  the  land  whither  they 
wenty  though  it  is  united,  not  by  3c  but  by  Kal,  can  nevertheless  only  be  taken 
antithetically,  in  the  sense  that  the  reception  of  Jesus  into  the  ship,  notwith- 

"  Schneckenburger,  uber  den  Ursprung  u.  s.  f.,  s.  68  f. ;  Weisse,  die  evang.  Gesckichte, 
I,  &  521. 
*»  Vid.  Lucke  and  Tholuck. 
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Standing  the  readiness  of  the  disciples,  did  not  really  take  place,  because  they 
were  already  at  the  shore.  In  consideration  of  this  difference,  Chrysostom 
held  that  there  were  two  occasions  on  which  Jesus  walked  on  the  sea.  He 
says  that  on  the  second  occasion,  which  John  narrates,  Jesus  did  not  enter 
into  the  ship,  in  order  that  the  miracle  might  be  greater  Iva  ro  Oavfia  fi€iiov 
IpywnfTOJu^  This  view  we  may  transfer  to  the  Evangelist,  and  say  :  if  Mark 
has  aggrandized  the  miracle,  by  implying  that  Jesus  intended  to  walk  past 
the  disciples  across  the  entire  sea ;  so  John  goes  yet  farther,  for  he  makes 
him  actually  accomplish  this  design,  and  without  being  taken  into  the  ship, 
arrive  at  the  opposite  shore.**  Not  only,  however,  does  the  fourth  Evangelist 
seek  to  aggrandize  the  miracle  before  us,  but  also  to  establish  and  authenticate 
it  more  securely.  According  to  the  synoptists,  the  sole  witnesses  were  the 
disciples,  who  saw  Jesus  come  towards  them,  walking  on  the  sea  :  John  adds 
to  these  few  immediate  witnesses,  a  multitude  of  mediate  ones,  namely,  the 
people  who  were  assembled  when  Jesus  performed  the  miracle  of  the  loaves 
and  fishes.  These,  when  on  the  following  morning  they  no  longer  find  Jesus 
on  the  same  spot,  make  the  calculation,  that  Jesus  cannot  have  crossed  the 
sea  by  ship,  for  he  did  not  get  into  the  same  boat  with  the  disciples,  and  no 
other  boat  was  there  (v.  22)  ;  while,  that  he  did  not  go  by  land,  is  involved 
in  the  circumstance  that  the  people  when  they  have  forthwith  crossed  the  sea, 
find  him  on  the  opposite  shore  (v.  25),  whither  he  could  hardly  have  arrived 
by  land  in  the  short  interval.  Thus  in  the  narrative  of  the  fourth  gospel,  as 
all  natural  means  of  passage  are  cut  off  from  Jesus,  there  remains  for  him 
only  a  supernatural  one,  and  this  consequence  is  in  fact  inferred  by  the 
multitude  in  the  astonished  question  which  they  put  to  Jesus,  when  they  find 
him  on  the  opposite  shore :  Rabbi^  when  camest  thou  hither  ?  As  this  chain 
of  evidence  for  the  miraculous  passage  of  Jesus  depends  on  the  rapid  trans- 
portation of  the  multitude,  the  Evangelist  hastens  to  procure  other  boats  oAAa 
TrKoidpuL  for  their  service  (v.  23).  Now  the  multitude  who  take  ship  (v.  22, 
26  ff.)  are  described  as  the  same  whom  Jesus  had  miraculously  fed,  and  these 
amounted  (according  to  v.  10)  to  about  5000.  If  only  a  fifth,  nay,  a  tenth  of 
these  passed  over,  there  needed  for  this,  as  the  author  of  the  Probabilia  has 
justly  observed,  a  whole  fleet  of  ships,  especially  if  they  were  fishing  boats  ; 
but  even  if  we  suppose  them  vessels  of  freight,  these  would  not  all  have  been 
bound  for  Capernaum,  or  have  changed  their  destination  for  the  sake  of 
accommodating  the  crowd.  This  passage  of  the  multitude,  therefore,  appears 
only  to  have  been  invented,**  on  the  one  hand,  to  confirm  by  their  evidence 
the  walking  of  Jesus  on  the  sea ;  on  the  other,  as  we  shall  presently  see,  to 
gain  an  opportunity  for  making  Jesus,  who  according  to  the  tradition  had 
gone  over  to  the  opposite  shore  immediately  after  the  multiplication  of  the 
loaves,  speak  yet  further  with  the  multitude  on  the  subject  of  this  miracle. 

After  pruning  away  these  offshoots  of  the  miraculous  which  are  peculiar  to 
the  respective  narratives,  the  main  stem  is  still  left,  namely,  the  miracle  of 
Jesus  walking  on  the  sea  for  a  considerable  distance,  with  all  its  attendant 
improbabilities  as  above  exposed.  But  the  solution  of  these  accessory 
particulars,  as  it  led  us  to  discover  the  causes  of  their  unhistorical  origin,  has 
facilitated  the  discovery  of  such  causes  for  the  main  narrative,  and  has  thereby 

^  Homil.  in  Joann.  43. 

"*  In  De  Wette*8  ohjection,  that  the  opinion  of  an  exaggeration  of  the  miracle  in  John, 
is  discount enanced  by  the  addition  that  they  were  immediately  at  the  land  (ex.  Handb.  i,  3, 
s.  79),  there  appears  to  me  only  a  misunderstanding ;  but  his  assertion  that  in  John  t'  c 
manner  in  which  Jesus  goes  over  the  sea  b  not  represented  as  a  miracle  (s.  78),  is  to  me 
thoroughly  incomprehensible. 

**  Bretschneider,  Probab.,  p.  81. 
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rendered  possible  the  solution  of  this  also.  We  have  seen,  by  an  example 
already  adduced^  that  it  was  usual  with  the  Hebrews  and  early  Christians,  to 
represent  the  power  of  God  over  nature,  a  power  which  the  human  spirit 
when  united  to  him  was  supposed  to  share,  under  the  image  of  supremacy 
over  the  raging  waves  of  the  sea.  In  the  narrative  of  the  Exodus  this 
supremacy  is  manifested  by  the  sea  being  driven  out  of  its  place  at  a  sign,  so 
that  a  dry  path  is  opened  to  the  people  of  God  in  its  bed ;  in  the  New 
Testament  narrative  previously  considered,  the  sea  is  not  removed  out  of  its 
place,  but  only  so  far  laid  to  rest  that  Jesus  and  his  disciples  can  cross  it  in 
safety  in  their  ship :  in  the  anecdote  before  us,  the  sea  still  remains  in  its 
place  as  in  the  second,  but  there  is  this  point  of  similarity  to  the  first,  that 
the  passage  is  made  on  foot,  not  by  ship,  yet  as  a  necessary  consequence  of 
the  other  particular,  on  the  surface  of  the  sea,  not  in  its  bed.  Still  more 
immediate  inducements  to  develop  in  such  a  manner  the  conception  of  the 
power  of  the  miracle- worker  over  the  waves,  may  be  found  both  in  the  Old 
Testament,  and  in  the  opinions  prevalent  in  the  time  of  Jesus.  Among  the 
miracles  of  Elisha,  it  is  not  only  told  that  he  divided  the  Jordan  by  a  stroke 
of  his  mantle,  so  that  he  could  go  through  it  dry  shod  (2  Kings  ii.  14),  but 
also  that  he  caused  a  piece  of  iron  which  had  fallen  into  the  water  to  swim 
(2  Kings  vi.  6) ;  an  ascendancy  over  the  law  of  gravitation  which  it  would  be 
imagined  the  miracle-worker  might  be  able  to  evince  in  relation  to  his  own 
body  also,  and  thus  to  exhibit  himself,  as  it  is  said  of  Jehovah,  Job  ix.  8,  LXX., 
'n-cp6trara>v  «>«  hr  cSa^ovs  hri  OaXaavyf^j  walking  upon  thi  sea  as  upon  a  pavement. 
In  the  time  of  Jesus  much  was  told  of  miracle-workers  who  could  walk  on 
the  water.  Apart  from  conceptions  exclusively  Grecian,^  the  Greco-oriental 
legend  feigned  that  the  hyperborean  Abaris  possessed  an  arrow,  by  means  of 
which  he  could  bear  himself  up  in  the  air,  and  thus  traverse  rivers,  seas,  and 
abysses,^  and  popular  superstition  attributed  to  many  wonder-workers  the 
power  of  walking  on  water.'^  Hence  the  possibility  that  with  all  these 
elements  and  inducements  existing,  a  similar  legend  should  be  formed  con- 
cerning Jesus,  appears  incomparably  stronger,  than  that  a  real  event  of  this 
kind  should  have  occurred : — ^and  with  this  conclusion  we  may  dismiss  the 
subject. 

The  manifestation  (fMytpioai^  of  Jesus  at  the  sea  of  Tiberias  kici  r^  ^oXocnnTs 
T^  Ti)8c/Ma8o9  narrated  John  xxi.  has  so  striking  a  resemblance  to  the  sea 
anecdotes  hitherto  considered,  that  although  the  fourth  gospel  places  it  in  the 
period  after  the  resurrection,  we  are  induced,  as  in  an  earlier  instance  we 
brought  part  of  it  under  notice  in  connexion  with  the  narrative  of  Peter's 
draught  of  fishes,  so  here  to  institute  a  comparison  between  its  other  features, 
and  the  narrative  of  Jesus  walking  on  the  sea.  In  both  cases,  Jesus  is 
perceived  by  the  disciples  in  the  twilight  of  early  morning ;  only  in  the  latter 
instance  he  does  not,  as  in  the  former,  walk  on  the  sea,  but  stands  on  the 
shore,  and  the  disciples  are  in  consternation,  not  because  of  a  storm,  but 
because  of  the  fruitlessness  of  their  fishing.  In  both  instances  tliey  are  afraid 
of  him ;  in  the  one,  they  take  him  for  a  spectre,  in  the  other,  not  one  of  them 
ventures  to  ask  him  who  he  is,  knowing  that  it  is  the  Lord,  But  especially 
the  scene  with  Peter,  peculiar  to  the  first  gospel,  has  its  corresponding  one 
in  the  present  passage.  As,  there,  when  Jesus  walking  on  the  sea  makes 
himself  known  to  his  disciples,  Peter  entreats  permission  to  go  to  him  on  the 
water  :  so  here,  as  soon  as  Jesus  is  recognized  standing  on  the  shore,  Peter 
throws  himself  into  the  water  that  he  may  reach  him  the  shortest  way  by 

"  See  the  passages  in  Wetstein,  p.  417  f. 

'^  Jamblich,  vita  Pythagone,  136 ;  comp.  Porphyr.  29. 

**  Lucian;  Philopseudes,  13. 
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swimming.  Thus,  that  which  in  the  earlier  narrative  was  the  miraculous  act 
of  walking  on  the  sea,  becomes  in  the  one  before  us,  in  relation  to  Jesus,  the 
simple  act  of  standing  on  the  shore,  in  relation  to  Peter,  the  natural  act  of 
swimming;  so  that  the  latter  history  sounds  almost  like  a  rationalistic 
paraphrase  of  the  former :  and  there  have  not  been  wanting  those  who  have 
maintained  that  at  least  the  anecdote  about  Peter  in  the  first  gospel,  is  a 
traditional  transformation  of  the  incident  in  John  xxi.  7  into  a  miracle.'^ 
Modem  criticism  is  restrained  from  extending  this  conjecture  to  the  anecdote 
of  Jesus  walking  on  the  sea,  by  the  fact  that  the  supposed  apostolic  fourth 
gospel  itself  has  this  feature  in  the  earlier  narrative  (vi.  16  ff.).  But  from 
our  point  of  view  it  appears  quite  possible,  that  the  history  in  question  either 
came  to  the  author  of  this  gospel  in  the  one  form,  and  to  the  author  of  the 
appendix  in  the  other ;  or  that  it  came  to  the  one  author  of  both  in  a  double 
form,  and  was  inserted  by  him  in  separate  parts  of  his  narrative.  Meanwhile, 
if  the  two  histories  are  to  be  compared,  we  ought  not  at  once  to  assume  that 
the  one,  John  xxi.,  is  the  original,  the  other.  Matt.  xiv.  paralL,  the  secondary ; 
we  must  first  ask  which  of  the  two  bears  intrinsic  marks  of  one  or  the  other 
character.  Now  certainly  if  we  adhere  to  the  rule  that  the  more  miraculous 
narrative  is  the  later,  that  in  John  xxi  appears,  in  relation  to  the  manner  in 
which  Jesus  approaches  the  disciples,  and  in  which  Peter  reaches  Jesus,  to 
be  the  original  But  this  rule  is  connected  in  the  closest  manner  with 
another ;  namely,  that  the  more  simple  narrative  is  the  earlier,  the  more 
complex  one  the  later,  as  the  conglomerate  is  a  later  formation  than  the 
homogeneous  stone ;  and  according  to  this  rule,  the  conclusion  is  reversed, 
and  the  narrative  in  John  xxi.  is  the  more  traditional,  for  in  it  the  particulars 
mentioned  above  are  interwoven  with  the  miraculous  draught  of  fishes,  while 
in  the  earlier  narrative  they  form  in  themselves  an  independent  whole.  It  is 
indeed  true,  that  a  greater  whole  may  be  broken  up  into  smaller  parts ;  but 
such  fragments  have  not  at  all  the  appearance  of  the  separate  narratives  of 
the  draught  of  fishes  and  the  walking  on  the  sea,  since  these,  on  the  contrary, 
leave  the  impression  of  being  each  a  finished  whole.  From  this  interweaving 
with  the  miracle  of  the  draught  of  fishes, — to  which  we  must  add  the  circum- 
stance that  the  entire  circle  of  events  turns  upon  the  risen  Jesus,  who  is 
already  in  himself  a  miracle, — ^it  is  apparent  how,  contrary  to  the  general 
rule,  the  oft-named  particulars  could  lose  their  miraculous  character,  since  by 
their  combination  with  other  miracles  they  were  reduced  to  mere  accessories, 
to  a  sort  of  natural  scaffolding.  If  then  the  narrative  in  John  xxi.  is  entirely 
secondary,  its  historical  value  has  already  been  estimated  with  that  of  the 
narratives  which  furnished  its  materials. 

If,  before  we  proceed  further,  we  take  a  retrospect  of  the  series  of  sea- 
anecdotes  hitherto  examined,  we  find,  it  is  true,  that  the  two  extreme 
anecdotes  are  altogether  dissimilar,  the  one  relating  mainly  to  fishing,  the 
other  to  a  storm ;  nevertheless,  on  a  proper  arrangement,  each  of  them 
appears  to  be  connected  with  the  preceding  by  a  common  feature.  The 
narrative  of  the  call  of  the  fishers  of  men  (Matt.  iv.  18  fif.  par.)  opens  the 
series ;  that  of  Peter's  draught  of  fishes  (Luke  v.  i  fil)  has  in  common  with 
this  the  saying  about  the  fishers  of  men,  but  the  fact  of  the  draught  of  fishes 
is  peculiar  to  it ;  this  fact  reappears  in  John  xxi.,  where  the  circumstances 
of  Jesus  standing  on  the  shore  in  the  morning  twilight,  and  the  swimming 
of  Peter  towards  him,  are  added ;  these  two  circumstances  are  in  Matt  xiv. 
22  ff.  parall.  metamorphosed  into  the  act  of  walking  on  the  sea  on  the  part  of 
Jesus  and  of  Peter,  and  at  the  same  time  a  storm,  and  its  cessation  on  the 

^  Schneckenburger,  iiber  den  Urspr.,  s.  68. 
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entraDce  of  Jesus  into  the  ship,  are  introduced ;  lastly^  in  Matt  viii.  23  ff. 
parall.,  we  have  an  anecdote  single  in  its  kind,  namely,  that  of  the  stilling  of 
the  storm  by  Jesus. 

We  come  to  a  history  for  which  a  place  is  less  readily  found  in  the  fore- 
going series,  in  Matt.  xvii.  24  ff.  It  is  true  that  here  again  there  is  a  direction 
of  Jesus  to  Peter  to  go  and  fish,  to  which,  although  it  is  not  expressly  stated, 
we  must  suppose  that  the  issue  corresponded :  but  first,  it  is  only  one  fish 
which  is  to  be  caught,  and  with  an  angle ;  and  secondly,  the  main  point  is, 
that  in  its  mouth  is  to  be  found  a  piece  of  gold  to  serve  for  the  payment  of 
the  temple  tribute  for  Jesus  and  Peter,  from  the  latter  of  whom  this  tax  had 
been  demanded.  This  narrative  as  it  is  here  presented  has  peculiar  difH- 
culties,  which  Paulus  well  exhibits,  and  which  Olsbausen  does  not  deny. 
Fritzsche  justly  remarks,  that  there  are  two  miraculous  particulars  pre- 
supposed :  first,  that  the  fish  had  a  coin  in  its  mouth ;  secondly,  that  Jesus 
had  a  foreknowledge  of  this.  On  the  one  hand,  we  must  regard  the  former 
of  these  particulars  as  extravagant,  and  consequently  the  latter  also ;  and  on 
the  other,  the  whole  miracle  appears  to  have  been  unnecessary.  Certainly, 
that  metals  and  other  valuables  have  been  found  in  the  bodies  of  fish  is  else- 
where narrated,^''  and  is  not  incredible ;  but  that  a  fish  should  have  a  piece 
of  money  in  its  mouth,  and  keep  it  there  while  it  snapped  at  the  bait — this 
even  Dr.  Schnappinger  *®  found  inconceivable.  Moreover,  the  motive  of 
Jesus  for  performing  such  a  miracle  could  not  be  want  of  money,  for  even  if 
at  that  time  there  was  no  store  in  the  common  fund,  still  Jesus  was  in 
Capernaum,  where  he  had  many  friends,  and  where  consequently  he  could 
have  obtained  the  needful  money  in  a  natural  way.  To  exclude  this  possi- 
bility, we  must  with  Olshausen  confound  borrowing  with  begging,  and  regard 
it  as  inconsistent  with  the  decorum  divinum  which  must  have  been  observed 
by  Jesus.  Nor  after  so  many  proofs  of  his  miraculous  power,  could  Jesus 
think  this  additional  miracle  necessary  to  strengthen  Peter's  belief  in  his 
messiahship. 

Hence  we  need  not  wonder  that  rationalistic  commentators  have  attempted 
to  free  themselves  at  any  cost  from  a  miracle  which  even  Olshausen  pro- 
nounces to  be  the  most  difficult  in  the  evangelical  history,  and  we  have  only 
to  see  how  they  proceed  in  this  undertaking.  The  pith  of  the  natural 
explanation  of  the  fact  lies  in  the  interpretation  of  the  word  cu/oi/o-ci?)  thou 
shaltfindy  in  the  command  of  Jesus,  not  of  an  immediate  discovery  of  a  stater 
in  the  fish,  but  of  a  mediate  acquisition  of  this  sum  by  selling  what  was 
caught.^^  It  must  be  admitted  that  the  above  word  may  bear  this  significa- 
tion also ;  but  if  we  are  to  give  it  this  sense  instead  of  the  usual  one,  we  must 
in  the  particular  instance  have  a  clear  intimation  to  this  effect  in  the  context. 
Thus,  if  it  were  said  in  the  present  passage  :  Take  the  first  fine  fish,  carry  it 
to  the  market,  kAk^I  €vpij(r€t^  crrar^pa,  and  there  thou  shalt  find  a  stater^  this 
explanation  would  be  in  place  ;  as  however  instead  of  this,  the  word  cvpi/crcts 
is  preceded  by  dvotfas  to  arofjia  avrov,  when  t/iou  hast  opened  his  mouthy — as, 
therefore,  no  place  of  sale,  but  a  place  inside  the  fish,  is  mentioned,  as  that 
on  the  opening  of  which  the  coin  is  to  be  obtained, — we  can  only  understand 
an  immediate  discovery  of  the  piece  of  money  in  this  part  of  the  fish.^ 
Besides,  to  what  purpose  would  the  opening  of  the  fish's  mouth  be  mentioned, 
unless  the  desideratum  were  to  be  found  there  ?  Paulus  sees  in  this  only  the 
injunction  to  release  the  fish  from  the  hook  without  delay,  in  order  to  keep 

*'  See  the  examples  in  Wetstein,  in  loc. 

•®  Dieh.  Schrift  desn.  Bundes,  i,  s.  314,  2te  Aufl. 

*•  Paulus,  ex.  Handb.  2,  502  ff.     Comp.  Hase,  L.  J.  §  ill. 

*^  Comp.  Storr,  in  Flatt's  Magazin,  2,  s.  68  ff. 
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it  alive,  and  thus  to  render  it  more  saleable.  The  order  to  open  the  mouth 
of  the  fish  might  indeed,  if  it  stood  alone,  be  supposed  to  have  the  extraction 
of  the  hook  as  its  object  and  consequence ;  but  as  it  is  followed  by  evpiicret,^ 
ararrfpaj  thou  shalt  find  a  stater,  it  is  plain  that  this  is  the  immediate  end  of 
opening  the  mouth.  The  perception  that,  so  long  as  the  opening  of  the  fish's 
mouth  is  spoken  of  in  this  passage,  it  will  be  inferred  that  the  coin  was  to 
be  found  there,  has  induced  the  rationalistic  commentators  to  try  whether 
they  could  not  refer  the  word  (rrdfui,  mouth,  to  another  subject  than  the  fish, 
and  no  other  remained  than  the  fisher,  Peter.  But  as  ord/ia  appeared  to  be 
connected  with  the  fish  by  the  word  aurov,  which  immediately  followed  it, 
Dr.  Paulus,  moderating  or  exaggerating  the  suggestion  of  a  friend,  who 
proposed  to  read  dv^cvpi/o-ci?,  instead  of — avrov,  cu/»i;<ret$ — allowed  avrov  to 
remain,  but  took  it  adverbially,  and  translated  the  passage  thus :  thou  hast 
then  only  to  open  thy  mouth  to  offer  the  fish  for  sale,  and  thou  wilt  on  the 
spot  (avrov)  receive  a  stater  as  its  price.  But,  it  would  still  be  asked,  how 
could  a  single  fish  fetch  so  high  a  price  in  Capernaum,  where  fish  were  so 
abundant  ?  Hence  Paulus  understands  the  words,  toy  carafidvra  irpurrov  ixOvv 
ipov,  take  up, the  fish  that  first  cometh  up,  collectively  thus :  continue  time  a/ter 
time  to  take  the  fish  that  first  comes  to  thee,  until  thou  hast  caught  as  many 
as  will  be  worth  a  stater. 

If  the  series  of  strained  interpretations  which  are  necessary  to  a  natural  ex- 
planation of  this  narrative  throw  us  back  on  that  which  allows  it  to  contain  a 
miracle ;  and  if  this  miracle  appear  to  us,  according  to  our  former  decision, 
both  extravagant  and  useless,  nothing  remains  but  to  presume  that  here  also 
there  is  a  legendary  element.  This  view  has  been  combined  with  the  admis- 
sion, that  a  real  but  natural  fact  was  probably  at  the  foundation  of  the  legend : 
namely,  that  Jesus  once  ordered  Peter  to  fish  until  he  had  caught  enough  to 
procure  the  amount  of  the  temple  tribute ;  whence  the  legend  arose  that  the 
fish  had  the  tribute  money  in  its  mouth.^^  But,  in  our  opinion,  a  more  likely 
source  of  this  anecdote  is  to  be  found  in  the  much>used  theme  of  a  catching 
of  fish  by  Peter,  on  the  one  side,  and  on  the  other,  the  well-known  stories  of 
precious  things  having  been  found  in  the  bodies  of  fish.  Peter,  as  we  learn 
from  Matt,  iv.,  Luke  v.,  John  xxi.,  was  the  fisher  in  the  evangelical  legend  to 
whom  Jesus  in  various  forms,  first  symbolically,  and  then  literally,  granted  the 
rich  draught  of  fishes.  The  value  of  the  capture  appears  here  in  the  shape  of 
a  piece  of  money,  which,  as  similar  things  are  elsewhere  said  to  have  been 
found  in  the  belly  of  fishes,  is  by  an  exaggeration  of  the  marvel  said  to  be 
found  in  the  mouth  of  the  fish.  That  it  is  the  stater,  required  for  the  temple 
tribute,  might  be  occasioned  by  a  real  declaration  of  Jesus  concerning  his  re- 
lation to  that  tax ;  or  conversely,  the  stater  which  was  accidentally  named  in 
the  legend  of  the  fish  angled  for  by  Peter,  might  bring  to  recollection  the 
temple  tribute,  which  amounted  to  that  sum  for  two  persons,  and  the  declar- 
ation of  Jesus  relative  to  this  subject. 

With  this  tale  conclude  the  sea  anecdotes. 


THE   MIRACULOUS   MULTIPLICATION   OF  THE  LOAVES   AND   FISHES. 

As,  in  the  histories  last  considered,  Jesus  determined  and  mitigated  the 
motions  of  irrational  and  even  of  inanimate  existences ;  so,  in  the  narratives 
which  we  are  about  to  examine,  he  exhibits  the  power  of  multiplying  not  only 
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Kaiser,  bibl.  TheoL  i,  s.  200.     Comp.  Hase,  ut  sup. 
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natural  objects,  but  also  productions  of  nature  which  had  been  wrought  upon 
by  art 

That  Jesus  miraculously  multiplied  prepared  articles  of  food,  feeding  a  great 
mujftitude  of  men  with  a  few  loaves  and  fishes,  is  narrated  to  us  with  singular 
unanimity  by  all  the  Evangelists  (Matt  xiv.  13  ff. ;  Mark  vL  30  ff. ;  Luke  ix. 
f  o  ff. ;  John  vi.  i  £f.).  And  if  we  believe  the  two  first,  Jesus  did  not  do  this 
merely  once ;  for  in  Matt  xv.  32  £f. ;  Mark  viiL  i  ff.  we  read  of  a  second 
multiplication  of  loaves  and  fishes,  the  circumstances  of  which  are  substac- 
tially  the  same  as  those  of  the  former.  It  happens  somewhat  later ;  the  place 
is  rather  differently  described,  and  the  length  of  time  during  which  the  multi- 
tude stayed  with  Jesus  is  differently  stated ;  moreover,  and  this  is  a  point  of 
greater  importance,  the  proportion  between  the  stock  of  food  and  the  number 
of  men  is  different,  for,  on  the  first  occasion,  five  thousand  men  are  satisfied 
with  five  loaves  and  two  fishes,  and,  on  the  second,  four  thousand  with  seven 
loaves  and  a  few  fishes ;  on  the  first  twelve  baskets  are  filled  with  the  frag- 
ments, on  the  second  only  seven.  Notwithstanding  this,  not  only  is  the  sub- 
stance of  the  two  histories  exactly  the  same — the  satisfying  of  a  multitude  of 
people  with  disproportionately  small  means  of  nourishment ;  but  also  the  de- 
scription of  the  scene  in  the  one,  entirely  corresponds  in  its  principal  features 
to  that  in  the  other.  In  both  instances,  the  locality  is  a  solitary  region  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  Galilean  sea ;  Jesus  is  led  to  perform  the  miracle  because  the 
people  have  lingered  too  long  with  him ;  he  manifests  a  wish  to  feed  the 
people  from  his  own  stores,  which  the  disciples  regard  as  impossible ;  the 
stock  of  food  at  his  disposal  consists  of  loaves  and  fishes ;  Jesus  makes  the 
people  sit  down,  and,  after  giving  thanks,  distributes  the  provisions  to  them 
through  the  medium  of  the  disciples ;  they  are  completely  satisfied,  and  yet  a 
disproportionately  great  quantity  of  fragments  is  afterwards  collected  in  bas- 
kets ;  lastly,  in  the  one  case  as  in  the  other,  Jesus  after  thus  feeding  the  multi- 
tude, crosses  the  sea. 

This  repetition  of  the  same  event  creates  many  difficulties.  The  chief  of 
these  is  suggested  by  the  question  :  Is  it  conceivable  that  the  disciples,  after 
they  had  themselves  witnessed  how  Jesus  was  able  to  feed  a  great  multitude 
with  a  small  quantity  of  provision,  should  nevertheless  on  a  second  occasion 
of  the  same  kind,  have  totally  forgotten  the  first,  and  have  asked.  Whence 
should  we  have  so  much  bread  in  the  wilderness  as  to  feed  so  great  a  multitude  f 
To  render  such  an  obliviousness  on  the  part  of  the  disciples  probable,  we  are 
reminded  that  they  had,  in  just  as  incomprehensible  a  manner,  forgotten  the 
declarations  of  Jesus  concerning  his  approaching  sufferings  and  death,  when 
these  events  occurred  ;  ^  but  it  is  equally  a  pending  question,  whether  after 
such  plain  predictions  from  Jesus,  his  death  could  in  fact  have  been  so  unexpec- 
ted to  the  disciples.  It  has  been  supposed  that  a  longer  interval  had  elapsed 
between  the  two  miracles,  and  that  during  this  there  had  occurred  a  number  of 
similar  cases,  in  which  Jesus  did  not  think  fit  to  afford  miraculous  assistance : ' 
but,  on  the  one  hand,  these  are  pure  fictions ;  on  the  other,  it  would  remain 
just  as  inconceivable  as  ever,  that  the  striking  similarity  of  the  circumstances 

^  Olshausen,  I,  s.  512.  This  theologian,  in  the  note  on  the  same  page,  ohsenres,  that 
according  to  the  words,  fVe  have  taken  no  breads  Matt  xvi.  7,  the  disciples,  even  after  the 
second  feeding,  were  not  alive  to  the  fact,  that  there  was  no  necessity  for  providing  them- 
selves with  food  for  the  hody  in  the  neighbourhood  of  the  Son  of  Man.  But  this  instance  is 
not  to  the  point,  for  the  circumstances  are  here  altogether  different.  That  from  the  miracu- 
lous feeding  of  the  people  when  they  were  accidentally  belated  in  the  wilderness,  the  disciples 
did  not  draw  the  same  convenient  conclusion  with  the  bibliod  commentator,  can  only  re« 
dound  to  their  honour. 

•  Ibid. 
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preceding  the  second  feeding  of  the  multitude  to  those  preceding  the  first, 
should  not  have  reminded  even  one  of  the  disciples  of  that  former  event. 
Paulus  therefore  is  right  in  maintaining,  that  had  Jesus  once  already  fed  the 
multitude  by  a  miracle,  the  disciples,  on  the  second  occasion,  when  he  ex- 
pressed his  determination  not  to  send  the  people  away  fasting,  would  confi- 
dently have  called  upon  him  for  a  repetition  of  the  former  miracle. 

In  any  case  then,  if  Jesus  on  two  separate  occasions  fed  a  multitude  with 
disproportionately  small  provision,  we  must  suppose,  as  some  critics  have 
done,  that  many  features  in  the  narrative  of  the  one  incident  were  transferred 
to  the  other,  and  thus  the  two,  originally  unlike,  became  in  the  course  of  oral 
tradition  more  and  more  similar ;  the  incredulous  question  of  the  disciples 
especially  having  been  uttered  only  on  the  first  occasion,  and  not  on  the 
second.^  It  may  seem  to  speak  in  favour  of  such  an  assimilation,  that  the 
fourth  Evangelist,  though  in  his  numerical  statement  he  is  in  accordance  with 
the  first  narrative  of  Matthew  and  Mark,  yet  has,  in  common  with  the  second, 
the  circumstances  that  the  scene  opens  with  an  address  of  Jesus  and  not  ojf 
the  disciples,  and  that  the  people  come  to  Jesus  on  a  mountain.  But  if  the 
fundamental  features  be  allowed  to  remain, — the  wilderness,  the  feeding  of  the 
people,  the  collection  of  the  fragments, — it  is  still,  even  without  that  question 
of  the  disciples,  sufficiently  improbable  that  the  scene  should  have  been 
re[>eated  in  so  entirely  similar  a  manner.  If,  on  the  contrary,  these  general 
features  be  renounced  in  relation  to  one  of  the  histories,  it  is  no  longer  ap- 
parent, how  the  veracity  of  the  evangelical  narratives  as  to  the  manner  in 
which  the  second  multiplication  of  loaves  and  fishes  took  place  can  be  ques- 
tioned on  all  points,  and  yet  their  statement  as  to  the  fact  of  its  occurrence  be 
maintained  as  trustworthy,  especially  as  this  statement  is  confined  to  Matthew 
and  his  imitator  Mark. 

Hence  later  critics  have,  with  more  *  or  less  *  decision,  expressed  the  opin- 
ion, that  here  one  and  the  same  fact  has  been  doubled,  through  a  mistake  of 
the  6rst  Evangelist,  who  was  followed  by  the  second.  They  suppose  that 
several  narratives  of  the  miraculous  feeding  of  the  multitude  were  current 
which  presented  divergencies  from  each  other,  especially  in  relation  to  num- 
bers, and  that  the  author  of  the  first  gospel,  to  whom  every  additional  history 
of  a  miracle  was  a  welcome  prize,  and  who  was  therefore  little  qualified  for 
the  critical  reduction  of  two  different  narratives  of  this  kind  into  one,  intro- 
duced both  into  his  collection.  This  fully  explains  how  on  the  second  occa- 
sion the  disciples  could  again  express  themselves  so  incredulously :  namely^ 
because  in  the  tradition  whence  the  author  of  the  first  gospel  obtained  the 
second  history  of  a  miraculous  multiplication  of  loaves  and  6shes,  it  was  the 
first  and  only  one,  and  the  Evangelist  did  not  obliterate  this  feature  because, 
apparently,  he  incorporated  the  two  narratives  into  his  writing  just  as  he  read 
or  heard  them.  Among  other  proofs  that  this  was  the  case,  may  be  mentioned 
the  constancy  with  which  he  and  Mark,  who  copied  him,  not  only  in  the 
account  of  the  events,  but  also  in  the  subsequent  allusion  to  them  (Matt.  xvi. 
9  f. ;  Mark  viii.  19  f.)^  call  the  baskets  in  the  first  feeding,  ko^ww.^  in  the 
second  cnrvpiSes.®  It  is  indeed  correctly  maintained,  that  the  Apostle  Matthew 
could  not  possibly  take  one  event  for  two,  and  relate  a  new  history  which 


*  Gratz,  Comm.  z.  Matth.  2,  s.  90  f. ;  Sieffert,  iiber  den  Ursprung,  s  97. 

^  Thiesz,  Krit.  Commentar,  i,  s.  168 'ff.  ;  Schulz.  iiber  das  AbendmabI,  s.  311.     Comp. 
Fritzsche,  in  Matth.,  p.  523. 

*  Schleiermacher,  iiber  den  Lukas,  s.  145  ;  SlefTert,  at  sup.  s.  95  ft  ;  Hase,  §  97.    Nean- 
der  is  undecided,  L.  J.  Chr.,  s.  372  ff.,  Anm. 

*  Comp.  Saunier,  ut  sup.  s.  105. 
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never  happened  :7  but  this  proposition  does  not  involve  the  reality  of  the 
second  miraculous  feeding  of  the  multitude,  unless  the  apostolic  origin  of  the 
first  gospel  be  at  once  presupposed,  whereas  this  yet  remains  to  be  proved. 
Paulus  further  objects,  that  the  duplication  of  the  history  in  question  could  be 
of  no  advantage  whatever  to  the  design  of  the  Evangelist ;  and  Olshausen, 
developing  this  idea  more  fully,  observes  that  the  legend  would  not  have  left 
the  second  narrative  as  simple  and  bare  as  the  first.  But  this  argument,  that 
a  narrative  cannot  be  fictitious,  because  if  it  were  so  it  would  have  been  more 
elaborately  adorned,  may  very  properly  be  at  once  dismissed,  since  its  limits 
being  altogether  undefined,  it  might  be  repeated  under  all  circumstances,  and 
in  the  end  would  prove  fable  itself  not  sufficiently  fabulous.  But,  in  this  case 
particularly,  it  is  totally  baseless,  because  it  presupposes  the  narrative  of  the 
first  feeding  of  the  multitude  to  be  historically  accurate ;  now,  if  we  have 
already  in  this  a  legendary  production,  the  other  edition  of  it,  namely,  the 
second  history  of  a  miraculous  feeding,  needs  not  to  be  distinguished  by 
special  traditionary  features.  But  not  only  is  the  second  narrative  not  embel- 
lished as  regards  the  miraculous,  when  compared  with  the  first ;  it  even  di- 
minishes the  miracle,  for,  while  increasing  the  quantity  of  provision,  it  reduces 
the  number  of  those  whom  it  satisfied  :  and  this  retrogression  in  the  marvel- 
lous is  thought  the  surest  proof  that  the  second  feeding  of  the  multitude  really 
occurred ;  for,  it  is  said,  he  who  chose  to  invent  an  additional  miracle  of  this 
kind,  would  have  made  it  surpass  the  first,  and  instead  of  five  thousand  men 
would  have  given,  not  four,  but  ten  thousand.^  This  argument,  also,  rests  on 
the  unfounded  assumption  that  the  first  narrative  is  of  course  the  historical 
one  ;  though  Olshausen  himself  has  the  idea  that  the  second  might  with  prob- 
ability be  regarded  as  the  historical  basis,  and  the  first  as  the  legendary  copy, 
and  then  the  fictitious  would  have  the  required  relation  to  the  true — ^that  of 
exaggeration.  But  when  in  opposition  to  this,  he  observes,  how  improbable 
it  is  that  an  unscrupulous  narrator  would  place  the  authentic  fact,  being  the 
less  imposing,  last,  and  eclipse  it  beforehand  by  the  false  one, — that  such  a 
writer  would  rather  seek  to  outdo  the  truth,  and  therefore  place  his  fiction  last, 
as  the  more  brilliant, — he  again  shows  that  he  does  not  comprehend  the 
mythical  view  of  the  biblical  narratives,  in  the  degree  necessary  for  forming  a 
judgment  on  the  subject.  For  there  is  no  question  here  of  an  unscrupulous 
narrator,  who  would  designedly  surpass  the  true  history  of  the  miraculous 
multiplication  of  the  loaves  and  fishes,  and  least  of  all  is  Matthew  pronounced 
to  be  such  a  narrator :  on  the  contrary,  it  is  held  that  with  perfect  honesty, 
one  account  gave  five  thousand,  another  four,  and  that,  with  equal  honesty, 
the  first  Evangelist  copied  from  both ;  and  for  the  very  reason  that  he  went 
to  work  innocendy  and  undesignedly,  it  was  of  no  importance  to  him  which 
of  the  two  histories  stood  first  and  which  last,  the  more  important  or  the  less 
striking  one ;  but  he  allowed  himself  to  be  determined  on  this  point  by  acci- 
dental circumstances,  such  as  that  he  found  the  one  connected  with  incidents 
which  appeared  to  him  the  earlier,  the  other  with  such  as  he  supposed  to  be 
the  later.  A  similar  instance  of  duplication  occurs  in  the  Pentateuch  in  rela- 
tion to  the  histories  of  the  feeding  of  the  Israelites  with  quails,  and  of  the 
productiokL  of  water  out  of  the  rock,  the  former  of  which  is  narrated  both  in 
Exod.  xvi.  and  Num.  xi.,  the  latter  in  Exod.  xvii.  and  again  in  Num.  xx., 
in  each  instance  with  an  alteration  in  time,  place,  and  other  circumstances.* 
Meanwhile,  all  this  yields  us  only  the  negative  result  that  the  double  narratives 

^  Paulus,  ex.  Handb.  2,  s.  315 ;  Olshausen,  ut  sup. 

'  Olshausen,  s.  513. 

•  See  the  proof  in  De  Wette,  Kritik  dcr  mos.  Gescb.,  s.  220  ff.,  314  fl". 
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of  the  first  gospels  cannot  have  been  founded  on  two  separate  events.  To 
determine  which  of  the  two  is  historical,  or  whether  either  of  them  deserves 
that  epithet,  must  be  the  object  of  a  special  inquiry. 

To  evade  the  pre-eminently  magical  appearance  which  this  miracle  presents, 
Olshausen  gives  it  a  relation  to  the  moral  state  of  the  participants,  and  sup- 
poses that  the  miraculous  feeding  of  the  multitude  was  effected  through  the 
intermediation  of  their  spiritual  hunger.  But  this  is  ambiguous  language, 
which,  on  the  first  attempt  to  determine  its  meaning,  vanishes  into  nothing. 
For  in  cures,  for  example,  the  intermediation  here  appealed  to  consists  in  the 
opening  of  the  patient's  mind  to  the  influence  of  Jesus  by  faith,  so  that  when 
faith  is  wanting,  the  requisite  fulcrum  for  the  miraculous  power  of  Jesus  is  also 
wanting  :  here  therefore  the  intermediation  is  real.  Now  if  the  same  kind  of 
intermediation  took  place  in  the  case  before  us;  so  that  on  those  among  the 
multitude  who  were  unbelieving  the  satisfying  power  of  Jesus  had  no  influence, 
then  must  the  satisfaction  of  hunger  here  (as,  in  the  above  cases,  the  cure) 
be  regarded  as  something  eflected  by  Jesus  directly  in  the  body  of  the  hungry 
persons,  without  any  antecedent  augmentation  of  the  external  means  of 
nourishment  But  such  a  conception  of  the  matter,  as  Paulus  justly  remarks, 
and  as  even  Olshausen  intimates,  is  precluded  by  the  statement  of  the  Evan- 
gelists, that  real  food  was  distributed  among  the  multitude ;  that  each  enjoyed 
as  much  as  he  wanted  ;  and  that  at  the  end  the  residue  was  greater  than  the 
original  store.  It  is  thus  plainly  implied  that  there  was  an  external  and  objec- 
tive increase  of  the  provisions,  as  a  preliminary  to  the  feeding  of  the  multitude. 
Now,  this  cannot  be  conceived  as  effected  by  means  of  the  faith  of  the  people 
in  a  real  manner,  in  the  sense  that  that  faith  co-operated  in  producing  the 
multiplication  of  the  loaves.  The  intermediation  which  Olshausen  here  sup- 
poses, can  therefore  have  been  only  a  teleological  one,  that  is,  we  are  to  under- 
stand by  it,  that  Jesus  undertook  to  multiply  the  loaves  and  fishes  for  the  sake 
of  producing  a  certain  moral  condition  in  the  multitude.  But  an  intermedia- 
tion of  this  kind  aflbrds  me  not  the  slightest  help  in  forming  a  conception  of 
the  event ;  for  the  question  is  not  why^  but  how  it  happened  Thus  all  which 
Olshausen  believes  himself  to  have  done  towards  rendering  this  miracle  more 
intelligible,  rests  on  the  ambiguity  of  the  expression,  intermediation  \  and  the 
inconceivableness  of  an  immediate  influence  of  the  will  of  Jesus  on  irrational 
nature,  remains  chargeable  upon  this  history  as  upon  those  last  examined. 

But  there  is  another  difficulty  which  is  peculiar  to  the  narrative  before  us. 
We  have  here  not  merely,  as  hitherto,  a  modification  or  a  direction  of  natural 
objects,  but  a  multiplication  of  them,  and  that  to  an  enormous  extent  No- 
thing, it  is  true,  is  more  familiar  to  our  observation  than  the  growth  and  multi- 
plication of  natural  objects,  as  presented  to  us  in  the  parable  of  the  sower, 
and  the  grain  of  mustard  seed,  for  example.  But,  first,  these  phenomena  do 
not  take  place  without  the  co-operation  of  other  natural  agents,  as  earth,  water, 
air,  so  that  here,  also,  according  to  the  well-known  principle  of  physics,  there 
is  not  properly  speaking  an  augmentation  of  the  substance,  but  only  a  change 
in  the  accidents ;  secondly,  these  processes  of  growth  and  multiplication  are 
carried  forward  so  as  to  pass  through  their  various  stages  in  corresponding 
intervals  of  time.  Here,  on  the  contrary,  in  the  multiplication  of  the  loaves 
and  fishes  by  Jesus,  neither  the  one  rule  nor  the  other  is  observed  :  the  bread 
in  the  hand  of  Jesus  is  no  longer,  like  the  stalk  on  which  the  corn  grew,  in 
communication  with  the  maternal  earth,  nor  is  the  multiplication  gradual,  but 
sudden. 

But  herein,  it  is  said,  consists  the  miracle,  which  in  relation  to  the  last  point 
especially,  may  be  called  the  acceleration  of  a  natural  process.  That  which 
comes  to  pass  in  the  space  of  three  quarters  of  a  year,  from  seed-time  to  har- 
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vest,  was  here  effected  in  the  minutes  which  were  required  for  the  distribution 
of  the  food  ;  for  natural  developments  are  capable  of  acceleration,  and  to  how 
great  an  extent  we  cannot  determine. ^^  It  would^  indeed,  have  been  an  ac- 
celeration of  a  natural  process,  if  in  the  hand  of  Jesus  a  grain  of  com  had  borne 
fruit  a  hundred-fold,  and  brought  it  to  maturity,  and  if  he  had  shaken  the 
multiplied  grain  out  of  his  hands  as  they  were  fiUed  again  and  again,  that  the 
people  might  grind,  knead,  and  bake  it,  or  eat  it  raw  from  the  husk  in  the  wil- 
derness where  they  were ;— -or  if  he  had  taken  a  living  (ish,  suddenly  called 
forth  the  eggs  from  its  body,  and  converted  them  into  full-grown  fish,  which 
then  the  disciples  or  the  people  might  have  boiled  or  roasted,  this,  we  should 
say,  would  have  been  an  acceleration  of  a  natural  process.  But  it  is  not  corn 
that  he  takes  into  his  hand,  but  bread  ;  and  the  fish  also,  as  they  are  distributed 
in  pieces,  must  have  been  prepared  in  some  way,  perhaps,  as  in  Luke  xxiv. 
42,  comp.  John  xxi.  9,  broiled  or  salted.  Here  then,  on  both  sides,  the  pro- 
duction of  nature  is  no  longer  simple  and  living,  but  dead  and  modified  by 
art :  so  that  to  introduce  a  natural  process  of  the  above  kind,  Jesus  must;  in 
the  first  place,  by  his  miraculous  power  have  metamorphosed  the  bread  into 
com  again,  the  roasted  fish  into  raw  and  living  ones  ;  then  instantaneously 
have  effected  the  described  multiplication;  and  lastly,  have  restored  the 
whole  from  the  natural  to  the  artificial  state.  Thus  the  miracle  would  he 
composed,  ist,  of  a  revivification,  which  would  exceed  in  miraculousness  all 
other  instances  in  the  gospels ;  secondly,  of  an  extremely  accelerated  natural 
process  ;  and  thirdly,  of  an  artificial  process,  effected  invisibly,  and  likewise 
extremely  accelerated,  since  all  the  tedious  proceedings  of  the  miller  and 
baker  on  the  one  hand,  and  of  the  cook  on  the  other,  must  have  been  accom- 
plished in  a  moment  by  the  word  of  Jesus.  How  then  can  Olshausen  deceive 
himself  and  the  believing  reader,  by  the  agreeably  sounding  expression,  acceler- 
ated naiural  process,  when  this  nevertheless  can  designate  only  a  third  part  of 
the  fact  of  which  we  are  speaking  ?  ^* 

But  how  are  we  to  represent  such  a  miracle  to  ourselves,  and  in  what  stage 
of  the  event  must  it  be  placed  ?  In  relation  to  the  latter  point,  three  opinions 
are  possible,  corresponding  to  the  number  of  the  groups  that  act  in  our  narra- 
tive ',  for  the  multiplication  may  have  taken  place  either  in  the  hands  of  Jesus, 
or  in  those  of  the  disciples  who  dispensed  the  food,  or  in  those  of  the  people 
who  received  it.  The  last  idea  appears,  on  the  one  hand,  puerile  even  to  ex- 
travagance, if  we  are  to  imagine  Jesus  and  the  apostles  distributing,  with 
great  carefulness,  that  there  might  be  enough  for  all,  little  crumbs  which  in 
the  hands  of  the  recipients  swelled  into  considerable  pieces :  on  the  other 
hand,  it  would  have  been  scarcely  a  possible  task,  to  get  a  particle,  however 
small,  for  every  individual  in  a  multitude  of  five  thousand  men,  out  of  five 
loaves,  which,  according  to  Hebrew  custom,  and  particularly  as  they  were 
carried  by  a  boy,  cannot  have  been  very  large ;  and  still  less  out  of  two  fishes. 
Of  the  two  other  opinions  I  think,  with  Olshausen,  the  one  most  suitable  is 
that  which  supposes  that  the  food  was  augmented  under  the  creative  hands  of 
Jesus,  and  that  he  time  after  time  dispensed  new  quantities  to  the  disciples.' 
We  may  then  endeavour  to  represent  the  matter  to  ourselves  in  two  ways  : 
first  we  may  suppose  that  as  fast  as  one  loaf  or  fish  was  gone,  a  new  one  came 
out  of  the  hands  of  Jesus,  or  secondly,  that  the  single  loaves  and  fishes  grew, 
so  that  as  one  piece  was  broken  off,  its  loss  was  repaired,  until  on  a  calcula- 

^®  Thus  Olshausen,  in  loa  after  Pfenninger.     Comp.  Hase,  §  97. 

^^  This  lamentable  observation  of  mine,  according  to  Olshausen,  has  its  source  in  some- 
thing worse  than  intellectual  incapacity,  namely,  in  my  total  disbelief  in  a  living  God  :  other- 
wise assuredly  it  would  not  have  appeared  so  great  a  difficulty  to  me  that  the  Divine  causal- 
ity should  have  superseded  human  operations  (s.  479,  der  3ten  Aufl.). 
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tion  the  turn  came  for  the  next  loaf  or  fish.  The  first  conception  appears  to 
be  opposed  to  the  text,  which  as  it  speaks  of  fragments  iK  tu>v  Wvtc  afmov,  of 
the  five  loaves  (John  vL  13),  can  hardly  be  held  to  presuppose  an  increase  of 
this  number ;  thus  there  remains  only  the  second,  by  the  poetical  description 
of  which  Lavater  has  done  but  a  poor  service  to  the  orthodox  view.^*  For 
this  miracle  belongs  to  the  class  which  can  only  appear  in  any  degree  credible 
so  long  as  they  can  be  retained  in  the  obscurity  of  an  indefinite  conception  :  *' 
no  sooner  does  the  light  shine  on  them,  so  that  they  can  be  examined  in  all 
their  parts,  than  they  dissolve  like  the  unsubstantial  creations  of  the  mist 
Loaves,  which  in  the  hands  of  the  distributors  expand  like  wetted  sponges, — 
broiled  fish,  in  which  the  severed  parts  are  replaced  instantaneously,  as  in  the 
living  crab  gradually,— plainly  belong  to  quite  another  domain  than  that  of 
reality. 

What  gratitude  then  do  we  not  owe  to  the  rationalistic  interpretation,  if  it 
be  true  that  it  can  free  us,  in  the  easiest  manner,  from  the  burden  of  so  un- 
heard-of a  miracle  ?  If  we  are  to  believe  Dr.  Paulus,**  the  Evangelists  had  no 
idea  that  they  were  narrating  anything  miraculous,  and  the  miracle  was  first 
conveyed  into  their  accounts  by  expositors.  What  they  narrate  is,  according 
to  him,  only  thus  much  :  that  Jesus  caused  his  small  store  of  provisions  to  be 
distributed,  and  that  in  consequence  of  this  the  entire  multitude  obtained 
enough  to  eat.  Here,  in  any  case,  we  want  a  middle  term,  which  would  dis- 
tinctly inform  us,  how  it  was  possible  that,  although  Jesus  had  so  little  food  to 
offer,  the  whole  multitude  obtained  enough  to  eat  A  very  natural  middle 
term  however  is  to  be  gathered,  according  to  Paulus,  out  of  the  historical 
combination  of  the  circumstances.  As,  on  a  comparison  with  John  vL  4,  the 
multitude  appear  to  have  consisted  for  the  greater  part  of  a  caravan  on  its 
way  to  the  feast,  they  cannot  have  bem  qu'te  destitute-of  provisions,  and  prob- 
ably a  few  indigent  persons  only  had^'  exhausted  their  stores.  In  order  then 
to  induce  the  better  provided  to  share  their  food  with  those  who  were  in  want, 
Jesus  arranged  that  they  should  have  a  meal,  and  himself  set  the  example  of 
imparting  what  he  and  his  disciples  could  spare  from  their  own  little  store  ; 
this  example  was  imitated,  and  thus  the  distribution  of  bread  by  Jesus  having 
led  to  a  general  distribution,  the  whole  multitude  were  satisfied.  It  is  true 
that  this  natural  middle  tenn  must  be  first  mentally  interpolated  into  the 
text ;  as,  however,  the  supernatural  middle  term  which  is  generally  received 
is  just  as  little  stated  expressly,  and  both  alike  depend  upon  inference,  the 
reader  can  hardly  do  otherwise  than  decide  for  the  natural  one.  Such  is  the 
reasoning  of  Dr.  Paulus  :  but  the  alleged  identity  in  the  relation  of  the  two 
middle  terms  to  the  text  does  not  in  fact  exist  For  while  the  natural  explan- 
ation requires  us  to  suppose  a  new  distributing  subject  (the  better  provided 
among  the  multitude),  and  a  new  distributed  object  (their  provisions),  to- 
gether with  the  act  of  distributing  these  provisions  :  the  supranatural  explan- 
ation contents  itself  with  the  subject  actually  present  in  the  text  (Jesus  and 
his  disciples),  with  the  single  object  there  given  (their  little  store),  and  the 
described  distribution  of  this ;  and  only  requires  us  to  supply  from  our  imagin- 
ation the  means  by  which  this  store  could  be  made  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
hunger  of  the  multitude,  namely  its  miraculous  augmentation  under  the  hands 
of  Jesus  (or  of  his  disciples).  How  can  it  be  yet  maintained  that  neither  of 
the  two  middle  terms  is  any  more  suggested  by  the  text  than  the  other  ?  That 
the  miraculous  multiplication  of  the  loaves  and  fishes  is  not  expressly  men- 

^'  Jesns  Messias,  2,  Bd.  No.  14,  15  and  20. 

^  For  this  reason  Neander  (s.  377)  passes  over  the  miracle  with  a  few  entirely  general  re- 
marks. 

^*  Exeg.  Handb.  2,  s.  205  ff. 

K  K 
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tioned,  is  explained  by  the  consideration  that  the  event  itself  is  one  of  which 
no  clear  conception  can  be  formed,  and  therefore  it  is  best  conveyed  by  the 
result  alone.  But  how  will  the  natural  theologian  account  for  nothing  being 
said  of  the  distribution,  called  forth  by  the  example  of  Jesus,  on  the  part  of 
those  among  the  multitude  who  had  provisions  ?  It  is  altogether  arbitrary  to 
insert  that  distribution  between  the  sentences,  He  gave  them  to  the  disciples^ 
and  the  disciples  to  the  multitude  (Matt.  xiv.  19),  and,  they  did  all  eat  and  were 
filled  (v.  20) ;  while  the  words,  koX  tov%  8uo  i)(^a.%  ifiipia-e  iracrt,  and  the  two 
^shes  divided  he  among  them  all  (Mark  vi.  41),  plainly  indicate  that  only  the 
two  fishes — and  consequently  only  the  five  loaves — were  the  object  of  distri- 
bution for  all.^^  But  the  natural  explanation  falls  into  especial  embarrassment 
when  it  comes  to  the  baskets  which,  after  all  were  satisfied,  Jesus  caused  to  be 
filled  with  the  fragments  that  remained.  The  fourth  Evangelist  says  :  cnnnfyayov 
ovv,  jcou  iyifutrav  ScoSexa  Ko<^iVov9  KXaxr/JLanov  Ik  rcov  ttcktc  aprtav  tSjv  KpiOCvoiVj  a 
cTTcptWcwc  Tots  )3€^pcDK0(riv,  therefore  they  gathered  them  together^  and  filled 
twelve  baskets  with  the  fragments  of  the  five  barley  loaves^  which  remained  over 
and  above  unto  them  that  had  eaten  (vi.  13).  This  seems  clearly  enough  to 
imply  that  out  of  those  identical  five  loaves,  after  five  thousand  men  had  been 
satisfied  by  them,  there  still  remained  fragments  enough  to  fill  twelve  baskets, 
— more,  that  is,  than  the  amount  of  the  original  store.  Here,  therefore,  the 
natural  expositor  is  put  to  the  most  extravagant  contrivances  in  order  to  evade 
the  miracle.  It  is  true,  when  the  synoptists  simply  say  that  the  remnants  of 
the  meal  were  collected,  and  twelve  baskets  filled  with  them,  it  might  be 
thought  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  natiu-al  explanation,  that  Jesus,  out  of 
regard  to  the  gift  of  God,  caused  the  fragments  which  the  crowd  had  left  from 
their  own  provisions  to  be  collected  by  his  disciples.  But  as,  on  the  one 
hand,  the  fact  that  the  people  allowed  the  remains  of  the  repast  to  lie,  and 
did  not  appropriate  them,  seems  to  indicate  that  they  treated  the  nourishment 
presented  to  them  as  the  property  of  another ;  so,  on  the  other  hand,  Jesus, 
when,  without  any  preliminary,  he  directs  his  disciples  to  gather  them  up, 
appears  to  regard  them  as  his  own  property.  Hence  Paulus  understands  the 
words  ripav  k.  t.  X.  of  the  synoptists,  not  of  a  collection  first  made  after  the 
meal,  of  that  which  remained  when  the  people  had  been  satisfied,  but  of  the 
overplus  of  the  little  store  belonging  to  Jesus  and  the  disciples,  which  the 
latter,  after  reserving  what  was  necessary  for  Jesus  and  themselves,  carried 
round  as  an  introduction  and  inducement  to  the  general  repast.  But  how, 
when  the  words  c<^ayov  koL  ixoprda-^rjo-av  irarrcs,  they  did  all  eat  and  were  filled, 
are  immediately  followed  by  koI  rjpav,  and  they  took  up^  can  the  latter  member 
of  the  verse  refer  to  the  time  prior  to  the  meal  ?  Must  it  not  then  have 
necessarily  been  said  at  least  ripav  yap^for  they  took  up  ?  Further,  how,  after 
it  had  just  been  said  that  the  people  did  eat  and  were  filled,  can  to  ircpwro-cv- 
o-ai/,  that  which  remained,  especially  succeeded  as  it  is  in  Luke  by  avrots,  to 
them,  mean  anything  else  than  what  the  people  had  left  ?  Lastly,  how  is  it 
possible  that  out  of  five  loaves  and  two  fishes,  after  Jesus  and  his  disciples  had 
reserved  enough  for  themselves,  or  even  without  this,  there  could  in  a  natural 
manner  be  twelve  baskets^//<f^  for  distribution  among  the  people?  But  still  more 
strangely  does  the  natural  explanation  deal  with  the  narrative  of  John.  Jesus 
here  adds,  as  a  reason  for  gathering  up  the  fragments,  Iva  fii^  n  dirokrjTajLy  that 
nothing  be  lost  \  hence  it  appears  impossible  to  divest  the  succeeding  statement 
that  they  filled  twelve  baskets  with  the  remains  of  the  five  loaves,  of  its  relation 
to  the  time  after  the  meal ;  and  in  this  case,  it  would  be  impossible  to  get 
clear  of  a  mu-aculous  multiplication  of  the  loaves.     Paulus  therefore,  although 

^^  Olshausen,  in  loc. 
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the  words  cwriyayov  ovv  koX  iyt/xurav  3<o8cKa  ko^iVov?  k,  t.  X.,  therefore  they 
gathered  them  together  and  filled  twelve  baskets^  eic,  form  a  strictly  coherent 
whole,  chooses  rather  to  detach  irw-tpfayov  ouf,  and,  by  a  still  more  forced 
construction  than  that  which  he  employed  with  the  synoptical  text,  makes  the 
narrative  pass  all  at  once,  without  the  slightest  notice,  into  the  pluperfect,  and 
thus  leap  back  to  the  time  before  the  meal. 

Here,  then,  the  natural  explanation  once  more  fails  to  ful61  its  task  :  the 
text  retains  its  miracle,  and  if  we  have  reason  to  think  this  incredible,  we 
must  inquire  whether  the  narrative  of  the  text  deserves  credence.  The  agree- 
ment of  all  the  four  Evangelists  is  generally  adduced  in  proof  of  its  distin- 
guished credibility :  but  this  agreement  is  by  no  means  so  perfect,  There  are 
minor  differences,  first  between  Matthew  and  T^uke  j  then  between  these  two 
and  Mark,  who  in  this  instance  again  embellishes ;  and  lastly,  between  the 
synoptists  collectively  and  John,  in  the  following  points :  according  to  the 
synoptists,  the  scene  of  the  event  is  a  desert  place^  according  to  John,  a  moun- 
tain \  according  to  the  former,  the  scene  opens  with  an  address  from  the 
disciples,  according  to  John,  with  a  question  from  Jesus  (two  particulars  in 
which,  as  we  have  already  remarked,  the  narrative  of  John  approaches  that  of 
the  second  feeding  in  Matthew  and  Mark) ;  lastly,  the  words  which  the  three 
first  Evangelists  put  into  the  mouth  of  the  disciples  indefinitely,  the  fourth  in 
his  individualizing  manner  ascribes  to  Philip  and  Andrew,  and  the  same  Evan- 
gelist also  designates  the  bearer  of  the  loaves  and  fishes  as  a  boy  (iraxBdpiov), 
These  divergencies  however  may  be  passed  over  as  less  essential,  that  we  may 
give  our  attention  only  to  one,  which  has  a  deeper  hold.  While,  namely, 
according  to  the  synoptical  accounts,  Jesus  had  been  long  teaching  the  people 
and  healing  their  sick,  and  was  only  led  to  feed  them  by  the  approach  of 
evening,  and  the  remark  of  the  disciples  that  the  people  needed  refreshment : 
in  John,  the  first  thought  of  Jesus,  when  he  lifts  up  his  eyes  and  sees  the  people 
gathering  round  him,  is  that  which  he  expresses  in  his  question  to  Philip  : 
Whence  shall  we  buy  bread  that  these  may  eat  ?  or  rather,  as  he  asked  this 
merely  to  />rove  Philip,  well  knowing  himself  what  he  would  do^  he  at  once 
forms  the  resolution  of  feeding  the  multitude  in  a  miraculous  manner.  But 
how  could  the  design  of  feeding  the  people  arise  in  Jesus  immediately  on 
their  approach  ?  They  did  not  come  to  him  for  this,  but  for  the  sake  of  his 
teaching  and  his  curative  power.  He  must  therefore  have  conceived  this  de- 
sign entirely  of  his  own  accord,  with  a  view  to  establish  his  miraculous  power 
by  so  signal  a  demonstration.  But  did  he  ever  thus  work  a  miracle  without 
any  necessity,  and  even  without  any  inducement, — quite  arbitrarily,  and 
merely  for  the  sake  of  working  a  miracle  ?  I  am  unable  to  describe  strongly 
enough  how  impossible  it  is  that  eating  should  here  have  been  the  first 
thought  of  Jesus,  how  impossible  that  he  could  thus  obtrude  his  miraculous 
repast  on  the  people.  Thus  in  relation  to  this  point,  the  synoptical  narrative, 
in  which  there  is  a  reason  for  the  miracle,  must  have  the  preference  to  that  of 
John,  who,  hastening  towards  the  miracle,  overlooks  the  requisite  motive  for 
it,  and  makes  Jesus  create  instead  of  awaiting  the  occasion  for  its  perform- 
ance. An  eye-witness  could  not  narrate  thus  ;  ^*  and  if,  therefore,  the  account 
of  that  gospel  to  which  the  greatest  authority  is  now  awarded,  must  be  rejected 
as  unhistorical ;  so,  with  respect  to  the  other  narratives,  the  difficulties  of  the 
fact  itself  are  sufficient  to  cast  a  doubt  on  their  historical  credibility,  especiall/ 
if  in  addition  to  these  negative  grounds  we  can  discover  positive  reasons  which 
render  it  probable  that  our  narrative  had  an  unhistorical  origin. 

*•  Against  Neandcr's  attempt  at  reconciliation,  compare  De  Wette,  exeg.  Hand1».  i,  3,  s. 
77. 
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Such  reasons  are  actually  found  both  within  the  evangelical  history  itself, 
and  beyond  it  in  the  Old  Testament  history,  and  the  Jewish  popular  belief. 
In  relation  to  the  former  source,  it  is  worthy  of  remark,  that  in  the  synoptical 
gospels  as  well  as  in  John,  there  are  more  or  less  immediately  appended  to  the 
feeding  of  the  multitude  by  Jesus  with  literal  bread,  figurative  discourses  of 
Jesus  on  bread  and  leaven  :  namely,  in  the  latter,  the  declarations  concerning 
the  bread  of  heaven,  and  the  bread  of  life  which  Jesus  gives  (John  vi.  27  ff.) ; 
in  the  former,  those  concerning  the  false  leaven  of  the  Pharisees  and  Saddu- 
cees,  that  is,  their  false  doctrine  and  hypocrisy. ^^  (Matt.  xvi.  5  ff. ;  Mark  viii. 
14  ff. ;  comp.  Luke  xii.  i) ;  and  on  both  sides,  the  figurative  discourse  of 
Jesus  is  erroneously  understood  of  literal  bread.  It  would  not  then  be  a  very 
strained  conjecture,  that  as  in  the  passages  quoted  we  find  the  disciples  and 
the  people  generally,  understanding  literally  what  Jesus  meant  figuratively  ;  so 
the  same  mistake  was  made  in  the  eariiest  Christian  tradition.  If,  in  figura- 
tive discourses,  Jesus  had  sometimes  represented  himself  as  him  who  was  able 
to  give  the  true  bread  of  life  to  the  wandering  and  hungering  people,  perhaps 
also  placing  in  opposition  to  this,  the  leaven  of  the  Pharisees :  the  legend, 
agreeably  to  its  realistic  tendency,  may  have  converted  this  into  the  fact  of  a 
miraculous  feeding  of  the  hungry  multitude  in  the  wilderness  by  Jesus.  The 
fourth  Evangelist  makes  the  discourse  on  the  bread  of  heaven  arise  out 
of  the  miracle  of  the  loaves  :  but  the  relation  might  very  well  have  been  the 
reverse,  and  the  history  owe  its  origin  to  the  discourse,  especially  as  the  ques- 
tion which  introduces  John's  narrative,  Whence  shall  we  buy  bread  that  these 
may  eat  ?  may  be  more  easily  conceived  as  being  uttered  by  Jesus  on  the  first 
sight  of  the  people,  if  he  alluded  to  feeding  them  with  the  word  of  God  (comp. 
John  iv.  32  ff.),  to  appeasing  their  spiritual  hunger  (Matt.  v.  6),  in  order  to 
exercise  (^rcipo^oiy)  the  higher  understanding  of  his  disciples,  than  if  he  really 
thought  of  the  satisfaction  of  their  bodily  hunger,  and  only  wished  to  try 
whether  his  disciples  would  in  this  case  confide  in  his  miraculous  power.  The 
synoptical  narrative  is  less  suggestive  of  such  a  view ;  for  the  figurative  dis- 
course on  the  leaven  could  not  by  itself  originate  the  history  of  the  miracle. 
Thus  the  gospel  of  John  stands  alone  with  reference  to  the  above  mode  of  de- 
rivation, and  it  is  more  agreeable  to  the  character  of  this  gospel  to  conjecture 
that  it  has  applied  the  narrative  of  a  miracle  presented  by  tradition  to  the 
production  of  figurative  discourses  in  the  Alexandrian  taste,  than  to  suppose 
that  it  has  preserved  to  us  the  original  discourses  out  of  which  the  legend  spun 
that  miraculous  narrative. 

If  then  we  can  discover,  beyond  the  limits  of  the  New  Testament,  very 
powerful  causes  for  the  origination  of  our  narrative,  we  must  renounce  the 
attempt  to  construct  it  out  of  materials  presented  by  the  gospels  themselves. 

^7  This  indication  has  been  recently  followed  up  by  Weisse.  He  finds  the  key  to  the  his- 
tory of  the  miraculous  multiplication  of  the  loaves,  in  the  question  addressed  by  Jesus  to  the 
disciples  when  they  misunderstand  his  admonition  against  the  leaven  of  the  Pharisees  and 
Sadducces.  He  asks  them  whether  they  did  not  remember  how  many  baskets  they  had  been 
able  to  fill  from  the  five  and  again  from  the  seven  loaves,  and  then  adds,  //ow  is  it  that  ye 
do  not  understand  that  I  spake  it  not  to  you  concerning  bread,  etc.  (Matt.  xvi.  11).  Now,  says 
Weisse,  the  parallel  which  Jesus  here  institutes  between  his  discourse  on  the  leaven,  and  the 
history  of  the  feeding  of  the  multitude,  shows  that  the  latter  also  is  only  to  be  interpreted 
parabolically  (s.  511  ff.).  But  the  form  of  the  question  of  Jesus  :  r6(rovt  ico0(povf  (o-rvp^daf) 
fXa/9rre ;  how  many  baskets  ye  took  upy  presupposes  a  real  event ;  we  can  form  no  conception,  as 
we  have  already  remarked  in  relation  to  the  histoiy  of  the  temptation,  of  a  parable  in  which 
Jesus  and  his  disciples  would  have  played  a  principal  part ;  moreover,  the  inference  which 
Jesus  would  convey  is,  according  to  the  text,  not  that  because  the  present  narrative  was 
figurative,  so  also  must  be  the  interpretation  of  the  subsequent  discourse,  but  that  after  the 
earlier  proof  how  superfluous  was  any  solicitude  about  physical  bread  where  Jesus  was  at 
handy  it  wasubsurd  to  understand  his  present  discourse  as  relating  to  such. 
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And  here  the  fourth  Evangelist,  by  putting  into  the  mouth  of  the  people  a 
reference  to  the  manna,  that  bread  of  heaven  which  Moses  gave  to  the  fathers 
ill  the  wilderness  (v.  31),  reminds  us  of  one  of  the  most  celebrated  passages 
in  the  early  history  of  the  Israelites  (Exod.  xvi.),  which  was  perfectly  adapted 
to  engender  the  expectation  that  its  antitype  would  occur  in  the  Messianic 
times ;  and  we  in  fact  learn  from  rabbinical  writings,  that  among  those  func- 
tions of  the  first  Goel  which  were  to  be  revived  in  the  second,  a  chief  place 
was  given  to  the  impartation  of  bread  from  heaven.^®  If  the  Mosaic  manna 
presents  itself  as  that  which  was  most  likely  to  be  held  a  type  of  the  bread 
miraculously  augmented  by  Jesus;  the  fish  which  Jesus  also  multiplied 
miraculously,  may  remind  us  that  Moses  gave  the  people,  not  only  a  substi- 
tute for  bread  in  the  manna,  but  also  animal  food  in  the  quails  (Exod.  xvL  8, 
xii.  13 ;  Num.  xi.  4  ff.).  On  comparing  these  Mosaic  narratives  with  our 
evangelical  ones,  there  appears  a  striking  resemblance  even  in  details.  The 
locality  in  both  cases  is  the  wilderness  ;  the  inducement  to  the  miracle  here 
as  there,  is  fear  lest  the  people  should  suffer  from  want  in  the  wilderness,  or 
perish  from  hunger ;  in  the  Old  Testament  history,  this  fear  is  expressed  by 
the  people  in  loud  murmurs,  in  that  of  the  New  Testament,  it  results  from  the 
shortsightedness  of  the  disciples,  and  the  benevolence  uf  Jesus.  The  direc- 
tion of  the  latter  to  his  disciples  that  they  should  give  the  people  food,  a 
direction  which  implies  that  he  had  already  formed  the  design  of  feeding 
them  miraculously,  may  be  paralleled  with  the  command  which  Jehovah  gave 
to  Moses  to  feed  the  people  with  manna  (Exod.  xvi.  4),  and  with  quails 
(Exod.  xvi.  12  ;  Num.  xi.  18-20).  But  there  is  another  point  of  similarity 
which  speaks  yet  more  directly  to  our  present  purpose.  As,  in  the  evan- 
gelical narrative,  the  disciples  think  it  an  impossibility  that  provision  for  so 
great  a  mass  of  people  should  be  procured  in  the  wilderness,  so,  in  the  Old 
Testament  history,  Moses  replies  doubtingly  to  the  promise  of  Jehovah  to 
satisfy  the  people  with  flesh  (Num.  xi.  21  f ).  To  Moses,  as  to  the  disciples, 
the  multitude  appears  too  great  for  the  possibility  of  providing  sufficient  food 
for  them ;  as  the  latter  ask,  whence  they  should  have  so  much  bread  in  the 
wilderness,  so  Moses  asks  ironically  whether  they  should  slay  the  flocks  and 
the  herds  (which  they  had  not).  And  as  the  disciples  object,  that  not  even 
the  most  impoverishing  expenditure  on  their  part  would  thoroughly  meet  the 
demand,  so  Moses,  clothing  the  idea  in  another  form,  had  declared,  that  to 
satisfy  the  people  as  Jehovah  promised,  an  impossibility  must  happen  (the 
fish  of  the  sea  be  gathered  together  for  them) ;  objections  which  Jehovah 
there,  as  here  Jesus,  does  not  regard,  but  issues  the  command  that  the  people 
should  prepare  for  the  reception  of  the  miraculous  food. 

But  though  these  two  cases  of  a  miraculous  supply  of  nourishment  are  thus 
analogous,  there  is  this  essential  distinction,  that  in  the  Old  Testament,  in 
relation  both  to  the  manna  and  the  quails,  it  is  a  miraculous  procuring  of 
food  not  previously  existing  which  is  spoken  of,  while  in  the  New  Testament 
it  is  a  miraculous  augmentation  of  provision  already  present,  but  inadequate  ; 
so  that  the  chasm  between  the  Mosaic  narrative  and  the  evangelical  one  is 
too  great  for  the  latter  to  have  been  derived  immediately  from  the  former. 
If  we  search  for  an  intermediate  step,  a  very  natural  one  between  Moses  and 
the  Messiah  is  afforded  by  the  prophets.  We  read  of  Elijah,  that  through 
him  and  for  his  sake,  the  little  store  of  meal  and  oil  which  he  found  in  the 
possession  of  the  widow  of  Zarephath  was  miraculously  replenished,  or  rather 
was  made  to  suffice  throughout  the  duration  of  the  famine  (i  Kings  xvii. 
8-16).     This  species  of  miracle  is  developed  still  further^  and  with  a  greater 

«  Vid.  Vol.  I.  §  14. 
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resemblance  to  the  evangelical  narrative,  in  the  history  of  Elisha  (2  Kings  iv. 
42  ff.).  As  Jesus  fed  five  thousand  men  in  the  wilderness  with  hye  loaves  and 
two  fishes,  so  this  prophet,  during  a  famine,  fed. a  hundred  men  with  twenty 
loaves,  (which  like  those  distributed  by  Jesus  in  John,  are  called  barley 

loaves,)  together  with  some  ground  corn  (/^l^,  LXX.  waXdOas) ;  a  dispro- 
portion between  the  quantity  of  provisions  and  the  number  of  men,  which  his 
servant,  like  the  disciples  in  the  other  instance,  indicates  in  the  question  : 
What/  should  I  set  this  before  a  hundred  men?  Elisha,  like  Jesus,  is  not 
diverted  from  his  purpose,  but  commands  the  servant  to  give  what  he  has  to 
the  people  ;  and  as  in  the  New  Testament  narrative  great  stress  is  laid  on  the 
collection  of  the  remaining  fragments,  so  in  the  Old  Testament  it  is  specially 
noticed  at  the  close  of  this  story,  that  notwithstanding  so  many  had  eaten  of 
the  store,  there  was  still  an  overplus.*^  The  only  important  difference  here 
i?,  that  on  the  side  of  the  evangelical  narrative,  the  number  of  the  loaves  is 
smaller,  and  that  of  the  people  greater;  but  who  does  not  know  ihat  in 
general  the  legend  does  not  easily  imitate,  without  at  the  same  time  surpass- 
ing, and  who  does  not  see  that  in  this  particular  instance  it  was  entirely 
suited  to  the  position  of  the  Messiah,  that  his  miraculous  power,  compared 
with  that  of  Elisha,  should  be  placed,  as  it  regards  the  need  of  natural  means, 
in  the  relation  of  five  to  twenty,  but  as  it  regards  the  supernatural  perform- 
ance, in  that  of  five  thousand  to  one  hundred?  Paulus  indeed,  in  order  to 
preclude  the  inference,  that  as  the  t*vo  narratives  in  the  Old  Testament  are  to 
be  understood  mythically,  so  also  is  the  strikingly  similar  evangelical  narra- 
tive, extends  to  the  former  the  attempt  at  a  natural  explanation  which  he  has 
]>ursued  with  the  latter,  making  the  widow's  cruse  of  oil  to  be  replenished  by 
the  aid  of  the  scholars  of  the  prophets,  and  the  twenty  loaves  suffice  for  one 
hundred  men  by  means  of  a  praiseworthy  moderation ;  ^  a  mode  of  explana- 
tion which  is  less  practicable  here  than  with  the  New  Testament  narrative, 
in  proportion  as,  by  reason  of  the  greater  remoteness  of  these  anecdotes,  they 
present  fewer  critical  (and,  by  reason  of  their  merely  mediate  relation  to 
Christianity,  fewer  dogmatical)  motives  for  maintaining  their  historical 
veracity. 

Nothing  more  is  wanting  to  complete  the  mythical  derivation  of  this  history 
of  the  miraculous  feeding  of  the  multitude,  except  the  proof,  that  the  later 
Jews  also  believed  of  particularly  holy  men,  that  by  their  means  a  small 
amount  of  provision  was  made  sufficient,  and  of  this  proof  the  disinterested 
industry  of  Dr.  Paulus  as  a  collector,  has  put  us  in  possession.  He  adduces 
a  rabbinical  statement  that  in  the  time  of  a  specially  holy  man,  the  amall 
quantity  of  shew-bread  more  than  sufficed  for  the  supply  of  the  priests.*^  To 
be  consequent,  this  commentator  should  try  to  explain  this  story  also 
naturally, — by  the  moderation  of  the  priests,  for  instance  :  but  it  is  not  in  the 
canon,  hence  he  can  unhesitatingly  regard  it  as  a  fable,  and  he  only  so  far 
admits  its  striking  similarity  to  the  evangelical  narrative  as  to  observe,  that  in 
consequence  of  the  Jewish  belief  in  such  augmentations  of  food,  attested  by 
that  rabbinical  statement,  the  New  Testament  narrative  may  in  early  times 

*»  2    Kings  iv.   43,  LXX.  :  rl   8Q  roGro  John    vi.    9 :    dXXA    roOra    ri    itnriw    e/$ 

i^uyrtoy  ixarbp  i,v9pCa¥  ;  roao&rovt  / 

Ibid.  V.    44  :    Kal   (4>ayoy,   koI   KariXiirov  Matt.    xiv.    20 :   koI  i4>ay<»  rdinrcf,  rai 

#cotA  rb  jt/rjiM  Kvplw.  ixoprdadrfffcoft   Kcd  ^pw  r6  Tepiffaevw  twf 

KkfurfidrWf  k,  r.  X. 

^  Exeg.  Handb.  2,  s.  237  f. 

**  Joma  f.  39,  I  :  Tempore  Simeonis  justi  beftsdictio  erat  super  dms  panes  pentecastaUs  et 
super  decern  panes  irp<f$€ffewt,  ut  sinj^li  sacerdotes^  qui  pro  rata  parte  acciperent  quanHtatetn 
olivce^  ad  saiietatem  comederent,  imo  ut  adhuc  reliquia  super essent. 
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have  been  understood  by  judaizing  Christians  in  the  same  (miraculous)  sense. 
But  our  examination  has  shown  that  the  evangelical  narrative  was  designedly 
composed  so  as  to  convey  this  sense,  and  if  this  sense  was  an  element  of  the 
popular  Jewish  legend,  then  is  the  evangelical  narrative  without  doubt  a  pro- 
duct of  that  legend.^, 

§  103. 

JESUS  TURNS   WATER   INTO   WINE, 

Next  to  the  history  of  the  multiplication  of  the  loaves  and  fishes,  may  be 
ranged  the  narrative  in  the  fourth  gospel  (ii.  i  ff.),  of  Jesus  at  a  wedding  in 
Cana  of  Galilee  turning  water  into  wine.  According  to  Olshausen,  both 
miracles  fall  under  the  same  category,  since  in  both  a  substratum  is  present, 
the  substance  of  which  is  modified.^  But  he  overlooks  the  logical  distinction, 
that  in  the  miracle  of  the  loaves  and  fishes,  the  modification  is  one  of 
quantity  merely,  an  augmentation  of  what  was  already  existing,  without  any 
change  of  its  quality  (bread  becomes  more  bread,  but  remains  bread) ; 
whereas  at  the  wedding  in  Cana  the  substratum  is  modified  in  quality — out  of 
a  certain  substance  there  is  made  not  merely  more  of  the  same  kind,  but 
something  else  (out  of  water,  wine) ;  in  other  words,  a  real  transubstantiation 
takes  place.  It  is  true  there  are  changes  in  quality  which  are  natural  results, 
and  the  instantaneous  effectuation  of  which  by  Jesus  would  be  even  more 
easy  to  conceive,  than  an  equally  rapid  augmentation  of  quantity  \  for 
example,  if  he  had  suddenly  changed  must  into  wine,  or  wine  into  vinegar, 
this  would  only  have  been  to  conduct  in  an  accelerated  manner  the  same 
vegetable  substratum,  the  vinous  juice,  through  various  conditions  natural  to 
it  The  miracle  would  be  already  heightened  if  Jesus  had  imparted  to  the 
juice  of  another  fruit,  the  apple  for  instance,  the  quality  of  that  of  the  grape, 
although  even  in  this  his  agency  would  have  been  within  the  limits  of  the 
same  kingdom  of  nature.  But  here,  where  water  is  turned  into  wine,  there  is 
a  transition  from  one  kingdom  of  nature  to  another,  from  the  elementary  to 
the  vegetable ;  a  miracle  which  as  far  exceeds  that  of  the  multiplication  of 
the  loaves,  as  if  Jesus  had  hearkened  to  the  counsel  of  the  tempter,  and 
turned  stones  into  bread.' 

To  this  miracle,  as  to  the  former,  Olshausen,  after  Augustine,'  applies  his 
definition  of  an  accelerated  natural  process,  by  which  we  are  to  understand 
that  we  have  here  simply  the  occurrence,  in  an  accelerated  manner,  of  that 
which  is  presented  yearly  in  the  vine  in  a  slow  process  of  development 
This  mode  of  viewing  the  matter  would  have  some  foundation,  if  the  sub- 
stratum on  which  Jesus  operated  had  been  the  same  out  of  which  wine  is 
wont  to  be  naturally  produced ;  if  he  had  taken  a  vine  in  his  hand,  and 
suddenly  caused  it  to  bloom,  and  to  bear  ripe  grapes,  this  might  have  been 
called  an  accelerated  natural  process.  Even  then  indeed  we  should  still 
have  no  wine,  and  if  Jesus  were  to  produce  this  also  from  the  vine  which  he 
took  into  his  hand,  he  must  add  an  operation  which  would  be  an  invisible 
substitute  for  the  winepress,  that  is,  an  accelerated  artificial  process ;  so  that 

"  Comp.  De  Wette,  ex  Handb.  i,  i,  s.  133  f. 

^  BibL  Comm.  2,  s.  74. 

'  Neander  is  of  opinion  that  an  analogy  may  be  found  for  this  miracle  yet  more  easily 
than  for  that  of  the  loaves — in  the  mineral  springs,  the  water  of  which  is  rendered  so  potent 
by  natural  agencies,  that  it  produces  effects  which  far  exceed  those  of  ordinary  water,  and  in 
part  resemble  those  of  wine  !  (s.  369. ) 

'  In  Joann,  tract  8 :  ipse  vinum  fecit  in  nuptiis^  qui  omni  anno  hocfacit  in  vUibus, 
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on  this  supposition  the  category  of  the  accelerated  natural  process  would 
already  be  insufficient.  In  fact,  however,  we  have  no  vine  as  a  substratum 
for  this  production  of  wine,  but  water,  and  in  this  case  we  could  only  speak 
with  propriety  of  an  accelerated  natural  process,  if  by  any  means,  however 
gradual,  wine  were  ever  produced  out  of  water.  Here  it  is  urged,  that 
certainly  out  of  water,  out  of  the  moisture  produced  in  the  earth  by  rain  and 
the  like,  the  vine  draws  its  sap,  which  in  due  order  it  applies  to  the  produc- 
tion of  the  grape,  and  of  the  wine  therein  contained ;  so  that  thus  yearly,  by 
means  of  a  natural  process,  wine  does  actually  come  out  of  water.*  But 
apart  from  the  fact  that  water  is  only  one  of  the  elementary  materials  which 
are  required  for  the  fructification  of  the  vine,  and  that  to  this  end,  soil,  air, 
and  light,  must  concur ;  it  could  not  be  said  either  of  one,  or  of  all  these 
elementary  materials  together,  that  they  produce  the  grape  or  the  wine,  nor, 
consequently,  that  Jesus,  when  he  produced  wine  out  of  water,  did  the  same 
thing,  only  more  quickly,  which  is  repeated  every  year  as  a  gradual  process  : 
on  the  contrary,  here  again  there  is  a  confusion  of  essentially  distinct  logical 
categories.  For  we  may  place  the  relation  of  the  product  to  the  producing 
agent,  which  is  here  treated  of,  under  the  category  of  power  and  manifesta- 
tion, or  of  cause  and  effect :  never  can  it  be  said  that  water  is  the  power  or 
the  cause,  which  produces  grapes  and  wine,  for  the  power  which  gives 
existence  to  them  is  strictly  the  vegetable  individuality  of  the  vine-plant,  to 
which  water,  with  the  rest  of  the  elementary  agencies,  is  related  only  as  the 
solicitation  to  the  power,  as  the  stimulus  to  the  cause.  That  is,  without  the 
co-operation  of  water,  air,  etc.,  grapes  certainly  cannot  be  produced,  any 
more  than  without  the  vine  plant ;  but  the  distinction  is,  that  in  the  vine  the 
grape,  in  itself  or  in  its  germ,  is  already  present,  and  water,  air,  etc.,  only 
assist  in  its  development ;  whereas  in  these  elementary  substances,  the  grape 
is  present  neither  cLciu  nor  fotentid  ;  they  can  in  no  way  produce  the  fruit  out 
of  themselves,  but  only  out  of  something  else — the  vine.  To  turn  water  into 
wine  is  not  then  to  make  a  cause  act  more  rapidly  than  it  would  act  in  a 
natural  way,  but  it  is  to  make  the  effect  appear  without  a  cause,  out  of  a  mere 
accessory  circumstance  ;  or,  to  refer  more  particularly  to  organic  nature,  it  is 
to  call  forth  the  organic  product  without  the  producing  organism,  out  of  the 
simple  inorganic  materials,  or  rather  out  of  one  of  these  materials  only.  This 
is  about  the  same  thing  as  to  make  bread  out  of  earth  without  the  interven- 
tion of  the  com  plant,  flesh  out  of  bread  without  a  previous  assimilation  of  it 
by  an  animal  body,  or  in  the  same  immediate  manner,  blood  out  of  wine. 
If  the  supranaturalist  is  not  here  contented  with  appealing  to  the  incompre- 
hensibleness  of  an  omnipotent  word  of  Jesus,  but  also  endeavours,  with 
Olshausen,  to  bring  the  process  which  must  have  been  contained  in  the 
miracle  in  question  nearer  to  his  conception,  by  regarding  it  in  the  light  of  a 
natural  process ;  he  must  not,  in  order  to  render  the  matter  more  probable, 
suppress  a  part  of  the  necessary  stages  in  that  process,  but  exhibit  them  all. 
They  would  then  present  the  following  series :  ist,  to  the  water,  as  one  only 
of  the  elementary  agents,  Jesus  must  have  added  the  power  of  the  other 
elements  above  named ;  2ndly  (and  this  is  the  chief  point),  he  must  have 
procured,  in  an  equally  invisible  manner,  the  organic  individuality  of  the  vine ; 
3rdly,  he  must  have  accelerated,  to  the  degree  of  instantaneousness,  the 
natural  process  resulting  from  the  reciprocal  action  of  these  objects  upon  one 
another,  the  blooming  and  fructification  of  the  vine,  together  with  the  ripen- 
ing of  the  grape ;  4thly,  he  must  have  caused  the  artificial  process  of  pressing, 

^  Thus  Augustine,  ut  sup.  approved  by  Olshausen  :  sicut  emm,  quod  miserunt  ministri  in 
hydrias  in  mnum  conversum  est  opere  Domini^  sic  et  quod  nudes  Jundunt,  in  vinum  conver- 
titurejusdem  opere  Domini, 
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and  so  forth,  to  occur  invisibly  and  suddenly ;  and  lastly,  he  must  again  have 
accelerated  the  further  natural  process  of  fermentation,  so  as  to  render  it 
momentary.  Thus,  here  again,  the  designation  of  the  miracle  as  an  accele- 
rated natural  process,  would  apply  to  two  stages  only  out  of  five,  the  other 
three  being  such  as  cannot  possibly  be  brought  under  this  point  of  view, 
though  the  two  first,  especially  the  second,  are  of  greater  importance  even 
than  belonged  to  the  stages  which  were  neglected  in  the  application  of  this 
view  to  the  history  of  the  miraculous  feeding  :  so  that  the  definition  of  an 
accelerated  natural  process  is  as  inadequate  here  as  there. *^  As,  however, 
this  is  the  only,  or  the  extreme  category,  under  which  we  can  bring  such 
operations  nearer  to  our  conception  and  comprehension ;  it  follows  that  if 
this  category  be  shown  to  be  inapplicable,  the  event  itself  is  inconceivable. 

Not  only,  however,  has  the  miracle  before  us  been  impeached  in  relation 
to  possibility,  but  also  in  relation  to  utility  and  fitness.  It  has  been  urged 
both  in  ancient*  and  modern  "^  times,  that  it  was  unworthy  of  Jesus  that  he 
should  not  only  remain  in  the  society  of  drunkards,  but  even  further  their  in- 
temperance by  an  exercise  of  his  miraculous  power.  But  this  objection 
should  be  discarded  as  an  exaggeration,  since,  as  expositors  justly  observe, 
from  the  words  after  men  have  well  drunk,  otolv  fi€$v<rO<i!)<n  (v.  lo),  which  f/ie 
ruler  of  the  feast  apxirpLKXivos  uses  with  reference  to  the  usual  course  of  things 
at  such  feasts,  nothing  can  with  certainty  be  deduced  with  respect  to  the 
occasion  in  question.  We  must  however  still  regard  as  valid  an  objection, 
which  is  not  only  pointed  out  by  Paulus  and  the  author  of  the  Probabilia,^ 
But  admitted  even  by  Liicke  and  Olshausen  to  be  at  the  first  glance  a  press- 
ing difficulty  :  namely,  that  by  this  miracle  Jesus  did  not,  as  was  usual  with 
him,  relieve  any  want,  any  real  need,  but  only  furnished  an  additional  incite- 
ment to  pleasure )  showed  himself  not  so  much  helpful  as  courteous  ;  rather, 
so  to  speak,  performed  a  miracle  of  luxury,  than  of  true  beneficence.  If  it 
be  here  said  that  it  was  a  sufficient  object  for  the  miracle  to  confirm  the  faith 
of  the  disciples,*  which  according  to  v.  1 1  was  its  actual  effect ;  it  must  be 
remembered  that,  as  a  general  rule,  not  only  had  the  miracles  of  Jesus,  con- 
sidered with  regard  to  their  form,  i.e.  as  extraordinary  results,  something 
desirable  as  their  consequence,  for  instance,  the  faith  of  the  spectators ;  but 
also,  considered  with  regard  to  their  matter,  i.e.  as  consisting  of  cures,  multi- 
plications of  loaves,  and  the  like,  were  directed  to  some  really  beneficent  end. 
In  the  present  miracle  this  characteristic  is  wanting,  and  hence  Paulus  is  not 
wrong  when  he  points  out  the  contradiction  which  would  lie  in  the  conduct 
of  Jesus,  if  towards  the  tempter  he  rejected  every  challenge  to  such  miracles 
as,  without  being  materially  beneficent,  or  called  for  by  any  pressing  necessity, 
could  only  formally  produce  faith  and  astonishment,  and  yet  in  this  instance 
performed  a  miracle  of  that  very  nature. ^^ 

The  supranaturalist  was  therefore  driven  to  maintain  that  it  was  not  faith 
in  general  which  Jesus  here  intended  to  produce,  but  a  conviction  entirely 
special,  and  only  to  be  wrought  by  this  particular  miracle.  Proceeding  on 
this  supposition,  nothing  was  more  natural  than  to  be  reminded  by  the 
opposition  of  water  and  wine  on  which  the  miracle  turns,  of  the  opposition 
between  him  who  baptized  with  water  (Matt.  iii.  ii),  who  at  the  same  time 

*  Even  Liicke,  i,  s.  405,  thinks  the  analogy  with  the  above  natural  process  deficient  and 
unintelligible,  and  does  not  know  how  to  console  himself  better  than  by  the  consideration, 
that  a  similar  inconvenience  exists  in  relation  to  the  miracle  of  the  loaves. 

^  Chrysost.  horn,  in  Joann.  21. 
'  Woolston,  Disc.  4. 

*  P.  42. 

*  Tholuck,  in  loc. 

^^  Comm.  4,  s.  151  f. 
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came  neither  eating  nor  drinking  (Luke  i.  15  ;  Matt.  xi.  18),  and  him  who,  as 
he  baptized  witli  the  Holy  Ghost  and  with  fire,  so  he  did  not  deny  himself 
the  ardent,  animating  fruit  of  the  vine,  and  was  hence  reproached  with  being 
a  wine-bibber  oivonoTrjs  (Matt.  xi.  19);  especially  as  the  fourth  gospel,  in  which 
the  narrative  of  the  wedding  at  Cana  is  contained,  manifests  in  a  peculiar 
degree  the  tendency  to  lead  over  the  contemplation  from  the  Baptist  to  Jesus. 
On  these  grounds  Herder,^^  and  after  him  some  others,'*  have  held  the 
opinion,  that  Jesus  by  the  above  miraculous  act  intended  to  symbolize  to  his 
disciples,  several  of  whom  had  been  disciples  of  the  Baptist,  the  relation  of 
his  spirit  and  office  to  those  of  John,  and  by  this  proof  of  his  superior  power, 
to  put  an  end  to  the  offence  which  they  might  take  at  his  more  liberal  mode 
of  life.  But  here  the  reflection  obtrudes  itself,  that  Jesus  does  not  avail 
himself  of  this  symbolical  miracle,  to  enlighten  his  disciples  by  explanatory 
discourses  concerning  his  relation  to  the  Baptist ;  an  omission  which  even  the 
friends  of  this  interpretation  pronounce  to  be  surprising.^'  How  needful  such 
an  exposition  was,  if  the  miracle  were  not  to  fail  of  its  special  object,  is  evi- 
dent from  tlie  fact,  that  the  narrator  himself,  according  to  v.  11,  understood 
it  not  at  all  in  this  lights  as  a  symbolization  of  a  particular  maxim  of  Jesus, 
but  quite  generally,  as  a  manifestation  f^avipwrts  of  his  glory.'*  Thus  if  that 
special  lesson  were  the  object  of  Jesus  in  performing  the  miracle  before  us, 
then  the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel,  that  is,  according  to  the  supposition  of 
the  above  theologians,  his  most  apprehensive  pupil,  misunderstood  him,  and 
Jesus  delayed  in  an  injudicious  manner  to  prevent  this  misunderstanding;  or 
if  both  these  conclusions  are  rejected,  there  still  subsists  the  difficulty,  that 
Jesus,  contrary  to  the  prevailing  tendency  of  his  conduct,  sought  to  attain 
the  general  object  of  proving  his  miraculous  power,  by  an  act  for  which 
apparently  he  might  have  substituted  a  more  useful  one. 

Again,  the  disproportionate  quantity  of  wine  with  which  Jesus  supplies  the 
guests,  must  excite  astonishment.  Six  vessels,  each  containing  from  two  to 
three  /xer/oiyras,  supposing  the  Attic  /AcrpT/r^s,  corresponding  to  the  Hebrew 
bath^  to  be  equivalent  to  i\  Roman  amphora^  or  twenty-one  Wirtemberg 
measures,*  would  yield  252-378  measures.**  What  a  quantity  for  a  com- 
pany who  had  already  drunk  freely  !  What  enormous  vessels  I  exclaims  Dr. 
Paulus,  and  leaves  no  effort  untried  to  reduce  the  statement  of  measures  in 
the  text.  With  a  total  disregard  of  the  rules  of  the  language,  he  gives  to  the 
preposition  a.va.  a  collective  meaning,  instead  of  its  proper  distributive  one,  so 
as  to  make  the  six  water  pots  {vSpCai)  contain,  not  each,  but  altogether,  from 
two  to  three  ficrprp-a^ ;  and  even  Olshausen  consoles  himself,  after  Semler, 
with  the  fact,  that  it  is  nowhere  remarked  that  the  water  in  all  the  vessels  was 
turned  into  wine.  But  these  are  subterfuges ;  they  to  whom  the  supply  of  so 
extravagant  and  dangerous  a  quantity  of  wine  on  the  part  of  Jesus  is  in- 
credible, must  conclude  that  the  narrative  is  unhistorical. 

Peculiar  difficulty  is  occasioned  by  the  relation  in  which  this  narrative 
places  Jesus  to  his  mother,  and  his  mother  to  him.  According  to  the  express 
statement  of  the  Evangelist,  the  turning  of  water  into  wine  was  the  beginning 

^^  Von  Gottes  Sohn  u.  s.  f.  nach  Johannes  Evangelium,  s.  131  f. 

*'  C.  Ch.  Flatt,  iiber  die  Verwandlung  des  Wassers  in  Wein,  in  Stiskind*s  Magazin,  14. 
Stiick,  s.  86  f.  ;  Olshausen,  ut  sup.  s.  75  f. ;  comp.  Neander,  L.  J.  Chr.,  s.  372. 

^^  Olshausen,  ut  sup. 

^*  Liicke  also  thinks  this  symbolical  interpretation  too  far-fetched,  and  too  little  sup- 
ported by  the  tone  of  the  narrative,  s.  406.     Comp.  De  Wette,  ex.  Handb.  I,  j,  s.  37. 

*  [A  Wirtemburg  wine  Maas,  or  measure,  is  equal  to  about  3i  pints  English,  or  more 
exactly  3"32.— Tr.] 

^^  Wurm,  de  ponderum,  mensurarum  etc.  rationibus,  ap.  Rom.  et  Graec.,  p.  123,  126. 
Comp.  LUcke,  in  loc. 
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of  the  miracles  of  Jesus,  apx^  twv  oi/fictW ;  and  yet  his  mother  reckons  so 
confidently  on  his  performing  a  miracle  here,  that  she  believes  it  only 
necessary  to  point  out  to  him  the  deficiency  of  wine,  in  order  to  induce  him 
to  afford  supernatural  aid;  and  even  when  she  receives  a  discouraging  answer, 
she  is  so  far  from  losing  hope,  that  she  enjoins  the  servants  to  be  obedient  to 
the  directions  of  her  son  (v.  3,  5).  How  is  this  expectation  of  a  miracle  on 
the  part  of  the  mother  of  Jesus  to  be  explained?  Are  we  to  refer  the 
declaration  of  John,  that  the  metamorphosis  of  the  water  was  the  first  miracle 
of  Jesus,  merely  to  the  period  of  his  public  life,  and  to  presuppose  as  real 
events,  for  his  previous  years,  the  apocryphal  miracles  of  the  Gospels  of  the 
Infancy  ?  Or,  believing  that  Chrysostom  was  right  in  regarding  this  as  too 
uncriiicaV^  are  we  rather  to  conjecture  that  Mary,  in  consequence  of  her 
conviction  that  Jesus  was  the  Messiah,  a  conviction  wrought  in  her  by  the 
signs  that  attended  his  birth,  expected  miracles  from  him,  and  as  perhaps  on 
some  earlier  occasions,  so  now  on  this,  when  the  perplexity  was  great,  desired 
from  him  a  proof  of  his  power  P^'''  Were  only  that  early  conviction  of  the 
relatives  of  Jesus  that  he  was  the  Messiah  somewhat  more  probable,  and 
especially  the  extraordinary  events  of  the  childhood,  by  which  it  is  supposed 
to  have  been  produced,  better  accredited  !  Moreover,  even  presupposing  the 
belief  of  Mary  in  the  miraculous  power  of  her  son,  it  is  still  not  at  all  clear 
how,  notwithstanding  his  discouraging  answer,  she  could  yet  confidently  ex- 
pect that  he  would  just  on  this  occasion  perform  his  first  miracle,  and  feel 
assured  that  she  positively  knew  that  he  would  act  precisely  so  as  to  require 
the  assistance  of  the  servants.*^  This  decided  knowledge  on  the  part  of 
Mary,  even  respecting  the  manner  of  the  miracle  about  to  be  wrought,  appears 
to  indicate  an  antecedent  disclosure  of  Jesus  to  her,  and  hence  Olshausen 
supposes  that  Jesus  had  given  his  mother  an  intimation  concerning  the 
miracle  on  which  he  had  resolved  But  when  could  this  disclosure  have 
been  made  ?  Already  as  they  were  going  to  the  feast  ?  Then  Jesus  must 
have  foreseen  that  there  would  be  a  want  of  wine,  in  which  case  Mary  could 
not  have  apprised  him  of  it  as  of  an  unexpected  embarrassment.  Or  did 
Jesus  make  the  disclosure  after  her  appeal,  and  consequently  in  connexion 
with  the  words  :  IVAat  have  I  to  do  with  thee^  woman,  etc.  ?  But  with  this 
answer,  it  is  impossible  to  conceive  so  opposite  a  declaration  to  have  been 
united ;  it  would  therefore  be  necessary,  on  Olshausen's  view,  to  imagine  that 
Jesus  uttered  the  negative  words  aloud,  the  affirmative  in  an  undertone, 
merely  for  Mary  :  a  supposition  which  would  give  the  scene  the  appearance 
of  a  comedy.  Thus  it  is  on  no  supposition  to  be  understood  how  Mary 
could  expect  a  miracle  at  all,  still  less  precisely  such  an  one.  The  first 
difficulty  might  indeed  be  plausibly  evaded,  by  maintaining  that  Mary  did 
not  here  apply  to  Jesus  in  expectation  of  a  miracle,  but  simply  that  she 
might  obtain  her  son's  advice  in  the  case,  as  she  was  wont  to  do  in  all  dififi- 
cult  circumstances :  ^®  his  reply  however  shows  that  he  regarded  the  words  of 
his  mother  as  a  summons  to  perform  a  miracle,  and  moreover  the  direction 
which  Mary  gave  to  the  servants  remains  on  this  supposition  totally  unex- 
plained. 

The  answer  of  Jesus  to  the  intimation  of  his  mother  (v.  4)  has  been  just  as 
often  blamed  with  exaggeration  ^  as  justified  on  insufficient  grounds.     How- 

*•  Homil.  in  Joann.  in  loc. 
"  Tholuck.  in  loc. 

'^  This  argument  is  valid  against  Neander  also,  who  appeals  to  the  faith  of  Mary  chiefly 
as  a  result  of  the  solemn  inauguration  at  the  baptism  (s.  370). 
^^  Hess,  Gesch.  Jesu,  I,  s.  135.     Comp.  also  Calvin,  in  loc. 
^  E.g.  by  Woolston,  ut  sup. 
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ever  truly  it  may  be  urged  that  the  Hebrew  phrase,  vJ  ^r'15,  to  which  the 
Greek  ri  ifiol  koI  aol  corresponds,  appears  elsewhere  as  an  expression  of 
gentle  blame,  e.g.  2  Sam.  xvi.  10  ;2i  or  that  with  the  entrance  of  Jesus  on  his 
special  office  his  relation  to  his  mother  as  regarded  his  actions  was  dis- 
solved :  22  it  nevertlieless  remains  undeniable,  that  it  was  fitting  for  Jesus  to 
be  modestly  apprised  of  opportunities  for  the  exercise  of  his  miraculous 
power,  and  if  one  who  pointed  out  to  him  a  case  of  disease  and  added  an 
entreaty  for  help,  did  not  deserve  reprehension,  as  little  and  even  less  did 
Mary,  when  she  brought  to  his  knowledge  a  want  which  had  arisen,  with  a 
merely  implied  entreaty  for  assistance.  The  case  would  have  been  different 
had  Jesus  considered  the  occasion  not  adapted,  or  even  unworthy  to  have  a 
miracle  connected  with  it ;  he  might  then  have  repelled  with  severity  the 
implied  summons,  as  an  incitement  to  a  false  use  of  miraculous  power  (in- 
stanced in  the  history  of  the  temptation) ;  as,  on  the  contrary,  he  immediately 
after  showed  by  his  actions  that  he  held  the  occasion  worthy  of  a  miracle,  it 
is  absolutely  incomprehensible  how  he  could  blame  his  mother  for  her  inform- 
ation, which  perhaps  only  came  to  him  a  few  moments  too  soon.'* 

Here  again  it  has  been  attempted  to  escape  from  the  numerous  difficulties 
of  the  supranatural  view,  by  a  natural  interpretation  of  the  history.     The 
commentators  who  advance  this  explanation  set  out  from  the  fact,  that  it  was 
the  custom  among  the  Jews  to  make  presents  of  oil  or  wine  at  marriage 
feasts.     Now  Jesus,  it  is  said,  having  brought  with  him  five  new  disciples  as 
uninvited  guests,  might  foresee  a  deficiency  of  wine,  and  wished  out  of 
pleasantry  to  present  his  gift  in  an  unexpected  and  mysterious  manner.     The 
'^o$a  (glory)  which  he  manifested  by  this  proceeding,  is  said  to  be  merely  his 
humanity,  which  in  the  proper  place  did  not  disdain  to  pass  a  jest ;  the  wwms, 
{faith)  which  he  thereby  excited  in  his  disciples,  was  a  joyful  adherence  to  a 
man  who  exhibited  none  of  the  oppressive  severity  which  had  been  antici- 
pated in  the  Messiah.     Mary  was  aware  of  her  son's  project,  and  warned  him 
when  it  appeared  to  her  time  to  put  it  in  execution ;  but  he  reminded  her 
playfully  not  to  spoil  his  jest  by  over-haste.     His  causing  water  to  be  drawn, 
seems  to  have  belonged  to  the  playful  deception  which  he  intended  ;  that  all 
at  once  wine  was  found  in  the  vessels  instead  of  water,  and  that  this  was  re- 
garded as  a  miraculous  metamorphosis,  might  easily  happen  at  a  late  hour  of 
the  night,  when  there  had  already  been  considerable  drinking ;  lastly,  that 
Jesus  did  not  enlighten  the  wedding  party  as  to  the  true  state  of  the  case, 
was  the  natural  consequence  of  his  wish  not  himself  to  dissipate  the  delusion 
which  he  had  playfully  caused.**     For  the  rest,  how  the  plan  was  effected,  by 
what  arrangements  on  the  part  of  Jesus  the  wine  was  conveyed  in  the  place 
of  the  water,  this,  Paulus  thinks,  is  not  now  to  be  ascertained ;  it  is  enough 
for  us  to  know  that  all  happened  naturally.     As  however,  according  to  the 
opinion  of  this  expositor,  the  Evangelist  was  aware,  in  a  general  manner,  that 
the  whole  occurrence  was  natural,  why  has  he  given  us  no  intimation  to  that 
effect  ?     Did  he  wish  to  prepare  for  the  reader  the  same  surprise  that  Jesus 
had  prepared  for  the  spectators  ?  still  he  must  afterwards  have  solved  the 
enigma,  if  he  did  not  intend  the  delusion  to  be  permanent.     Above  all,  he 
ought  not  to  have  used  the  misleading  expression,  that  Jesus  by  this  act 
manifested  forth  his  glory  (ti;v  Zo^av  avrov,  v.  11),  which,  in  the  phraseology 
of  this  gospel,  can  only  mean  his  superior  dignity ;  he  ought  not  to  have 
called  the  incident  a  sign  (p"rjix€iov),  by  which  something  supernatural  is  im- 

'*  Flatt,  ut  sup.  s.  90 ;  Tholuck,  in  loc. 

*'  Olshausen,  in  loc. 

^'  Comp.  also  the  Probabilia,  p.  41  f. 

»*  Paulus,  Comm.  4,  s.  150  ff. ;  L.  J.  i,  a,  s.  169  ff. ;  NatUrliche  Gesch.  2,  s.  61  ff. 
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plied  ;  lastly,  he  ought  not,  by  the  expression,  the  water  that  was  made  wine 
(to  ^^p  oIvov  ytytvrjfiiyov,  V.  9),  and  still  less  by  the  subsequent  designation 
of  Cana  as  the  place  where  he  made  the  water  wine  {owov  hroirjcey  vS<op  otvoy), 
to  have  occasioned  the  impression,  that  he  approved  the  miraculous  con- 
ception of  the  event.**  The  author  of  the  Natural  History  sought  to  elude 
these  difficulties  by  the  admission,  that  the  narrator  himself,  John,  regarded 
the  event  as  a  miracle,  and  meant  to  describe  it  as  such.  Not  to  mention, 
however,  the  unworthy  manner  in  which  he  explains  this  error  on  the  part  of 
the  Evangelist,'*  it  is  not  easy  to  conceive  of  Jesus  that  he  should  have  kept 
his  disciples  in  the  same  delusion  as  the  rest  of  the  guests,  and  not  have 
given  to  them  at  least  an  explanation  concerning  the  real  course  of  the  event. 
It  would  therefore  be  necessary  to  suppose  that  the  narrator  of  this  event  was 
not  one  of  the  disciples  of  Jesus :  a  supposition  which  goes  beyond  the  sphere 
of  this  system  of  interpretation.  But  even  admitting  that  the  narrator  him- 
self, whoever  he  may  have  been,  was  included  in  the  same  deception  with 
those  who  regarded  the  affair  as  a  miracle,  in  which  case  his  mode  of  repre- 
sentation and  the  expressions  which  he  uses  would  be  accounted  for ;  still  the 
procedure  of  Jesus,  and  his  mode  of  acting,  are  all  the  more  inconceivable,  if 
no  real  miracle  were  on  foot.  Why  did  he  with  refined  assiduity  arrange  the 
presentation  of  the  wine,  so  that  it  might  appear  to  be  a  miraculous  gift  ? 
Why,  in  particular,  did  he  cause  the  vessels  in  which  he  intended  forthwith 
to  present  the  wine,  to  be  filled  beforehand  with  water,  the  necessary  removal 
of  which  could  only  be  a  hindrance  to  the  secret  execution  of  his  plan  ? 
unless  indeed  it  be  supposed,  with  Woolston,  that  he  merely  imparted  to  the 
water  the  taste  of  wine,  by  pouring  into  it  some  liquor.  Thus  there  is  a 
double  difficulty ;  on  the  one  hand,  that  of  imagining  how  the  wine  could  be 
introduced  into  the  vessels  already  filled  with  water ;  on  the  other,  that  of 
freeing  Jesus  from  the  suspicion  of  having  wished  to  create  the  appearance  of 
a  miraculous  transmutation  of  the  water.  It  may  have  been  the  perception 
of  these  difficulties  which  induced  the  author  of  the  Natural  History  entirely 
to  sever  the  connexion  between  the  water  which  was  poured  in,  and  the  wine 
which  subsequently  appeared,  by  the  supposition  that  Jesus  had  caused  the 
water  to  be  fetched,  because  there  was  a  deficiency  of  this  also,  and  Jesus 
wished  to  recommend  the  beneficial  practice  of  washing  before  and  after 
meals,  but  that  he  afterwards  caused  the  wine  to  be  brought  out  of  an  ad- 
joining room  where  he  had  placed  it : — a  conception  of  the  matter  which 
requires  us  either  to  suppose  the  intoxication  of  all  the  guests,  and  especially 
of  the  narrator,  as  so  considerable,  that  they  mistook  the  wine  brought  out  of 
the  adjoining  room,  for  wine  drawn  out  of  the  water  vessels ;  or  else  that  the 
deceptive  arrangements  of  Jesus  were  contrived  with  very  great  art,  which  is 
inconsistent  with  the  straightforwardness  of  character  elsewhere  ascribed  to 
him. 

In  this  dilemma  between  the  supranatural  and  the  natural  interpretations, 
of  which,  in  this  case  again,  the  one  is  as  insufficient  as  the  other,  we  should 
be  reduced,  with  one  of  the  most  recent  commentators  on  the  fourth  gospel, 
to  wait  "until  it  pleased  God,  by  further  developments  of  judicious  Christian 
reflection,  to  evolve  a  solution  of  the  enigma  to  the  general  satisfaction ; "  '7 
did  we  not  discern  an  outlet  in  the  fact,  that  the  history  in  question  is  found 
in  John's  gospel  alone.  Single  in  its  kind  as  this  miracle  is,  if  it  were  also 
the  first  performed  by  Jesus,  it  must,  even  if  all  the  twelve  were  not  then  with 
Jesus,  have  yet  been  known  to  them  all ;  and  even  if  among  the  rest  of  the 

^^  Compare  on  this  point,  Flatt,  ut  sup.  s.  77  (T.  and  Liicke,  in  loc. 
^  He  makes  the  word  luOicK^aOtu^  v.  10,  refer  to  John  also. 
^  Liicke,  s.  407. 
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Evangelists  there  were  no  apostle,  still  it  must  have  passed  into  the  general 
Christian  tradiction,  and  from  thence  into  the  synoptical  memoirs :  conse- 
quently, as  John  alone  has  it,  the  supposition  that  it  arose  in  a  region  of 
tradition  unknown  to  the  synoptists,  seems  easier  than  the  alternative,  that 
it  so  early  disappeared  out  of  that  from  which  they  drew ;  the  only  question 
is,  whether  we  are  in  a  condition  to  show  how  such  a  legend  could  arise  with- 
out historical  grounds.  Kaiser  points  for  this  purpose  to  the  extravagant 
spirit  of  the  oriental  legend,  which  has  ever  been  so  fertile  in  metamorphoses  : 
but  this  source  is  so  wide  and  indefinite,  that  Kaiser  finds  it  necessary  also  to 
suppose  a  real  jest  on  the  part  of  Jesus,^^  and  thus  remains  uneasily  suspended 
between  the  mythical  and  the  natural  explanations,  a  position  which  cannot 
be  escaped  from,  until  there  can  be  produced  points  of  mythical  connexion 
and  origin  more  definite  and  exact  Now  in  the  present  case  we  need  halt 
neither  at  the  character  of  eastern  legend  in  general,  nor  at  metamorphoses  in 
general,  since  transmutations  of  this  particular  element  of  water  are  to  be 
found  within  the  narrower  circle  of  the  ancient  Hebrew  history.  Besides 
some  narratives  of  Moses  procuring  for  the  Israelites  water  out  of  the  flinty 
rock  in  the  wilderness  (Exod.  xvii.  i  ff. ;  Num.  xx.  i  if.) — a  bestowal  of  water 
which,  after  being  repeated  in  a  modified  manner  in  the  history  of  Samson 
(Judges  XV.  i8f.),  was  made  a  feature  in  the  messianic  expectations;*' — the 
first  transmutation  of  water  ascribed  to  Moses,  is  the  turning  of  all  the  water 
in  Egypt  into  blood,  which  is  enumerated  among  the  so-called  plagues 
(Exod.  vii.  17  ff.).  Together  with  this  mutatio  in  deterius^  there  is  in  the 
history  of  Moses  a  mutatio  in  vieliiis^  also  effected  in  water,  for  he  made  bitter 
water  sweet,  under  the  direction  of  Jehovah  (Exod.  xiv.  23  ff.^®) ;  as  at  a  later 
era,  Elisha  also  is  said  to  have  made  unhealthy  water  good  and  innoxious 
(2  Kings  ii.  19  ff.'**).  As,  according  to  the  rabbinical  passage  quoted,  the 
bestowal  of  water,  so  also,  according  to  this  narrative  in  John,  the  transmuta- 
tion of  water  appears  to  have  been  transferred  from  Moses  and  the  pro- 
phets to  the  Messiah,  with  such  modifications,  however,  as  lay  in  the 
nature  of  the  case.  If  namely,  on  the  one  hand,  a  change  of  water  for  the 
worse,  like  that  Mosaic  transmutation  into  blood — if  a  miracle  of  this  retribu- 
tive kind  might  not  seem  well  suited  to  the  mild  spirit  of  the  Messiah  as 
recognised  in  Jesus  :  so  on  the  other  hand,  such  a  change  for  the  better  as, 
like  the  removal  of  bitterness  or  noxiousness,  did  not  go  beyond  the  species  of 
water,  and  did  not,  like  the  change  into  blood,  alter  the  substance  of  the 
water  itself,  might  appear  insufficient  for  the  Messiah ;  if  then  the  two  con- 
ditions be  united,  a  change  of  water  for  the  better,  which  should  at  the  same 
time  be  a  specific  alteration  of  its  substance,  must  almost  of  necessity  be  a 
change  into  wine.  Now  this  is  narrated  by  John,  in  a  manner  not  indeed  in 
accordance  with  reality,  but  which  must  be  held  all  the  more  in  accordance 
with  the  spirit  of  his  gospel.  For  the  harshness  of  Jesus  towards  his  mother 
is,  historically  considered,  incredible ;  but  it  is  entirely  in  the  spirit  of  the 
fourth  gospel,  to  place  in  relief  the  exaltation  of  Jesus  as  the  divine  Logos  by 
such  demeanour  towards  suppliants  (as  in  John  iv.  48),  and  even  towards  his 
mother.^     Equally  in  the  spirit  of  this  gospel  is  it  also,  to  exhibit  the  firm 

*"  Bibl.  Theol.  I,  s.  200. 

**  In  the  passages  cited  Vol.  I.  §  14,  out  of  Midrasch  Koheleth,  it  is  said  among  other 
things  :  Gogl  primus — ascendere  fecit  puteum  :  sic  quoque  Gail  pcstremus  ascendere  faciei 
aquas,  etc. 

'^  A  natural  explanation  of  this  miracle  is  given  by  Josepltus  in  a  manner  worthy  of  notice, 
Antiq.  iii.  I,  2. 

'1  We  may  also  remind  the  reader  of  the  transmutation  of  water  into  oil,  which  Eusebius 
(H.  £.  vi.  9.)  narrates  of  a  Christian  bishop. 

8t  Compare  the  Probabilia,  ut  sup. 
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faith  which  Mary  maintains  notwithstanding  the  negative  answer  of  Jesus,  by 
making  her  give  the  direction  to  the  servants  above  considered,  as  if  she  had 
a  preconception  even  of  the  manner  in  which  Jesus  would  perform  his  miracle, 
a  preconception  which  is  historically  impossible. ^^ 


§  104. 

JESUS   CURSES  A   BARREN    FIG-TREE. 

The  anecdote  of  the  fig-tree  which  Jesus  caused  to  wither  by  his  word, 
because  when  he  was  hungry  he  found  no  fruit  on  it,  is  peculiar  to  the  two 
first  gospels  (Matt.  xxi.  18  ff. ;  Mark  xl  12  ff.),  but  is  narrated  by  them  with 
divergencies  which  must  aflFect  our  view  of  the  fact.  One  of  these  divergencies 
of  Mark  from  Matthew,  appears  so  favourable  to  the  natural  explanation,  that, 
chiefly  in  consideration  of  it,  a  tendency  towards  the  natural  view  of  the 
miracles  of  Jesus  has  been  of  late  ascribed  to  this  Evangelist;  and  for  the  sake 
of  this  one  favourable  divergency,  he  has  been  defended  in  relation  to  the 
other  rather  inconvenient  one,  which  is  found  in  the  narrative  before  us. 

If  we  were  restricted  to  the  manner  in  which  the  first  Evangelist  states  the 
consequence  of  the  curse  of  Jesus  :  and  immediately  the  fig-tree  withered  away 
KoX  i$rfpayOrj  irapaxprjfia  17  avinj,  it  would  be  difficult  here  to  carry  out  a  natural 
explanation ;  for  even  the  forced  interpretation  of  Paulus,  which  makes  the 
word  irapaxprjfm  {immediately)  only  exclude  fbrther  human  accession  to  the 
fact,  and  not  a  longer  space  of  time,  rests  only  on  an  unwarranted  transference 
of  Mark's  particulars  into  the  narrative  of  Matthew.  In  Mark,  Jesus  curses 
the  fig-tree  on  the  morning  after  His  entrance  into  Jerusalem,  and  not  till  the 
following  morning  the  disciples  remark,  in  passing,  that  the  tree  is  withered. 
Through  this  interim,  which  Mark  leaves  open  between  the  declaration  of 
Jesus  and  the  withering  of  the  tree,  the  natural  explanation  of  the  whole 
narrative  insinuates  itself,  taking  its  stand  on  the  possibility,  that  in  this 
interval  the  tree  might  have  withered  from  natural  causes.  Accordingly,  Jesas 
is  supposed  to  have  remarked  in  the  tree,  besides  the  lack  of  fruit,  a  condition 
from  which  he  prognosticated  that  it  would  soon  wither  away,  and  to  have 
uttered  this  prediction  in  the  words  :  No  one  will  ever  again  gather  fruit  from 
thee.  The  heat  of  the  day  having  realized  the  prediction  of  Jesus  with  un- 
expected rapidity,  and  the  disciples  remarking  this  the  next  morning,  they 
then  first  connected  this  result  with  the  words  of  Jesus  on  the  previous  morn- 
ing, and  began  to  regard  them  as  a  curse:  an  interpretation  which,  indeed, 
Jesus  does  not  confirm,  but  impresses  on  the  disciples,  that  if  they  have  only 
some  self-reliance,  they  will  be  able,  not  only  to  predict  such  physiologically 
evident  results,  but  also  to  know  and  effect  things  far  more  difficult^  But 
even  admitting  Mark's  statement  to  be  the  correct  one,  the  natural  explan- 

'^  De  Wette  thinks  the  analogies  adduced  from  the  Old  Testament  too  remote  ;  according 
to  him,  the  metamorphosis  of  wine  into  water  by  Bacchus,  instanced  by  Wetstein,  would  be 
nearer  to  the  subject,  and  not  far  from  the  region  of  Greek  thought,  out  of  which  the  gospel 
of  John  arose.  The  most  analogous  mythical  derivation  of  the  narrative  would  be  to  regard 
this  supply  of  wine  as  the  counterpart  to  the  supply  of  bread,  and  both  as  corresponding  to 
the  breaul  and  wine  in  the  last  supper.  But,  he  continues,  the  mythical  view  is  opposed,  i, 
by  the  not  yet  overthrown  authenticity  of  the  fourth  gospel ;  2,  by  the  fact  that  the  narrative 
bears  less  of  a  legendary  than  a  subjective  impress,  by  the  obscurity  that  rests  upon  it,  and 
its  want  of  one  presiding  idea,  together  with  the  abundance  of  practical  ideas  worthy  of  Jesus 
which  it  embodies.  By  these  observations  De  Wette  -seems  to  intimate  his  approval  of  a 
natural  explanation,  built  on  the  self-deception  of  John ;  an  explanation  which  is  encumbered 
with  the  difficulties  above  noticed. 

^  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  a,  s.  157  ff. 
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ation  still  remains  impossible.  For  the  words  of  Jesus  in  Mark  (v.  14)  : 
firjKtri  €K  (Tov  €t9  rov  auova  /at/ScI?  Kapirov  ^ayoi,  ^o  man  eat  fruit  of  thee  here- 
after for  ever^  if  they  had  been  meant  to  imply  a  mere  conjecture  as  to  what 
would  probably  happen,  must  necessarily  have  had  a  potential  signification 
given  to  them  by  the  aiddition  of  hf ;  and  in  the  expression  of  Matthew : 
firjK€Ti  €K  cov  KOfyiro^  yivrjToi,  Let  no  fruit  grow  on  thee  henceforvfdrd  for  ever^  the 
command  is  not  to  be  mistaken,  although  Paulus  would  only  find  in  this  also 
the  expression  of  a  possibility.  Moreover  the  circumstance  that  Jesus 
addresses  the  tree  itself,  as  also  the  solemn  wi  tov  aXdvayfor  every  which  he 
adds,  speaks  against  the  idea  of  a  mere  prediction,  and  in  favour  of  a  curse ; 
Paulus  perceives  this  fully,  and  hence  with  unwarrantable  violence  he  interprets 
the  words  Xeyct  aurj  he  saith  to  it^  as  if  they  introduced  a  saying  merely  in 
reference  to  the  tree,  while  he  depreciates  the  expression  €19  rhv  oMma^  by  the 
translation  :  in  time  to  come.  But  even  if  we  grant  that  the  Evangelists,  owing 
to  their  erroneous  conception  of  the  incident,  may  have  somewhat  altered  the 
words  of  Jesus,  and  that  he  in  reality  only  prognosticated  the  withering  of  the 
tree ;  still,  when  the  prediction  was  fulfilled,  Jesus  did  nevertheless  ascribe 
the  result  to  his  own  supernatural  influence.  For  in  speaking  of  what  he  has 
done  in  relation  to  the  fig-tree,  he  uses  the  verb  iroietv  (v.  21  Matt.);  which 
cannot  except  by  a  forced  interpretation,  be  referred  to  a  mere  prediction. 
But  more  than  this,  he  compares  what  he  has  done  in  relation  to  the  fig-tree, 
with  the  removal  of  mountains ;  and  hence,  as  this,  according  to  every 
possible  interpretation,  is  an  act  of  causation,  so  the  other  must  be  regarded 
as  an  influence  on  the  tree.  In  any  case,  when  Peter  spoke  of  the  fig-tree  as 
having  been  cursed  by  Jesus  (v.  2 1  Mark),  either  the  latter  must  have  contra- 
dicted the  construction  thus  put  on  his  words,  or  his  silence  must  have 
implied  his  acquiescence.  If  then  Jesus  in  the  issue  ascribes  the  withering 
of  the  tree  to  his  influence,  he  either  by  his  address  to  it  designed  to  produce 
an  eflect,  or  he  ambitiously  misused  the  accidental  result  for  the  sake  of 
deluding  his  disciples ;  a  dilemma,  in  which  the  words  of  Jesus,  as  they  are 
given  by  the  Evangelists,  decidedly  direct  us  to  the  former  alternative. 

Thus  we  are  inexorably  thrown  back  from  the  naturalistic  attempt  at  an 
explanation,  to  the  conception  of  the  supranaturalists,  pre-eminently  diflicult 
as  this  is  in  the  history  before  us.  We  pass  over  what  might  be  said  against 
the  physical  possibility  of  such  an  influence  as  is  there  presupposed ;  not, 
indeed,  because,  with  Hase,  we  could  comprehend  it  through  the  medium 
of  natural  magic,^  but  because  another  difliculty  beforehand  excludes  the 
inquiry,  and  does  not  allow  us  to  come  to  the  consideration  of  the  physical 
possibility.  This  decisive  difficulty  relates  to  the  moral  possibility  of  such 
an  act  on  the  part  of  Jesus.  The  miracle  he  here  performs  is  of  a  punitive 
character.  Another  example  of  the  kind  is  not  found  in  the  canonical 
accounts  of  the  life  of  Jesus ;  the  apocryphal  gospels  alone,  as  has  been  above 
remarked,  are  full  of  such  miracles.  In  one  of  the  synoptical  gospels  there 
is,  on  the  contrary,  a  passage  often  quoted  already  (Luke  ix.  55  f.),  in  which 
it  is  declared,  as  the  profound  conviction  of  Jesus,  that  the  employment  of 
miraculous  power  in  order  to  execute  punishment  or  to  take  vengeance,  is 
contrary  to  the  spirit  of  his  vocation ;  and  the  same  sentiment  is  attributed 
to  Jesus  by  the  Evangelist,  when  he  applies  to  him  the  words  of  Isaiah :  He 
shall  not  break  a  bruised  reed,  etc.  (Matt.  xiL  20).  Agreeably  to  this  principle, 
and  to  his  prevalent  mode  of  action,  Jesus  must  rather  have  given  new  life  to 
a  withered  tree^  than  have  made  a  green  one  wither ;  and  in  order  to  compre- 
hend his  conduct  on  this  occasion,  we  must  be  able  to  show  reasons  which 
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he  might  possibly  have  had,  for  departing  in  this  instance  from  the  above 
principle,  which  has  no  mark  of  unauthenticity.  The  occasion  on  which  he 
enunciated  that  principle  was  when,  on  the  refusal  of  a  Samaritan  village  to 
exercise  hospitality  towards  Jesus  and  his  disciples,  the  sons  of  Zebedee  asked 
him  whether  they  should  not  rain  down  fire  on  the  village,  after  the  example 
of  Elijah.  JesJis  replied  by  reminding  them  of  the  nature  of  the  spirit  to 
which  they  belonged,  a  spirit  with  which  so  destructive  an  act  was  incompat- 
ible. In  our  present  case  Jesus  had  not  to  deal  with  men  who  had  treated 
him  with  injustice,  but  with  a  tree  which  he  happened  not  to  find  in  the 
desired  state.  Now,  there  is  here  no  special  reason  for  departing  from  the 
above  rule ;  on  the  contrary,  the  chief  reason  which  in  the  first  case  might 
possibly  have  moved  Jesus  to  determine  on  a  judicial  miracle,  is  not  present 
in  the  second.  The  moral  end  of  punishment,  namely,  to  bring  the  punished 
person  to  a  conviction  and  acknowledgment  of  his  error,  can  have  no 
existence  in  relation  to  a  tree ;  and  even  punishment  in  the  light  of  retribution 
is  out  of  the  question  when  we  are  treating  of  natural  objects  destitute  of 
volition.'  For  one  to  be  irritated  against  an  inanimate  object,  which  does 
not  happen  to  be  found  just  in  the  desired  state,  is  with  reason  pronounced 
to  be  a  proof  of  an  uncultivated  mind ;  to  carry  such  indignation  to  the  de- 
struction of  the  object  is  regarded  as  barbarous,  and  unworthy  of  a  reasonable 
being ;  and  hence  Woolston  is  not  wrong  in  maintaining,  that  in  any  other 
person  than  Jesus,  such  an  act  would  be  severely  blamed.^  It  is  true  that 
when  a  natural  object  is  intrinsically  and  habitually  defective,  it  may  very 
well  happen,  that  it  may  be  removed  out  of  the  way,  in  order  to  put  a  better 
in  its  place ;  a  measure,  however,  for  which,  in  every  case,  only  the  owner  has 
the  adequate  motive  and  authority  (comp.  Luke  xiii.  7).  But  that  this  tree, 
because  just  at  that  time  it  presented  no  fruit,  would  not  have  borne  any  in 
succeeding  years,  was  by  no  means  self-evident : — ^nay,  the  contrary  is  implied 
in  the  narrative,  since  the  form  in  which  the  curse  of  Jesus  is  expressed,  that 
fruit  shall  never  more  grow  on  the  tree,  presupposes,  that  without  this  curse 
the  tree  might  yet  have  been  fruitful. 

Thus  the  evil  condition  of  the  tree  was  not  habitual  but  temporary  ;  still 
further,  if  we  follow  Mark,  it  was  not  even  objective,  or  existing  intrinsically 
in  the  tree,  but  purely  subjective,  that  is,  a  result  of  the  accidental  relation  of 
the  tree  to  the  momentary  wish  and  want  of  Jesus.  For  according  to  an 
addition  which  forms  the  second  feature  peculiar  to  Mark  in  this  narrative, 
it  was  not  then  the  time  of  figs  (v.  13)  ;  it  was  not  therefore  a  defect,  but,  on 
the  contrary,  quite  in  due  order,  that  this  tree,  as  well  as  others,  had  no  figs 
on  it,  and  Jesus  (in  whom  it  is  already  enough  to  excite  surprise  that  he  ex- 
pected to  find  figs  on  the  tree  so  out  of  season)  might  at  least  have  reflected, 
when  he  found  none;  on  the  groundlessness  of  his  expectation,  and  have 
forborne  so  wholly  unjust  an  act  as  the  cursing  of  the  tree.  Even  some  of  the 
fathers  stumbled  at  this  addition  of  Mark's  and  felt  that  it  rendered  the  con- 
ducts-f 'Jesus   enigmatical;^  and   to    descend  to  later  times,   Woolston's 

*  Augustin.  de  verbis  Domini  in  ev.  sec.  Joann.,  sermo44:  Quid  arbor  fecerat^  fructum 
non  afferendo  ?  qua  culpa  arboris  infacunditas  ? 

*  Disc.  4. 

*  Orig.  Comm.  in  Matt.,  Tom.  xvi.  29 :  '0  5^  Mdpxof  dwaypdtl^at  tA  JcarA  rby  rbiKWy 
iktrtyj^oMffiaf  n.  wj  irpos  ro  ^rfrov  Tpo<rid7fK€,  iroti^tf-a;,  5ti — id  yb,p  ^  Kcupbi  ff^KW. — Efiroc  ydp 
&p  nt'  el  fjAi  6  Ktupbi  (ritKioif  ^p,  irC^  fj\$€P  6  'I.  tin  tiprfyriop  nip  abrfi  koI  tOs  8ura/caj  clrcp 
airr^'  fjoiKirt  els  rbp  cUCapa  ix  <rou  firfdelt  Koprbip  4^yji ;  comp.  Augustin  ut  sup.  Matk^  in  re- 
latmg  this  events  adds  something  which  seems  not  to  tally  well  with  his  statement,  when  he 
observes  that  it  was  not  the  season  for  Jigs.  It  might  be  urged:  if  it  was  not  the  season  for 
figSf  why  should  Jesus  go  and  look  for  fruit  on  the  tree,  cmd  how  could  he,  with  justice,  say 

to  itt  Let  no  man  eat  fruit  of  thee  for  ever  ? 
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ridicule  is  not  unfounded,  when  he  says  that  if  a  Kentish  countryman  were  to 
seek  for  fruit  in  his  garden  in  spring,  and  were  to  cut  down  the  trees  which 
had  none,  he  would  be  a  common  laughing-stock.  Expositors  have  attempted 
to  free  themselves  from  the  difficulty  which  this  addition  introduces,  by  a 
motley  series  of  conjectures  and  interpretations.  One  the  one  hand,  the 
wish  that  the  perplexing  words  did  not  stand  in  the  text,  has  been  turned 
into  the  hypothesis  that  they  may  probably  be  a  subsequent  gloss.^  On  the 
other  hand,  as^  if  an  addition  of  this  kind  must  stand  there,  the  contrary 
statement,  namely,  that  it  was  then  the  time  of  figs,  were  rather  to  be  desired,  in 
order  to  render  intelligible  the  expectation  of  Jesus,  and  his  displeasure  when 
he  found  it  deceived  ;  it  has  been  attempted  in  various  ways  to  remove  the 
negative  out  of  the  proposition.  One  expedient  is  altogether  violent,  ov 
being  read  instead  of  ov,  a  point  inserted  after  rjvy  and  a  second  ^v  supplied 
after  <rvK<ov,  so  that  the  translation  runs  thus :  udi  enim  turn  versabaiur 
(Jesus),  tempus  ficuum  erat ; '  another  expedient,  the  transformation  of  the 
sentence  into  an  interrogatory  one,  fwnne  enim,  etc.,  is  absurd.®  A  third  ex- 
pedient is  to  understand  the  words  Kcupos  frvKiov  as  implying  the  time  of  the  6g- 
gathering,  and  thus  to  take  Mark's  addition  as  a  statement  that  the  figs  were 
not  yet  gathered,  i.e.  were  still  on  the  trees,®  in  support  of  which  interpreta- 
tion, appeal  is  made  to  the  phrase  Kcupos  rS^v  Kafmwv  (Matt.  xxi.  34).  But 
this  expression  strictly  refers  only  to  the  antecedent  of  the  harvest,  the  exist- 
ence of  the  fruits  in  the  fields  or  on  the  trees ;  when  it  stands  in  an  affirmative 
proposition,  it  can  only  be  understood  as  referring  to  the  consequent^  namely, 
the  possible  gathering  of  the  fruit,  in  so  far  as  it  also  includes  the  antecedent^ 
the  existence  of  the  fruits  in  the  field  :  hence  lori  Kax^%  Kopiriov  can  only  mean 
thus  much  :  the  (ripe)  fruits  stand  in  the  fields,  and  are  therefore  ready  to  be 
gathered.  In  like  manner,  when  the  above  expression  stands  in  a  negative 
proposition,  the  antecedent,  the  existence  of  the  fruits  in  the  field,  on  the 
trees,  etc.,  is  primarily  denied,  that  of  the  consequent  only  secondarily  and 
by  implication ;  thus  ovk  cbrt  K<ufm  <rvKiov,  means :  the  figs  are  not  on  the 
trees,  and  therefore  not  ready  to  be  gathered  ;  by  no  means  the  reverse  :  they 
are  not  yet  gathered,  and  therefore  are  still  on  the  trees.  But  this  unex- 
ampled figure  of  speech,  by  which,  while  according  to  the  words  the  antece- 
dent is  denied,  according  to  the  sense  only  the  consequent  is  denied,  and  the 
antecedent  affirmed,  is  not  all  which  the  above  explanation  entails  upon  us ; 
it  also  requires  the  admission  of  another  figure  which  is  sometimes  called 
synchisis,  sometimes  h3rperbaton.  For,  as  a  statement  that  the  figs  were 
then  still  on  the  trees,  the  addition  in  question  does  not  show  the  reason  why 
Jesus  found  none  on  that  tree^  but  why  he  expected  the  contrary  ;  it  ought 
therefore,  say  the  advocates  of  this  explanation,  to  stand,  not  after  he  found 
nothing  but  leaves,  but  after  ?ie  came,  if  haply  he  might  find  any  thing  thereon  ; 
a  transposition,  however,  which  only  proves  that  this  whole  explanation  runs 
counter  to  the  text.  Convinced,  on  the  one  hand,  that  the  addition  of  Mark 
denies  the  prevalence  of  circumstances  favourable  to  the  existence  of  figs 
on  that  tree,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  still  labouring  to  justify  the  expectation 
of  Jesus,  other  expositors  have  sought  to  give  to  that  negation,  instead  of  the 
general  sense,  that  it  was  not  the  right  season  of  the  year  for  figs,  a  fact  of 
which  Jesus  must  unavoidably  have  been  aware,  the  particular  sense,  that 
special  circumstances  only  not  necessarily  known  to  Jesus,  hindered  the 
fruitfulness  of  the  tree.     It  would  have  been  a  hindrance  altogether  special, 

*  Toupii  emendd.  in  Suidam,  i,  p.  330  f. 

'  Heinsius  and  others,  ap.  Fritzsche,  in  loc 

•  Mail  Obs.,  ib. 

=*  Dahme,  in  Henke's  n.  Magazin,  2.  Bd.  2.  Heft,  s.  252.     Kuinol,  in  Marc,  p.  150  f. 
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if  the  soil  in  which  the  tree  was  rooted  had  been  an  unfruitful  one  ;  hence, 
according  to  some,  the  words  Koipo^  (rvKUiv  actually  signify  a  soil  favourable  to 
figs}^  Others  with  more  regard  to  the  verbal  meaning  of  Kaipo^,  adhere  it  is 
true  to  the  interpretation  of  it  z&  favourable  time,,  but  instead  of  understanding 
the  statement  of  Mark  universally,  as  referring  to  a  regular,  annual  season,  in 
which  figs  were  not  to  be  obtained,  they  maintain  it  to  mean  that  that  par- 
ticular year  was  from  some  incidental  causes  unfavourable  to  tigs.^^  But  the 
immediate  signification  of  fcotpo?  is  the  right,  in  opposition  to  the  wrong 
season,  not  a  favourable  season  as  opposed  to  an  unfavourable  one.  Now, 
when  any  one,  even  in  an  unproductive  year,  seeks  for  fruits  at  the  time  in 
which  they  are  wont  to  be  ripe,  it  cannot  be  said  that  it  is  the  wrong  season 
for  fruit;  on  the  contrary,. the  idea  of  a  bad  year  might  be  at  once  conveyed 
by  the  statement,  that  when  the  time  for  fruit  catne^  arc  ^\$€y  6  xcupos  twf 
icofMTwv,  there  was  none  to  be  found.  In  any  case,  if  the  whole  course  of  the 
year  were  unfavourable  to  figs,  a  fruit  so  abundant  in  Palestine,  Jesus  must 
almost  as  necessarily  have  known  this  as  that  it  was  the  wrong  season ;  so  that 
the  enigma  remains,  how  Jesus  could  be  so  indignant  that  the  tree  was  in  a 
condition  which,  owing  to  circumstances  known  to  him,  was  inevitable. 

But  let  us  only  remember  who  it  is  to  whom  we  owe  that  addition.  It  is 
Mark,  who,  in  his  efforts  after  the  explanatory  and  the  picturesque,  so  fre- 
quently draws  on  his  own  imagination  ;  and  in  doing  this,  as  it  has  been  long 
ago  perceived,  and  as  we  also  have  had  sufficient  opportunities  of  observing 
on  our  way,  he  does  not  always  go  to  work  in  the  most  considerate  manner. 
Thus,  here,  he  is  arrested  by  the  first  striking  particular  that  presents  itself, 
namely,  that  the  tree  was  without  fi'uit,  and  hastens  to  furnish  the  explana- 
tion, that  it  was  not  the  time  for  figs,  not  observing  that  while  he  accounts 
physically  for  the  barrenness  of  the  tree,  he  makes  the  conduct  of  Jesus 
morally  inexplicable.  Again,  the  above-mentioned  divergency  firom  Matthew 
in  relation  to  the  time  within  which  the  tree  withered,  far  from  evincing  more 
authentic  information,^'  or  a  tendency  to  the  natural  explanation  of  the 
marvellous  on  the  part  of  Mark,  is  only  another  product  of  the  same  drama- 
tising effort  as  that  which  gave  birth  to  the  above  addition.  The  idea  of  a 
tree  suddenly  withering  at  a  word,  is  difficult  for  the  imagination  perfectly  to 
fashion ;  whereas  it  cannot  be  called  a  bad  dramatic  contrivance,  to  lay  the 
process  of  withering  behind  the  scenes,  and  to  make  the  result  be  first 
noticed  by  the  subsequent  passers  by.  For  the  rest,  in  the*  assertion  that  it 
was  then  (a  few  days  before  Easter)  no  time  for  figs,  Mark  is  so  far  right,  as 
it  regards  the  conditions  of  climate  in  Palestine,  that  at  so  early  a  time  of  the 
year  the  new  figs  of  the  season  were  not  yet  ripe,  for  the  early  fig  or  boccore 
is  not  ripe  until  the  middle  or  towards  the  end  of  June ;  while  the  proper 
fig,  the  kermus,  ripens  only  in  the  month  of  August.  On  the  other  hand, 
there  might  about  Easter  still  be  met  with  here  and  there,  hanging  on  the 
tree,  the  third  fruit  of  the  fig  tree,  the  late  kermus,  which  had  remained  from 
the  previous  autumn,  and  through  the  winter  :  ^^  as  we  read  in  Josephus  that 
a  part  of  Palestine  (the  shores  of  the  Galilean  sea,  more  fruitful,  certainly, 
than  the  country  around  Jerusalem,  where  the  history  in  question  occurred,, 
produces  figs  uninterruptedly  during  ten  months  of  the  year^  trvKov  &€Ka  firjalv 

*®  Vid.  Kuinol,  in  loc. 

^^  Panlus,  exeg.  Handb.,  3,  a,  s.  175 ;  Olshausen,  b,  Comm.  i,  s.  782. 
^'  As  SidfTert  thinks,  Uel>er  den  Urspr.,  s.  113  ff.     Compare  my  reviews,  in  the  Charak- 
teristiken  und  Kiitiken,  s.  272. 

^'  Vid.  Paulas,  ut  sup.  s.  168  f. ;  Winer,  b.  Realw.  d.  A.  Feigenbaum. 
»*  Bell.  Jud.  III.  X.  8. 
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But  even  when  we  have  thus  set  aside  this  perplexing  addition  of  Mark's^ 
that  the  tree  was  not  really  defective,  but  only  appeared  so  to  Jesus  in  con- 
sequence of  an  erroneous  expectation  :  there  still  subsists,  even  according  to 
Matthew,  the  incongruity  that  Jesus  appears  to  have  destroyed  a  natural 
object  on   account  of  a  deficiency  which  might  possibly  be  merely  tem- 
porary.    He  cannot  have  been  prompted  to  this  by  economical  considera- 
tions, since  he  was  not  the  owner  of  the  tree ;  still  less  can  he  have  been 
actuated  by  moral  views,  in  relation  to  an  inanimate  object  of  nature ;  hence 
the  expedient  has  been  adopted  of  substituting  the  disciples  as  the  proper 
object  on  which  Jesus  here  intended  to  act,  and  of  regarding  the  tree,  and 
what  Jesus  does  to  it,  as  a  mere  means  to  his  ultimate  design.     This  is  the 
symbolical  interpretation,  by  which  first  the  fathers  of  the  church,  and  of 
late  the  majority  of  orthodox  theologians  among  the  modems,  have  thought 
to  free  Jesus  from  the  charge  of  an  unsuitable  action.     According  to  them, 
anger  towards  the  tree  which  presented  nothing  to  appease  his  hunger,  was 
not  the  feeling  of  Jesus,  in  performing  this  action;  his  object  not  simply  the 
extermination  of  the  unfruitful  plant :  on  the  contrary,  he  judiciously  availed 
himself  of  the  occasion  of  finding  a  barren  tree,  in  order  to  impress  a  truth 
on  his  disciples  more  vividly  and  indelibly  than  by  words.     This  truth  may 
either  be  conceived  under  a  special  form,  namely,  that  the  Jewish  nation 
which  persisted  in  rendering  no  pleasing  firuit  to  God  and  to  the  Messiah, 
would  be  destroyed ;  or  under  the  general  form,  that  every  one  who  was  as 
destitute  of  good  works  as  this  tree  was  of  firuit,  had  to  look  forward  to  a 
similar  condemnation.^^    Other  commentators  however  with  reason  maintain, 
that  if  Jesus  had  had  such  an  end  in  view  in  the  action,    he  must  in  some 
way  have  explained  himself  on  the  subject ;  for  if  an  elucidation  was  necessary 
when  he  delivered  a  parable,  it  was  the  more  indispensable  when  he  per- 
formed a  symbolical  action,  in  proportion  as  this,  without  such  an  indica- 
tion of  an  object  lying  beyond  itself,  was  more  likely  to  be  mistaken  for  an 
object  in  itself ;  *®  it  is  true  that,  here  as  well  as  elsewhere,  it  might  be  supposed, 
that  Jesus  probably  enlarged  on  what  he  had  done,  for  the  instruction  of  his 
disciples,  but  that  the  narrators,  content  with  the  miracle,  have  omitted  the 
illustrative  discourse.    If  however  Jesus  gave  an  interpretation  of  his  act  in  the 
alleged  symbolical  sense,  the  Evangelists  have  not  merely  been  silent  con- 
cerning this  discourse,  but  have  inserted  a  false  one  in  its  place ;  for  they 
represent  Jesus,  after  his  procedure  with  respect  to  the  tree,  not  as  being 
silent,  but  as  giving,  in  answer  to  an  expression  of  astonishment  on  the  part 
of  his  disciples,  an  explanation  which  is  not  the  above  symbolical  one,  but  a 
different,  nay,  an  opposite  one.  For  when  Jesus  says  to  them  that  they  need  not 
wonder  at  the  withering  of  the  fig-tree,  since  with  only  a  little  faith  they  will 
be  able  to  effect  yet  greater  things,  he  lavs  the  chief  stress  on  his  agency  in 
the  matter,  not  on  the  condition  and  the  fate  of  the  tree  as  a  symbol :  there- 
fore, if  his  design  turned  upon  the  latter,  he  would  have  spoken  to  his  dis- 
ciples so  as  to  contravene  that  design ;  or  rather,  if  he  so  spoke,  that  cannot 
have  been  his  design.     For  the  same  reason,  falls  also  Sieffert's  totally  unsup- 
ported hypothesis,  that  Jesus,  not  indeed  after,  but  before  that  act,  when  on 
the  way  to  the  fig-tree,  had  held  a  conversation  with  his  disciples  on  the 
actual  condition  and  future  lot  of  the  Jewish  nation,  and  that  to  this  con- 
versation the  symbolical  cursing  of  the  tree  was  a  mere  key-stone,  which 
explained  itself :  for  all  comprehension  of  the  act  in  question  which  that 


'^JLTllman,  Uber  die  Unstindlichkeit  Jesu,  in  his  Studien,  i,  s.  50;  Sieffert,  ut  sup.  s. 

Chr.,  s.  378. 
also  Sief^t,  ut  sup. 


11^  ff.  ;  Olshausen,  i,  s.  783  f. ;  Neander,  L.  J.  Chr.,  s.  378. 
*•  Paulus,  ut  sup.  s.  170  ;  Hase,  L.  J.  §  128  ; 
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introduction  might  have  facilitated,  must,  especially  in  that  age  when  there  was 
so  strong  a  bias  towards  the  miraculous,  have  been  again  obliterated  by  the 
subsequent  declaration  of  Jesus,  which  regarded  only  the  miraculous  side  of 
the  fact.  Hence  Ullmann  has  judged  rightly  in  preferring  to  the  symbolical 
interpretation,  although  he  considers  it  admissible,  another  which  had  pre- 
viously been  advanced :  ^^  namely,  that  Jesus  by  this  miracle  intended  to 
give  his  followers  a  new  proof  of  his  perfect  power,  in  order  to  strengthen 
their  confidence  in  him  imder  the  approaching  perils.  Or  rather,  as  a  special 
reference  to  coming  trial  is  nowhere  exhibited,  and  as  the  words  of  Jesus 
contain  nothing  which  he  had  not  already  said  at  an  earlier  period 
(Matt.  xvii.  20;  Luke  xvii.  6),  Fritzsche  is  more  correct  in  expressing  the 
view  of  the  Evangelists  quite  generally,  thus :  Jesus  used  his  displeasure  at 
the  unfruitfulness  of  the  tree,  as  an  occasion  for  performing  a  miracle,  the 
object  of  which  was  merely  the  general  one  of  all  his  miracles,  namely  to 
attest  his  Messiahship.^^  Hence  Euthymius  speaks  entirely  in  the  spirit  of 
the  narrators,  as  described  by  Fritzsche,^^  when  he  forbids  all  investigation 
into  the  special  end  of  the  action,  and  exhorts  the  reader  only  to  look  at  it 
in  general  as  a  miracle.'^  But  it  by  no  means  follows  from  hence  that  we 
too  should  refrain  from  all  reflection  on  the  subject,  and  belie vingly  receive 
the  miracle  without  further  question ;  on  the  contrary,  we  cannot  avoid 
observing,  that  the  particular  miracle  which  we  have  now  before  us,  does  not 
admit  of  being  explained  as  a  real  act  of  Jesus,  either  upon  the  general 
ground  of  performing  miracles,  or  from  any  peculiar  object  or  motive  what- 
ever. Far  from  this,  it  is  in  every  respect  opposed  both  to  his  theory  and  his 
prevailing  practice,  and  on  this  account,  even  apart  from  the  question  of  its 
physical  possibility,  must  be  pronounced  more  decidedly,  than  any  other,  to 
be  such  a  miracle  as  Jesus  cannot  really  have  performed. 

It  is  incumbent  on  us,  however,  to  adduce  positive  proof  of  the  existence 
of  such  causes  as,  even  without  historical  foundation,  might  give  rise  to  a 
narrative  of  this  kind.  Now  in  our  usual  source,  the  Old  Testament,  we  do, 
indeed,  find  many  figurative  discourses  and  narratives  about  trees,  and  fig- 
trees  in  particular ;  but  none  which  has  so  specific  an  affinity  to  our  narrative, 
that  we  could  say  the  latter  is  an  imitation  of  it.  But  we  need  not  search 
long  in  the  New  Testament,  before  we  find,  first  in  the  mouth  of  the  Baptist 
(Matt.  iii.  10),  then  in  that  of  Jesus  (vii.  19),  the  apothegm  of  the  tree, 
which,  because  it  bears  no  good  fruit,  is  cut  down  and  cast  into  the  fire ; 
and  further  on  (Luke  xiii.  6  ff.)  this  theme  is  dilated  into  the  fictitious  history 
of  a  man  who  for  three  years  in  vain  seeks  for  fruit  on  a  fig-tree  in  his  vine- 
yard, and  on  this  account  determines  to  cut  it  down,  but  that  the  gardener 
intercedes  for  another  year's  respite.  It  was  akeady  an  idea  of  some  fathers 
of  the  church,  that  the  cursing  of  the  fig-tree  was  only  the  parable  of  the 
barren  fig-tree  carried  out  into  action.**  It  is  true  that  they  held  this  opinion 
in  the  sense  of  the  explanation  before  cited,  namely,  that  Jesus  himself,  as  he 
had  previously  exhibited  the  actual  condition  and  the  approaching  catastrophe 

^^  Heydenreich,  in  the  TheoL  Nachrichten,  1814,  Mai.,  s.  121  fT. 

*•  Comm.  in  Matt.  p.  637. 

^^  Comm.,  in  Marc.  p.  481 :  Male — w,  dd.  in  eo  haserunty  quod  Jesus  sine  ratione  innocentem 
Jicum  aridam  reddidisse  videretur^  mirisque  arguiiis  usi  sunt^  ut  aliquod  hujus  rei  cansUium 
fuisse  osienderent*  Nitnirum  apostoli^  evangelista  et  omnes  primi  temporis  Christiani^  qua 
erant  ingeniorum  simplicitatey  quid  quantumque  Jesus  porteniose  fecisse  diceretur^  curarunt 
tantummodo^  non  quod  Jesu  in  edenao  miraculo  consilium  fuerit^  subtiliter  et  argute  queen- 
verunt. 

'^  lA.^  ixpipoKayov  SmtI  TenfAtipufTcu  rb  ipvrbPt  ivairtov  6p'  dXXd  fij^op  dpa  t6  ^aOfta,  koI 
$aj&fia^€  t6p  $avfMTovpy6p. 

*'  Ambrosias,  Comm.  in  Luc,  in  loc.     Neander  adopts  this  opinion,  ut  sup. 
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of  the  Jewish  people  in  a  figurative  discourse,  intended  on  the  occasion  in 
question  to  represent  them  by  a  symbolical  action ;  which,  as  we  have  seen, 
is  inconceivable.  Nevertheless,  we  cannot  help  conjecturing,  that  we  have 
before  us  one  and  the  same  theme  under  three  different  modifications  :  first, 
in  the  most  concentrated  form,  as  an  apothegm;  then  expanded  into  a 
parable ;  and  lastly  realized  as  a  history.  But  we  do  not  suppose  that  what 
Jesus  twice  described  in  words,  he  at  length  represented  by  an  action ;  in 
our  opinion,  it  was  tradition  which  converted  what  it  met  with  as  an  apothegm 
and  a  parable  into  a  real  incident.  That  in  the  real  history  the  end  of  the 
tree  is  somewhat  different  from  that  threatened  in  the  apothegm  and  parable, 
namely,  withering  instead  of  being  cut  down,  need  not  amount  to  a  difficulty. 
For  had  the  parable  once  become  a  real  history,  with  Jesus  for  its  subject, 
and  consequently  its  whole  didactic  and  symbolical  significance  passed  into 
the  external  act,  then  must  this,  if  it  were  to  have  any  weight  and  interest, 
take  the  form  of  a  miracle,  and  the  natural  destruction  of  the  tree  by  means 
of  the  axe  must  be  transformed  into  a,n  immediate  withering  on  the  word  of 
Jesus.  It  is  true  that  there  seems  to  be  the  very  same  objection  to  this  con- 
ception of  the  narrative  which  allows  its  inmost  kernel  to  be  symbolical,  as  to 
the  one  above  considered ;  namely,  that  it  is  contravened  by  the  words  of 
Jesus  which  are  appended  to  the  narrative.  But  on  our  view  of  the  gospel 
histories  we  are  warranted  to  say,  that  with  the  transformation  of  the  parable 
into  a  history,  its  original  sense  also  was  lost,  and  as  the  miracle  began  to  be 
regarded  as  constituting  the  pith  of  the  matter,  that  discourse  on  miraculous 
power  and  faith,  was  erroneously  annexed  to  it.  Even  the  particular  cir- 
cumstance that  led  to  the  selection  of  the  saying  about  the  removal  of  the 
mountain  for  association  with  the  narrative  of  the  fig-tree,  may  be  shown 
with  probability.  The  power  of  faith,  which  is  here  represented  by  an 
effectual  command  to  a  mountain :  Be  thou  removed  and  be  thou  cast  into 
the  sea,  is  elsewhere  (Luke  xvii.  6)  symbolized  by  an  equally  effectual  com- 
mand to  a  species  of  fig-tree  ((tuko/ufos)  :  Be  thou  piucked  up  by  the  rooty 
and  be  thou  planted  in  the  sea.  Hence  the  cursing  of  the  .fig-tree,  so  soon 
as  its  withering  was  conceived  to  be  an  effect  of  the  miraculous  power  of 
Jesus,  brought  to  mind  the  tree  or  the  mountain  which  was  to  be  transported 
by  the  miraculous  power  of  faith,  and  this  saying  became  appended  to  that 
fact  Thus,  in  this  instance,  praise  is  due  to  the  third  gospel  for  having  pre- 
served to  us  the  parable  of  the  barren  ctvk^,  and  the  apothegm  of  the  crvKa/iuvo? 
to  be  transplanted  by  faith,  distinct  and  pure,  each  in  its  original  form  and 
significance ;  while  the  two  other  synoptists  have  transformed  the  parable 
into  a  history,  and  have  misapplied  the  apothegm  (in  a  somewhat  altered 
form)  to  a  false  explanation  of  that  pretended  history.** 

*'  Conceptions  of  the  narrative  in  the  main  accordant  with  that  here  given,  may  be  found 
in  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.,  i,  i,  s.  176  t  \  i,  2,  s.  174  f.,  and  Weisse,  die  evang.  Gesch.,. 
I,  s.  576  f. 


CHAPTER  X. 

THE  TRANSFIGURATION  OF  JESUS,  AND  HIS  LAST  JOURNEY  TO 

JERUSALEM. 


§   105. 

THE  TRANSFIGURATION   OF  JESUS   CONSIDERED  AS   A   MIRACULOUS   EXTERNAL 

EVENT. 

The  history  of  the  transfiguration  of  Jesus  on  the  mountain  could  not  be 
ranged  with  the  narratives  of  miracles  which  we  have  hitherto  examined  ;  not 
only  because  it  relates  to  a  miracle  which  took  place  in  Jesus  instead  of  a 
miracle  performed  by  him ;  but  also  because  it  has  the  character  of  an  epoch 
in  the  life  of  Jesus,  which  on  the  score  of  resemblance  could  only  be  associ- 
ated with  the  baptism  and  resurrection.  Hence  Herder  has  correctly  desig- 
nated these  three  events  as  the  three  luminous  points  in  the  life  of  Jesus, 
which  attest  his  heavenly  mission.^ 

According  to  the  impression  produced  by  the  first  glance  at  the  synoptical 
narrative  (Matt  xvii.  i  if. ;  Mark  ix.  2  if. ;  Luke  ix.  28  if.) — for  the  history  is 
not  found  in  the  fourth  gospel — we  have  here  a  real,  external,  and  miraculous 
event  Jesus,  six  or  eight  days  after  the  first  announcement  of  his  passion, 
ascends  a  mountain  with  his  three  most  confidential  disciples,  who  are  there 
witnesses  how  all  at  once  his  countenance,  and  even  his  clothes,  are  illumin- 
ated with  supernatural  splendour ;  how  two  venerable  forms  from  the  realm 
of  spirits,  Moses  and  Elias,  appear  talking  with  him ;  and  lastly,  how  a 
heavenly  voice,  out  of  the  bright  cloud,  declares  Jesus  to  be  the  Son  of  God, 
to  whom  they  are  to  give  ear. 

These  few  points  in  the  history  give  rise  to  a  multitude  of  questions,  by  the 
collection  of  which  Gabler  has  done  a  meritorious  service.^  In  relation  to 
each  of  the  three  phases  of  the  event — the  light,  the  apparition  of  the  dead, 
and  the  voice — both  its  possibility,  and  the  adequacy  of  its  object,  may  be 
the  subject  of  question.  First,  whence  came  the  extraordinary  light  with 
which  Jesus  was  invested  ?  Let  it  be  remembered  that  a  metamorphosis  of 
Jesus  is  spoken  of  (fierafjuofHf>ui$rf  ifLirpwrOtv  avrlav) :  now  this  would  appear  to 
imply,  not  a  mere  illumination  from  without,  but  an  irradiation  from  within, 
a  transient  effulgence,  so  to  speak,  of  the  beams  of  the  divine  glory  through 
the  veil  of  humanity.  Thus  Olshausen  regards  this  event  as  an  important 
crisis  in  the  process  of  purification  and  glorification,  through  which  he  sup- 
poses the  corporeality  of  Jesus  to  have  passed,  during  his  whole  life  up  to  the 

^  Vom  Erloser  der  Menschen  nach  unsem  drei  ersten  Evangelien,  s.  114. 
'  In  a  treatise  on  the  history  of  the  Trans6guration,  in  his  neuesten  theol.  Journal,  i.  Bd. 
5.  Stiick,  s.  517  ff.     Comp.  Bauer,  hebr.  MythoL  2,  s.  233  ff. 
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time  of  his  ascension.^  But  without  here  dilating  further  on  our  previous 
arguments,  that  either  Jesus  was  do  real  man,  or  the  purification  which  he 
underwent  during  his  life,  must  have  consisted  in  something  else  than  the 
illumination  and  subtilization  of  his  body ;  it  is  in  no  case  to  be  conceived 
how  his  clothes,  as  well  as  his  body,  could  participate  in  such  a  process  of 
transfiguration.  If,  on  this  account,  it  be  rather  preferred  to  suppose  an 
illumination  from  without,  this  would  not  be  a  metamorphosis,  which  however 
is  the  term  used  by  the  Evangelists  :  so  that  no  consistent  conception  can  be 
formed  of  this  scene,  unless  indeed  we  choose,  with  Olshausen,  to  include 
both  modes,  and  think  of  Jesus  as  both  radiating^  and  irradiated.  But  even 
supposing  this  illumination  possible,  there  still  remains  the  question,  what 
purpose  could  it  serve  ?  The  answer  which  most  immediately  suggests  itself 
is  :  to  glorify  Jesus  ;  but  compared  with  the  spiritual  glory  which  Jesus  created 
for  himself  by  word  and  deed,  this  physical  glorification,  consisting  in  the 
investing  of  his  body  with  a  brilliant  light,  must  appear  very  insignificant,  nay, 
almost  childish.  If  it  be  said  that,  nevertheless,  such  a  mode  of  glorifying 
Jesus  was  necessary  for  the  maintenance  of  weak  faith :  we  reply  that  in  that 
case,  it  must  have  been  effected  in  the  presence  of  the  multitude,  or  at  least 
before  the  entire  circle  of  the  disciples,  not  surely  before  just  the  select  three 
who  were  spiritually  the  strongest ;  still  less  would  these  few  eye-witnesses 
have  been  prohibited  firom  communicating  the  event  precisely  during  the 
most  critical  period,  namely,  until  after  the  resurrection. — These  two  questions 
apply  with  enhanced  force  to  the  second  feature  in  our  history,  the  apparition 
of  the  two  dead  men.  Can  departed  souls  become  visible  to  the  living  ?  and 
if,  as  it  appears,  the  two  men  of  God  presented  themselves  in  their  former 
bodies,  only  transfigured,  whence  had  they  these — according  to  biblical  ideas 
— before  the  universal  resurrection?  Certainly  in  relation  to  Elijah,  who 
went  up  to  heaven  without  laying  aside  his  body,  this  difiiiculty  is  not  so  great ; 
Moses,  however,  died,  and  his  corpse  was  buried.  But  further,  to  what  end 
are  we  to  suppose  that  these  two  illustrious  dead  appeared  ?  The  evangelical 
narrative^  by  representing  the  forms  as  talking  with  Jesus,  o-vAAoXovKrcs  tu>  *I., 
seems  to  place  the  object  of  their  appearance  in  Jesus  ;  and  if  Luke  be  cor- 
rect, it  had  reference  more  immediately  to  the  approaching  suifferings  and 
death  of  Jesus.  But  they  could  not  have  made  the  first  announcement  of 
these  events  to  him,  for,  according  to  the  unanimous  testimony  of  the  synop- 
tists,  he  had  himself  predicted  them  a  week  before  (Matt  xvi.  21  paralL). 
Hence  it  is  conjectured,  that  Moses  and  Elias  only  informed  Jesus  more 
minutely  concerning  the  particular  circumstances  and  conditions  of  his 
death  :  ^  but,  on  the  one  hand,  it  is  not  accordant  with  the  position  which 
the  gospels  assign  to  Jesus  in  relation  to  the  ancient  prophets,  that  he  should 
have  needed  instruction  from  them ;  and  on  the  other  hand,  Jesus  had  al- 
ready foretold  his  passion  so  circumstantially,  that  the  more  special  revelations 
from  the  world  of  spirits  could  only  have  referred  to  the  particulars  of  his 
being  delivered  to  the  Gentiles,  and  the  spitting  in  his  face,  of  which  he  does 
not  speak  till  a  subsequent  occasion  (Matt  xx.  19;  Mark  x.  34).  If,  how- 
ever, it  be  suggested,  that  the  communication  to  be  made  to  Jesus  consisted 
not  so  much  in  information,  as  in  the  conferring  of  strength  for  his  approach- 
ing sufferings :  we  submit  that  at  this  period  there  is  not  yet  any  trace  of  a 
state  of  mind  in  Jesus,  which  might  seem  to  demand  assistance  of  this  kind ; 
while  for  his  later  suffermgs  this  early  strengthening  did  not  sufiice,  as  is 
evident  from  the  fact,  that  in  Gethsemane  a  new  impartation  is  necessary. 

^  Bibl.  Comm.  I,  s.  534  f. 
^  Ohhausen,  ut  sup.  s.  537. 
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Thus  we  are  driven,  though  already  in  opposition  to  the  text,  to  try  whether 
we  cannot  give  the  appearance  a  relation  to  the  disciples ;  but  first,  the  object 
of  strengthening  faith  is  too  general  to  be  the  motive  of  so  special  a  dispensa- 
tion ;  secondly,  Jesus,  in  the  parable  of  the  rich  man,  must  on  this  supposi- 
tion have  falsely  expounded  the  principle  of  the  divine  government  in  this 
respect,  for  he  there  says  that  he  who  will  not  hear  the  writings  of  Moses  and 
the  prophets, — and  how  much  more  he  who  will  not  hear  the  present  Christ  ? 
— would  not  be  brought  to  believe,  though  one  should  return  to  him  from 
the  dead  :  whence  it  must  be  inferred  that  such  an  apparition,  at  least  to  that 
end,  is  not  permitted  by  God.  The  more  special  object,  of  convincing  the 
disciples  that  the  doctrine  and  fate  of  Jesus  were  in  accordance  with  Moses 
and  the  prophets,  had  been  already  partly  attained ;  and  it  was  not  completely 
attained  until  after  the  death  and  resurrection  of  Jesus,  and  the  outpouring 
of  the  Spirit :  the  transfiguration  not  having  formed  any  epoch  in  their  en- 
lightenment on  this  subject — Lastly,  the  voice  out  of  the  bright  cloud  (with- 
out doubt  the  Shechinah)  is,  like  that  at  the  baptism,  a  divine  voice :  but 
what  an  anthropomorphic  conception  of  the  Divine  Being  must  that  be,  which 
admits  the  possibility  of  real,  audible  speech  on  his  part !  Or  if  it  be  said, 
that  a  communication  of  God  to  the  spiritual  ear,  is  alone  spoken  of  here,^ 
the  scene  of  the  transfiguration  is  reduced  to  a  vision,  and  we  are  suddenly 
transported  to  a  totaUy  different  point  of  view. 


§  1 06. 

THE   NATURAL   EXPLANATION   OF  THE   NARRATIVE   IN    VARIOUS    FORMS. 

It  has  been  sought  to  escape  fi'om  the  difficulties  of  the  opinion  which 
regards  the  transfiguration  of  Jesus  as  not  only  a  miraculous,  but  also  an 
external  event,  by  confining  the  entire  incident  to  the  internal  experience  of 
the  parties  concerned.  In  adopting  this  position,  the  miraculous  is  not  at 
once  relinquished ;  it  is  only  transferred  to  the  internal  workings  of  the 
human  mind,  as  being  thus  more  simple  and  conceivable.  Accordingly  it  is 
supposed,  that  by  divine  influence  the  spiritual  nature  of  the  three  apostles, 
and  probably  also  of  Jesus  himself,  was  exalted  to  a  state  of  ecstasy,  in  which 
they  either  actually  entered  into  intercourse  with  the  higher  world,  or  were 
able  to  shadow  forth  its  forms  to  themselves  in  the  most  vivid  manner ;  that 
is,  the  event  is  regarded  as  a  vision.^  But  the  chief  support  of  this  interpre- 
tation, namely,  that  Matthew  himself,  by  the  expression  opa/xa,  vision  (v.  9), 
describes  the  event  as  merely  subjective  and  visionary,  gives  way  so  soon  as 
it  is  remembered,  that  neither  is  there  anything  in  the  signification  of  the 
word  opafia  which  determines  it  to  refer  to  what  is  merely  mental,  nor  is  it 
exclusively  so  applied  even  in  the  phraseology  of  the  New  Testament,  for  we 
also  find  it,  as  in  Acts  vii.  31,  used  to  denote  something  perceived  externally.' 
As  regards  the  fact  itself,  it  is  improbable,  and  at  least  without  scriptural  pre- 
cedent, that  several  persons,  as,  here,  three  or  four,  should  have  had  the  same 
very  complex  vision ;  ^  to  which  it  may  be  added,  that  on  this  view  of  the 
subject  also,  the  whole  difficult  question  recurs  concerning  the  utihty  of  such 
a  miraculous  dispensation. 

^  Olshausen,  I,  s.  539 ;  comp.  s.  178. 

^  Thus  TertulL  adv.  Mardon,  iv.'  22  ;  Herder,  ut  sup.  115  f.,  with  whom  also  Giatz  agrees. 
Comm.  z.  Matth.  2,  s.  163  f.,  169. 
*  Comp.  Fritzsche,  in  Matth.,  p.  552 ;  Olshausen,  I,  s.  523. 
'  Olshausen,  ut  sup. 


538  PART   11.      CHAPTER   X.      §    I06. 

To  avoid  the  above  difficulty,  others,  still  confining  the  event  to  the  in- 
ternal experience  of  the  parties,  regard  it  as  the  product  of  a  natural  activity 
of  soul,  and  thus  explain  the  whole  as  a  dream.  ^  During  or  after  a  prayer 
offered  by  Jesus,  or  by  themselves,  in  which  mention  was  made  of  Moses  and 
Elias,  and  their  advent  as  messianic  forerunners  desired,  the  three  disciples, 
according  to  this  interpretation,  slept,  and  (the  two  names  mentioned  by  Jesus 
yet  sounding  in  their  ears)  dreamed  that  Moses  and  Elias  were  present,  and 
that  Jesus  conversed  with  them  :  an  illusion  which  continued  during  the  first 
confused  moments  after  their  awaking.  As  the  former  explanation  rests  on 
the  opa/m  of  Matthew,  so  it  is  alleged  in  support  of  this,  that  Luke  describes 
the  disciples  as  ^avy  with  sleeps  ^^^o^^Ltvoi  vnvtaj  and  only  towards  the  end 
of  the  scene  as  /uify  awake^  Siay/M/yo/a^o-aKrcs  (v.  32).  The  hold  which  the 
third  Evangelist  here  presents  to  the  natural  explanation,  has  been  made  a 
reason  for  assigning  to  his  narrative  an  important  superiority  over  that  of  the 
two  other  Evangelists;  recent  critics  pronouncing  that  by  this  and  other 
particulars,  which  bring  the  event  nearer  to  natural  possibility,  the  account  in 
Luke  evinces  itself  to  be  the  original,  while  that  of  Matthew,  by  its  omission 
of  those  particulars,  is  proved  to  be  the  traditionary  one,  since  with  the  eager- 
ness for  the  miraculous  which  characterized  that  age,  no  one  would  fabricate 
particulars  calculated  to  diminish  the  miracle,  as  is  the  case  with  the  sleepi- 
ness of  the  disciples.^  This  mode  of  conclusion  we  also  should  be  obliged  to 
adopt,  if  in  reality  the  above  features  could  only  be  understood  in  the  spirit 
of  the  natural  interpretation.  But  we  have  only  to  recollect  how  in  another 
scene,  wherein  the  suflferings,  whicl\  according  to  Luke  were  announced  at 
the  transfiguration,  began  to  be  accomplished,  and  wherein,  according  to  the 
same  Evangelist,  Jesus  likewise  held  communication  with  a  heavenly  appari- 
tion, namely,  in  Gethsemane,  the  disciples,  in  all  the  synoptical  gospels,  again 
appear  asleep y  xotfcvSovrcs  (Matt.  xxvi.  40  parall.).  If  it  be  admitted,  that  the 
merely  external,  formal  resemblance  of  the  two  scenes,  might  cause  a  narrator 
to  convey  the  trait  of  the  slumber  into  the  history  of  the  transfiguration,  there 
is  a  yet  stronger  probability  that  the  internal  import  of  the  trait  might  appear 
to  him  appropriate  to  this  occasion  also,  for  the  sleeping  of  the  disciples  at 
the  very  moment  when  their  master  was  going  through  his  most  critical  ex- 
perience, exhibits  their  infinite  distance  from  him,  their  inability  to  attain  his 
exalted  level ;  the  prophet,  the  recipient  of  a  revelation,  is  among  ordinary 
men  like  a  watcher  among  the  sleeping  :  hence  it  followed,  of  course,  that  as 
in  the  deepest  suffering,  so  here  also  in  the  highest  glorification  of  Jesus,  the 
disciples  should  be  represented  as  heavy  with  sleep.  Thus  this  particular,  so 
far  from  furnishing  aid  to  the  natural  explanation,  is  rather  intended  by  a 
contrast  to  heighten  the  miracle  which  took  place  in  Jesus.  We  are,  there- 
fore, no  longer  warranted  in  regarding  the  narrative  in  Luke  as  the  original 
one,  and  in  building  an  explanation  of  the  event  on  his  statement ;  on  the 
contrary,  we  consider  that  addition,  in  connexion  with  the  one  already  men- 
tioned (v.  31),  a  sign  that  his  account  is  a  traditionary  and  embellished  one,^ 
and  must  rather  adhere  to  that  of  the  two  other  Evangelists. 

Not  only,  however,  does  the  interpretation  which  sees  in  the  transfiguration 
only  a  natural  dream  of  the  apostles,  fail  as  to  its  main  support,  but  it  has 

^  Rau,  symbola  ad  illustrandam  £w.  de  metamorphosi  T.  Chr.  narrationem ;  Gabler,  ut 
sup.  s.  539  ff. ;  Kuinol,  Comm.  z.  Match,  p.  459  ff.  ;  Neander,  L.  J.  Chr.  s.  474  f. 

*  Schulz,  iiber  das  Abendmahl,  s.  319 ;  Schleiermacher,  iiber  den  Lakas,  &  148  f.  ;  comp. 
also  Koster,  Immanuel,  s.  60  f. 

*  Bauer  has  discerned  this,  at  sup.  s.  237  ;  Fritzsche,  p.  556 ;  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb. 

1,  2,  s.  56  f.  ;  Weisse,  die  evang.  Gesch.  I,  s.  536 ;  and  Paulas  also  partly,  exeg.  Handb. 

2,  s.  447  f. 
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besides  a  multitude  of  internal  difficulties.  It  presupposes  only  the  three 
disciples  to  have  been  dreaming,  leaving  Jesus  awake,  and  thus  not  included 
in  the  illusion.  But  the  whole  tenor  of  the  evangelical  narrative  implies  that 
Jesus  as  well  as  the  disciples  saw  the  appearance ;  and  what  is  still  more 
decisive,  had  the  whole  been  a  mere  dream  of  the  disciples,  he  could  not 
afterwards  have  said  to  them  :  Teil  the  vision  to  no  man,  since  by  these  words 
he  must  have  confirmed  in  them  the  belief  that  they  had  witnessed  something 
special  and  miraculous.  Supposing  however  that  Jesus  had  no  share  in  the 
dream,  it  still  remains  altogether  unexampled,  that  three  persons  should  in  a 
natural  manner  have  had  the  same  dream  at  the  same  time.  This  the  friends 
of  the  above  interpretation  have  perceived,  and  hence  have  supposed  that  the 
ardent  Peter,  who  indeed  is  the  only  speaker,  alone  had  the  dream,  but  that 
the  narrators,  by  a  synecdoche  attributed  to  all  the  disciples  what  in  fact 
happened  only  to  one.  But  from  the  circumstance  that  Peter  here,  as  well 
as  elsewhere,  is  the  spokesman,  it  does  not  follow  that  he  alone  had  the 
vision,  and  the  contrary  cap  by  no  figure  of  speech  be  removed  from  the  clear 
words  of  the  Evangelists.  ,  But  the  explanation  in  question  still  more  plainly 
betrays  its  inadequacy.  Not  only  does  it  require,  as  already  noticed,  that  the 
audible  utterance  of  the  name  of  Moses  and  Elias  on  the  part  of  Jesus,  should 
be  blended  with  the  dream  of  the  disciples ;  but  it  also  calls  in  the  aid  of  a 
storm,  which  by  its  flashes  of  lightning  is  supposed  to  have  given  rise  in  them 
to  the  idea  of  supernatural  splendour,  by  its  peals  of  thunder,  to  that  of  con- 
versation and  heavenly  voices,  and  to  have  held  them  in  this  delusion  even 
for  some  time  after  they  awaked.  But,  according  to  Luke,  it  was  on  the 
waking  of  the  disciples  (Stay/si/yop^o-arrcs  8c  ^Tbov  k.  r.  X.)  that  they  saw  the 
two  men  standing  by  Jesus  :  this  does  not  look  like  a  mere  illusion  protracted 
from  a  dream  into  waking  moments ;  hence  Kuinol  introduces  the  further 
supposition,  that,  while  the  disciples  slept,  there  came  to  Jesus  two  unknown 
men^  whom  they,  in  awaking,  connected  with  their  dream,  and  mistook  for 
Moses  and  Elias.  By  giving  this  turn  to  the  circumstances,  all  those  occur- 
rences which  on  the  interpretation  based  on  the  supposition  of  a  dream, 
should  be  regarded  as  mere  mental  conceptions,  are  again  made  external 
realities  :  for  the  idea  of  supernatural  brilliancy  is  supposed  to  have  been  pro- 
duced by  a  flash  of  lightning,  the  idea  of  voices,  by  thunder,  and  lastly,  the 
idea  of  two  persons  in  company  with  Jesus,  by  the  actual  presence  of  two 
unknown  individuals.  All  this  the  disciples  could  properly  perceive  only 
when  they  were  awake ;  and  hence  the  supposition  of  a  dream  falls  to  the 
ground  as  superfluous. 

Therefore,  since  this  interpretation,  by  still  retaining  a  thread  of  connexion 
between  the  alleged  character  of  the  event  and  a  mental  condition,  has  the 
peculiar  difficulty  of  making  three  partake  in  the  same  dream,  it  is  better 
entirely  to  break  this  thread,  and  restore  all  to  the  external  world :  so  that  we 
now  have  a  natural  external  occurrence  before  us,  as  in  the  first  instance  we 
had  a  supernatural  one.  Something  objective  presented  itself  to  the  disciples  ; 
thus  it  is  explained  how  it  could  be  perceived  by  several  at  once  :  they  deceived 
themselves  when  awake  as  to  what  they  saw ;  this  was  natural,  because  they 
were  all  bom  within  the  same  circle  of  ideas,  were  in  the  same  frame  of  mind, 
and  in  the  same  situation.  According  to  this  opinion,  the  essential  fact  in 
the  scene  on  the  mountain,  is  a  secret  interview  which  Jesus  had  preconcerted, 
and  with  a  view  to  which  he  took  with  him  the  three  most  confidential  of  his 
disciples.  Who  the  two  men  were  with  whom  Jesus  held  this  interview, 
Paulus  does  not  venture  to  determine ;  Kuinol  conjectures  that  they  were 
secret  adherents  of  the  same  kind  as  Nicodemus ;  according  to  Venturini, 
they  were  Essenes,  secret  allies  of  Jesus.     Before  these  were  arrived,  Jesus 
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prayed,  and  the  disciples,  not  being  invited  to  join,  slept ;  for  the  sleep 
noticed  by  Luke,  though  it  were  dreamless,  is  gladly  retained  in  this  inter- 
pretation, since  a  delusion  appears  more  probable  in  the  case  of  persons  just 
awaking.     On  hearing  strange  voices  talking  with  Jesus,  they  awake,  see  Jesus, 
who  probably  stood  on  a  higher  point  of  the  mountain  than  they,  enveloped 
in  unwonted  brilliancy,  proceeding  from  the  first  rays  of  morning,  which,  per- 
haps reflected  from  a  sheet  of  snow,  fell  on  Jesus,  but  were  mistaken  by  them 
in  the  surprise  of  the  moment  for  a  supernatural  illumination  ;  they  perceive 
the  two  men,  whom,  for  some  unknown  reasons,  the  drowsy  Peter,  and  after 
him  the  rest,  take  for  Moses  and  Elias ;  their  astonishment  increases  when 
they  see  the  two  unknown  individuals  disappear  in  a  bright  morning  cloud, 
which  descends  as  they  are  in  the  act  of  departing,  and  hear  one  of  them  pro- 
nounce out  of  the  cloud  the  words  :  ovto?  €<mv  k,  t.  X.,  which  they  under 
these  circumstances  unavoidably  regard  as  a  voice  from  heaven.''     This  ex- 
planation, which  even  Schleiermacher  is  inclined  to  favour,^  is  supposed,  like 
the  former,  to  find  a  special  support  in  Luke,  because  in  this  Evangelist  the 
assertion  that  the  two  men  are  Moses  and  Elias,  is  much  less  confidendj 
expressed  than  in  Matthew  and  Mark,  and  more  as  a  mere  notion  of  the 
drowsy  Peter.     For  while  the  two  first  Evangelists  directly  say  :  wf>Orf<rar 
avrots  Moxi^  koli  *HXias  {t/iere  appeared  unto  them  Moses  and  Elias)^  Luke 
more  warily,  as  it  seems,  speaks  of  av3pc9  Svo,  omvcs  ^o-ai'  M<t><r^  iccu  'HA.«as 
{two  men,  who  were  Moses  and  Elias),  the  first  designation  being  held  to  con- 
tain the  objective  fact,  the  second  its  subjective  interpretation.     But  this 
interpretation  is  obviously  approved  by  the  narrator,  from  his  choice  of  the 
word  otTtvcs  5<rav,  instead  of  Iho^av  cTvoi ;  that  he  first  speaks  of  two  mm,  and 
afterwards  give  s  ^hem  their  names,  cannot  have  been  to  leave  another  inter- 
pretation open  to  the  reader,  but  only  to  imitate  the  mysteriousness  of  the 
extraordinary  scene,  by  the  indefiniteness  of  his  first  expressioa     While  this 
explanation  has  thus  as  little  support  in  the  evangelical  narratives  as  those 
previously  considered,  it  has  at  the  same  time  no  fewer  difficulties  in  itself. 
The  disciples  must  have  been  so  far  acquainted  with  the  appearance  of  the 
morning  beams  on  the  mountains  of  their  native  land,  as  to  be  able  to  dis- 
tinguish them  from  a  heavenly  glory ;  how  they  came  to  have  the  idea  that 
the  two  unknown  individuals  were  Moses  and  Elias,  is  not  easy  to  explain  on 
any  of  the  former  views,  but  least  of  all  on  this ; — why  Jesus,  when  Peter,  by 
his  proposal  about  the  building  of  the  three  tabernacles,  gave  him  to  under- 
stand the  delusion  of  the  disciples,  did  not  remove  it,  is  incomprehensible, 
and  this  difficulty  has  induced  Paulus  to  resort  to  the  supposition,  that  Jesus 
did  not  hear  the  address  of  Peter ; — the  whole  conjecture  about  secret  allies 
of  Jesus  has  justly  lost  all  repute;  and  lastly,  the  one  of  those  allies  who 
spoke  the  words  to  the  disciples  out  of  the  cloud,  must  have  permitted  him- 
self to  use  an  unworthy  mystificatioa 


§  107. 

THE   HISTORY  OF  THE  TRANSFIGURATION   CONSIDERED  AS   A   MYTHUS. 

Thus  here,  as  in  every  former  instance,  after  having  run  through  the  circle 
of  natural  explanations,  we  are  led  back  to  the  supernatural;  in  which,  how- 
ever, we  are  precluded  from  resting  by  difficulties  equally  decisive.    Since 

^  Paulus,  exeg.   Handb.,  2,  436  ff.;  L.  J.  i,  b,  s.  7  ff. ;    Naturliche  Geschicfate,  3»  s. 
256  ff. 
•  Ut  sup. 
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then  the  text  forbids  a  natural  interpretation,  while  it  is  impossible  to  maintain 
as  historical  the  supernatural  interpretation  which  it  sanctions,  we  must  apply 
ourselves  to  a  critical  examination  of  its  statements.  These  are  indeed  said 
to  be  especially  trustworthy  in  the  narrative  before  us,  the  fact  being  narrated 
by  three  Evangelists,  who  strikingly  agree  even  in  the  precise  determination  of 
the  time,  and  being  moreover  attested  by  the  Apostle  Peter  (2  Pet.  i.  17).  * 
The  agreement  as  to  the  time  (the  eight  days  ^fi€pai  6ktu>  of  Luke  meaning, 
according  to  the  usual  reckoning,  the  same  as  the  six  days  ^fiifMi  t$  of  the 
other  Evangelists)  is  certainly  striking  ;  and  besides  this,  aU  the  three  nar- 
rators concur  in  placing  immediately  after  the  transfiguration  the  cure  of  the 
demoniacal  boy,  which  the  disciples  had  failed  to  effect.  But  both  these 
points  of  agreement  may  be  accounted  for,  by  the  origin  of  the  synoptical  gos- 
pels from  a  fixed  fund  of  evangelical  tradition,  in  relation  to  which,  we  need  not 
be  more  surprised  that  it  has  grouped  together  many  anecdotes  in  a  particular 
manner  without  any  objective  reason,  than  that  it  has  often  preserved  ex- 
pressions in  which  it  might  have  varied,  through  all  the  three  editions.  ^  The 
attestation  of  the  history  by  the  three  synoptists  is,  however,  very  much  weak- 
ened, at  least  on  the  ordinary  view  of  the  relation  which  the  four  gospels  bear 
to  each  other,  by  the  silence  of  John ;  since  it  does  not  appear  why  this 
Evangelist  should  not  have  included  in  his  history  an  event  which  was  so 
important,  and  which  moreover  accorded  so  well  with  his  system,  nay,  exactly 
realized  the  declaration  in  his  prologue  (v.  14) :  JVe  beheld  his  glory ^  the  glory 
as  of  the  only  begotten  of  the  Father.  The  worn-out  reason,  that  he  might 
suppose  the  event  to  be  sufficiently  known  through  his  predecessors,  is,  over 
and  above  its  general  invalidity,  particularly  unavailable  here,  because  no  one 
of  the  synoptists  was  in  this  instance  an  eye-witness,  and  consequently  there 
must  be  many  things  in  their  narratives  which  one  who,  like  John,  had  par- 
ticipated in  the  scene,  might  rectify  and  explain.  Hence  another  reason  has 
been  sought  for  this  and  similar  omissions  in  the  fourth  gospel  \  and  such  an 
one  has  been  supposed  to  be  found  in  the  anti-gnostic,  or,  more  strictly,  the 
anti-docetic  tendency  which  has  been  ascribed  to  the  gospel,  in  common  with 
the  epistles,  bearing  the  name  of  John.  It  is,  accordingly,  maintained  that 
in  the  history  of  the  transfiguration,  the  splendour  which  illuminated  Jesus, 
the  transformation  of  his  appearance  into  something  more  than  earthly,  might 
give  countenance  to  the  opinion  that  his  human  form  was  nothing  but  an  un- 
substantial veil,  through  which  at  times  his  true,  superhuman  nature  shone 
forth  ;  that  his  converse  with  the  spirits  of  ancient  prophets  might  lead  to  the 
conjecture,  that  he  was  himself  perhaps  only  a  like  spirit  of  some  Old  Testa- 
ment saint  revisiting  the  earth  ;  and  that,  rather  than  give  nourishment  to 
such  erroneous  notions,  which  began  early  to  be  formed  among  gnosticising 
Christians,  John  chose  to  suppress  this  and  similar  histories.  ^  But  besides 
that  it  does  not  correspond  with  the  apostolic  plainness  of  speech  (Trapprfo-ia)  to 
suppress  important  facts  in  the  evangelical  history,  on  account  of  their  possible 
abuse  by  individuals,  John,  if  he  were  guided  by  the  above  consideration 
must  at  least  have  proceeded  with  some  consistency,  and  have  excluded  from 
the  circle  of  his  accounts  all  narratives  which,  in  an  equal  degree  with  the 
one  in  question,  were  susceptible  of  a  docetic  misinterpretation.  Now,  here, 
every  one  must  at  once  be  reminded  of  the  history  of  the  walking  ofjesus  on 
the  sea,  which  is  at  least  equally  calculated  with  the  history  of  the  transfignra- 
ti6n7to  produce  the  idea  that  the  body  of  Jesus  was  a  mere  phantom,  but  which 
John  nevertheless  records.     It  is  true  that  the  relative  importance  of  events 

'  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.,  s.  446 ;  Gratz,  2,  s.  165  f. 
•  Comp.  De  Wette,  Einleitung  in  das  N.  T.  §  79. 
'  Thus  Schneckenburger,  Beitrage,  s.  62  (T. 
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might  introduce  a  distinction ;  so  that  of  two  narratives  with  an  equally 
strong  docetic  aspect,  John  might  include  the  one  on  account  of  its  superior 
a  weight,  while  he  omitted  the  less '  important.  But  no  one  will  contend  that 
I  the  walking  of  Jesus  on  the  sea  surpasses,  or  even  equals,  in  importance  the 
history  of  the  transfiguration.  John,  if  he  were  intent  on  avoiding  what 
Wore  a  docetic  appearance,  must  on  every  consideration  have  suppressed  the 
first  history  before  all  others.  As  he  has  not  done  so,  the  above  principle 
cannot  have  influenced  him,  and  consequently  can  never  be  advanced  as  a 
reason  for  the  designed  omission  of  a  history  in  the  fourth  gospel ;  rather  it 
may  be  concluded,  and  particularly  in  relation  to  the  event  in  question,  that 
the  author  knew  nothing,  or  at  least  nothing  precise,  of  that  history.  ^  It  is 
true  that  this  conclusion  can  form  an  objection  to  the  historical  character  of 
the  narrative  of  the  transfiguration,  to  those  only  who  suppose  the  fourth 
gospel  to  be  the  work  of  an  apostle ;  so  that  from  this  silence  we  cannot 
argue  against  the  truth  of  the  narrative.  On  the  other  hand,  the  agreement 
of  the  s3nioptists  proves  nothing  in  its  favour,  since  we  have  already  been 
obliged  to  pronounce  unhistorical  more  than  one  narrative  in  which  three, 
nay,  all  four  gospels  agree.  Lastly,  as  regards  the  alleged  testimony  of  Peter, 
from  the  more  than  doubtful  genuineness  of  the  second  Epistle  of  Peter,  the 
passage  which  certainly  refers  to  our  history  of  the  transfiguration  is  renounced 
as  a  proof  of  its  historical  truth  even  by  orthodox  theologians.  * 

On  the^other  hand  besides  the  difficulties  previously  enumerated,  lying  in  the 
miraculous  contents  of  the  narrative,  we  have  still  a  further  ground  for  doubt 
in  relation  to  the  historical  validity  of  the  transfiguration  :  namely,  the  conver- 
sation which,  according  to  the  two  first  Evangelists,  the  disciples  held  with 
Jesus  immediately  after.  In  descending  from  the  mountain,  the  disciples  ask 
Jesus  :  Tt  ovv  ol  ypafifiaT€Ls  Xcyouctv,  art  'HXcav  Set  IkO^lv  irpioTov  ;  Why  then 
say  the  scribes  that  Elias  must  first  came'^  (Matt.  v.  10).  This  sounds  just  as 
if  something  had  happened,  from  which  they  necessarily  inferred  that  Elias 
would  not  appear;  and  not  in  the  least  as  if  they  were  coming  directly  from 
a  scene  in  which  he  had  actually  appeared ;  for  in  the  latter  case  they  would 
not  have  asked  a  question,  as  if  unsatisfied,  but  must  rather  have  indicated 
their  satisfaction  by  the  remark,  cUorco?  o\jv  oX  ypafifuxTtK  keyovcriv  #c.  r.  X. 
Truly  then  do  the  scribes  say,  etc,  ^  Hence,  expositors  interpret  the  question 
of  the  disciples  to  refer,  not  to  the  absence  of  an  appearance  of  Elias  in 
general,  but  to  the  absence  of  a  certain  concomitant  in  the  scene  which  they 
had  just  witnessed.  The  doctrine  of  the  scribes,  namely,  had  taught  them  to 
anticipate  that  Elias  on  his  second  appearance  would  exert  a  reforming  in- 
fluence on  the  life  of  the  nation  ;  whereas  in  the  appearance  which  they  had 
just  beheld  he  had  presently  vanished  again  without  further  activity.  ^  This 
explanation  would  be  admissible  if  the  words  avo#:aTa<rn7<r€t  vavra  (ivill  restore 
all  things)  stood  in  the  question  of  the  disciples  ;  instead  of  this,  however,  it 
stands  in  both  narratives  (Matt.  v.  11 ;  Mark  v.  12)  only  in  the  answer  of 
Jesus  :  so  that  the  disciples,  according  to  this  supposition,  must,  in  the  most 
contradictory  manner,  have  been  silent  as  to  what  they  really  missed,  the 
restoration  of  all  things,  and  only  have  mentioned  that  which  after  the  fore- 
going appearance  they  could  not  have  missed,  namely,  the  coming  of  Elias. 

*  Neander,  because  he  considers  the  objective  reality  of  the  transfiguration  doubtful,  also 
finds  the  silence  of  the  fourth  Evangelist  a  difficulty  in  this  instance  (s.  475  f.). 

*  Olshausen,  s.  533,  Anm. 

*  Vid.  Rau,  in  the  Programme  quoted  in  Gabler,  neuestes  theolog.  Journal,  if  3t  s.  506  ; 
De  Wette,  in  loc  Matth. 

7  Fritzsche,  in  Matth.,  p.  553  ;  Olshausen,  i,  s.  541.     Still  less  satisfactory  expedients  in 
Gabler,  ut  sup.  and  in  Matthai,  Religionsgl.  der  Apostel,  2,  s.  596. 
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As,  however,  the  question  of  the  disciples  presupposes  no  previous  appearance 
of  Elias,  but,  on  the  contrary,  expresses  the  feeling  that  such  an  appearance 
was  wanting,  so  the  answer  which  Jesus  gives  them  has  the  same  purport 
For  when  he  replies  :  the  scribes  are  right  in  saying  that  Elias  must  come 
before  the  Messiah ;  but  this  is  no  argument  against  my  Messiahship,  since 
an  Elias  has  already  preceded  me  in  the  person  of  the  Baptist, — when  he 
thus  seeks  to  guard  his  disciples  against  the  doubt  which  might  arise  from 
the  expectation  of  the  scribes,  by  pointing  out  to  them  the  ^gurative  Elias 
who  had  preceded  him, — it  is  impossible  that  an  appearance  of  the  actual 
Elias  can  have  previously  taken  place  ;  otherwise  Jesus  must  in  the  first  place 
have  referred  to  this  appearance,  and  only  in  the  second  place  to  the  Baptist^ 
Thus  the  immediate  connexion  of  this  conversation  with  that  appearance 
cannot  be  historical,  but  is  rather  owing  solely  to  this  point  of  similarity  ; — 
that  in  both  mention  is  made  of  Elias.  ^  But  not  even  at  an  interval,  and  after 
the  lapse  of  intermediate  events,  can  such  a  conversation  have  been  preceded 
by  an  appearance  of  Elias ;  for  however  long  afterwards,  both  Jesus  and  the 
three  eye-witnesses  among  his  disciples  must  have  remembered  it,  and  could 
never  have  spoken  as  if  such  an  appearance  had  not  taken  place.  Still  further, 
an  appearance  of  the  real  Elias  cannot  have  happened  even  after  such  a  con- 
versation, in  accordance  with  the  orthodox  idea  of  Jesus.  For  he,  too,  ex- 
explicitly  declares  his  opinion  that  the  literal  Elias  was  not  to  be  expected, 
and  that  the  Baptist  was  the  promised  Elias ;  if  therefore,  nevertheless,  an 
appearance  of  the  real  Elias  did  subsequently  take  place,  Jesus  must  have 
been  mistaken  ;  a  consequence  which  precisely  those  who  are  most  concerned 
for  the  historical  reality  of  the  transfiguration,  are  the  least  in  a  position  to 
I  admit.  If  then  the  appearance  and  the  conversation  directly  exclude  each 
/  other,  the  question  is,  which  of  the  two  passages  can  better  be  renounced  ? 
Now  the  purport  of  the  conversation  is  so  confirmed  by  Matt.  xi.  14,  comp. 
Luke  i.  1 7,  while  the  transfiguration  is  rendered  so  improbable  by  all  kinds 
of  difficulties,  that  there  cannot  be  much  doubt  as  to  the  decision.  Accor- 
ding to  this,  it  appears  here  as  in  some  former  cases,  that  two  narratives 
])roceeding  from  quite  different  presuppositions,  and  having  arisen  also  in 
different  times,  have  been  awkwardly  enough  combined  :  the  passage  con- 
taining the  conversation  proceeding  from  the  probably  earlier  opinion,  that 
the  prophecy  concerning  Elias  had  its  fulfilment  in  John;  whereas  the 
narrative  of  the  transfiguration  doubtless  originated  at  a  later  period,  when  it 
was  not  held  sufficient  that  in  the  messianic  time  of  Jesus,  Elias  should  only 
have  appeared  figuratively,  in  the  person  of  the  Baptist, — when  it  was  thought 
fitting  that  he  should  also  have  shown  himself  personally  and  literally,  if  in 
no  more  than  a  transient  appearance  before  a  few  witnesses  (a  public  and 
more  influential  one  being  well  known  not  to  have  taken  place). ^^ 

In  order  next  to  understand  how  such  a  narrative  could  arise  in  a  legendary 
manner,  the  first  feature  to  be  considered,  on  the  examination  of  which  that 
of  all  the  rest  will  most  easily  follow,  is  the  sun-like  splen^lour  of  the  coun- 
tenance of  Jesus,  and  the  bright  lustre  of  his  "clothes.  To  the  oriental,  and 
more  particularly  to  the  Hebrew  imagination,  the  beautiful,  the  majestic,  is 
the  luminous ;  the  poet  of  the  Song  of  Songs  compares  his  beloved  to  the 
hues  of  morning,  to  the  moon,  to  the  sun  (vi.  9) ;  the  holy  man  supported 
by  the  blessing  of  God,  is  compared  to  the  sun  going  forth  in  his  might  (Judg. 
V.  31);  and  above  all  the  future  lot  of  the  righteous  is  likened  to  the  splen- 

*  This  even  Paulus  admits,  2,  s.  442. 
'  Schleiermacher,  tiber  den  Lukas,  s.  149. 
'^  This  is  an  answer  to  Weisse's  objection,  s.  539. 
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dour  of  the  sun  and  the  stars  (Dan.  xii.  3 ;  Matt.  xiii.  43).^^  Hence,  not  only 
does  God  appear  clothed  in  light,  and  angels  with  resplendent  countenances 
and  shining  garments  (Ps.  1.  2,  3  ;  Dan.  vii.  9  f.,  x.  5,  6 ;  Luke  xxiv.  4 ;  Rev. 
L  13  ff.),  but  also  the  pious  of  Hebrew  antiquity,  as  Adam  before  the  fall,  and 
among  subsequent  instances,  more  particularly  Moses  and  Joshua,  are  repre- 
sented as  being  distinguished  by  such  a  splendour ;  ^^  and  the  later  Jewish 
tradition  ascribes  celestial  splendour  even  to  eminent  rabbins  in  exalted 
moments.^'  But  the  most  celebrated  example  of  this  kind  is  the  luminous 
countenance  of  Moses^^  which  is  mentionedjT  Exod.  xxxiv.  29  ff.,  and  as  in 
other  points,  so  m  this,  a  conclusion  was  drawn  from  him  in  relation  to  the 
Messiah,  a  minori  ad  majus.  Such  a  mode  of  arguing  is  indicated  by  the 
Apostle  Paul,  2  Cor.  iii.  7  ff.,  though  he  opposes  to  Moses,  the  minister  of  the 
letter^  Siokovo^  tov  ypofifiaros,  not  Jesus,  but,  in  accordance  with  the  occasion 
of  his  epistle,  the  apostles  and  Christian  teachers,  ministers  of  the  spirit, 
8ca#covov9  TOV  TTvevfiaro^y  and  the  gtoryy  80^0,  of  the  latter,  which  surpassed  the 
glory  of  Moses,  is  an  object  of  hope,  ikirU,  to  be  attained  only  in  the  future 
life.  But  especially  in  the  Messiah  himself,  it  was  expected  that  there  would 
be  a  splendour  which  would  correspond  to  that  pf  Moses,  nay,  outshine  it; 
and  a  Jewish  writing  which  takes  no  notice  of  our  history  of  the  transfiguration, 
V  argues  quite  in  the  spirit  of  the  Jews  of  the  first  Christian  period,  when  it 
urges  that  Jesus  cannot  have  been  the  Messiah,  because  his  countenance  had 
not  the  splendour  of  the  countenance  of  Moses,  to  say  nothing  of  a  higher 
splendour. ^^  Such  objections,  doubtless  heard  by  the  early  Christians  from 
the  Jews,  and  partly  suggested  by  their  own  minds,  could  not  but  generate  in 
.the  early  church  a  tendency  to  introduce  into  the  life  of  Jesus  an  imitation  of 
that  trait  in  the  life  of  Moses,  nay,  in  one  respect  to  surpass  it,  and  instead 
of  a  shining  countenance  that  might  be  covered  with  a  veil,  to  ascribe  to  *him 
a  radiance,  though  but  transitory,  which  was  diffused  even  over  his  garments. 

That  the  illumination  of  the  countenance  of  Moses  served  as  a  type  for  the 
transfiguration  of  Jesus,  is  besides  proved  by  a  series  of  particular  features. 
Moses  obtained  his  splendour  on  Mount  Sinai :  of  the  transfiguration  of  Jesus 
also  the  scene  is  a  mountain  ;  Moses,  on  an  earlier  ascent  of  the  mountain, 
which  might  easily  be  confounded  with  the  later  one,  after  which  his  coun- 
tenance became  luminous,  had  taken  with  him,  besides  the  seventy  elders, 
three  confidential  friends,  Aaron,  Nadab,  and  Abihu,  to  participate  in  the 
vision  of  Jehovah  (Exod.  xxiv.  i,  9-1 1);  so  Jesus  takes  with  him  his  three 
most  confidential  disciples,  that,  so  far  as  their  powers  were  adequate,  they 
might  be  witnesses  of  the  sublime  spectacle,  and  their  immediate  object  was, 
according  to  Luke  v.  28,  to  pray^  Trpo<r€v(a<rBoLL :  just  as  Jehovah  calls  Moses 
with  the  three  companions  and  the  elders,  to  come  on  the  mountain,  that 
they  might  worship  at  a  distance.  As  afterwards,  when  Moses  ascended  Sinai 
with  Joshua,  the  g/ory  of  the  Lord,  Sofa  Kvpiov,  covered  the  mountain  as  a 

**  Comp.  Jalkut  Simeoni,  p.  2  f.  x.  3,  (ap.  Wetstein,  p.  435):  Facits  justorum  future 
tern  fare  similes  erunt  soli  et  lurue,  cab  et  stellis,  fulguri^  etc, 

^^  Bereschith  Rabba,  xx.  29,  (ap.  Wetstein) :  Vestes  lucis  vestes  Adami primi,  Pococke, 
ex  Nachmanide  (ibid.)  :  Fulgida  facta fuit fades  Afosis  instar  solis,  fosua  instar  luna ;  quod 
idem  affirmarunt  veteres  de  Adcuno, 

^'  In  Pirke  Elieser,  ii.  there  is,  according  to  Wetstein,  the  following  statement :  inter 
docendum  radios  ex  facie  ipsius,  ut  olim  e  Afosis  facie^  prodiisse^  adeo  ut  non  dignosceret  quis, 
utrum  dies  esset  an  nox, 

>^  Nizzachon  vetus,  p.  40,  ad  Exod.  xxxiv.  33  (ap.  Wetstein) :  Ecce  Moses  magister  noster 
felicis  memoria^  qui  homo  merus  erat,  quia  Deus  4^  facie  adfacicm  cum  eo  locutus  est^  vuUum 
tarn  lucentem  retulit,  ut]fudai  vererentur  accedere:  quanta  igitur  magis  de  ipsa  divittitate  hoc 
tenere  oportet^  atque  fesu  faciem  ob  uno  orbis  cardine  ad  alterum  fulgorem  dijfundert  couve' 
niebatf  At  non  pradiius  fuit  ulh  splendor e^  sed  reliquis  mortalibus  fuit  simillimus.  Qua 
propter  constat^  non  esse  in  eum  credendum. 
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cloudy  v€<l>€\rj,  (v.  15  f.  LXX.) ;  as  Jehovah  called  to  Moses  out  of  the  cloud, 
until  at  length  the  latter  entered  into  the  cloud  (v.  i6~i8) :  so  we  have  in 
our  narrative  a  bright  cloudy  v€<l>€\.7j  ^cdto?,  which  overshadows  Jesus  and  the 
heavenly  forms,  a  voice  out  of  the  cloudy  ^coi/^  Ik  1-^9  vc^eXi;?,  and  in  Luke  an 
entering^  cto-cX^civ,  of  the  three  into  the  cloud.  The  first  part  of  the  address 
pronounced  by  the  voice  out  of  the  cloud,  consists  of  the  messianic  declar- 
ation ^  compoised  out  of  Ps.  ii.  7,  and  Isa.  xlii.  i,  which  had  already  sounded 
from  heaven  at  the  baptism  of  Jesus ;  the  second  part  is  taken  from  the 
words  with  which  Moses,  in  the  passage  of  Deuteronomy  quoted  earlier 
(xviii.  15),  according  to  the  usual  interpretation^  announces  to  the  people  the 
future  Messiah,  and  admonishes  them  to  obedience  towards  him.^  ^ 

By  the  transfiguration  on  the  mount  Jesus  was  brought  into  contact  with 
his  type  Moses,  and  has  it  had  entered  into  the  anticipation  of  the  Jews  that 
the  messianic  time,  according  to  Isa.  lii.  6  ff.,  would  have  not  merely  one,  but 
several  forerunners,^^  and  that  among  others  the  ancient  lawgiver  especially 
would  appear  in  the  time  of  the  Messiah  :  '^  so  no  moment  was  more  appro- 
priate for  his  appearance  than  that  in  which  the  Messiah  was  being  glorified 
oil  a  mountain,  as  he  had  himself  once  beea     With  him  was  then  natiurally \ 
associated  the  prophet,  who,  on  the  strength  of  Mai.  iii.  23,  was  the  nnost 
decidedly  exg^ted  to-be  a  messianic,  forerunner,  and,  indeed,  according  to 
the  rabbins,  to  appear  contemporaneously  with  Moses.     If  these  two  men 
appearecl  to  the  Messiah,  it  followed  as  a  matter  of  course  that  they  conversed 
with  him ;  and  if  it  were  asked  what  was  the  tenor  of  their  conversation, 
nothing  would  suggest  itself  so  soon  as  the  approaching  sufferings  and  death 
of  Jesus,  which  had  been  announced  in  the  foregoing  passage,  and  which 
besides,  as  constituting  emphatically  the  messianic  mystery  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment^ were  best  adapted  for  the  subject  of  such  a  conversation  with  beings  of 
another  world  :  whence  one  cannot  but  wonder  how  Olshausen  can  maintain 
tjjat  the  mythus  would  never  have  fallen  upon  this  theme  of  conversation        /— y 
^^ccording  to  this,  we  have  here  a  mythus,^®  the  tendency  of  which  is  twofold  rs'^  '^  ^^ 
first,  to  exhibit  in  the  life  of  Jesus  an  enhanced  repetition  of  the  glorification 
of  Moses ;  and  secondly,  to  bring  Jesus  as  the  Messiah  into  contact  with  his 
two  forerunners, — ^by  this  appearance  of  the  lawgiver  and  the  prophet,  of  the 
founder  and  the  reformer  of  the  theocracy,  to  represent  Jesus  as  the  perfecter 
of  the  kingdom  of  God,  and  the  fulfilment  of  the  law  and  the  prophets  ;  and 
besides  this^  to  show  a  confirmation  of  his  messianic  dignity  by  a  heavenly^ 


\ 


voice. 


*^  From  this  parallel  with  the  ascent  of  the  mountain  by  Moses  may  perhaps  be  derived 
the  interval— the  if/jidpcu  f^ — by  which  the  two  first  Evangelists  separate  the  present  event  from 
the  discourses  detailed  in  the  foregoing  chapter.  For  the  history  of  the  adventures  of  Moses 
on  the  mountain  begins  with  a  like  statement  of  time,  it  being  said  that  after  the  cloud  had 
covered  the  mountain  six  days^  Moses  was  called  to  Jehovah  (v.  16).  Although  the  point  of 
departure  was  a  totally  different  one,  this  statement  of  time  might  be  retained  for  the  open- 
ing of  the  scene  of  transfiguration  in  the  history  of  Jesus. 

*•  Vide  Bertholdt,  Christologia  Judseorum,  §  15,  s.  60  ff. 

>^  Debarim  Rabba,  iii.  (Wetstem) :  Dixit  JDeus  S,  B.  Most:  perviiam  tuam,  guemadmo- 
dum  vitam  tuam  posuisti  pro  Israelitis  in  hoc  mundo^  ita  tempore  futuro,  quando  Eliam 
prophetam  cut  ipsos  mittam,  vos  quo  eodem  tempore  venietis.  Comp.  Tanchuma  f.  xlii.  I, 
ap.  Schottgen  i,  s.  149. 

*'  This  narrative  is  pronounced  to  be  a  mythus  by  De  Wette,  Kritik  der  mos.  Gesch.  s. 
250 ;  comp.  exeg.  Handb.,  i,  i,  s.  146  f.  ;  Bertholdt,  Christologia  Jud.  §  15,  not.  \^ ; 
Credner,  Einleitung  in  das  N.  T.  i,  s.  241  ;  Schulz,  iiber  das  Abendmahl,  s.  319,  at  least 
admits  that  there  is  more  or  less  of  the  mytiiical  in  the  various  evangelical  accounts  of  the 
transfiguration,  and  Fritzsche,  in  Matt  p.  448  f.  and  456  adduces  the  mythical  view  of  this 
event  not  without  signs  of  approval.  Compare  also  Kuinol,  in  Matth.,  p.  459,  and  Gratz,  2, 
s.  161  ff. 

'^  Plato  also  in  the  S]rmposion  (p.  223,  6.  ff.   Steph.),  glorifies  his  Socrates  by  arranging 
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Before  we  part  with  our  subject,  this  example  may  serve  to  shows  with 
peculiar  clearness,  how  the  natural  system  of  interpretation,  while  it  seeks  to 
preserve  the  historical  certainty  of  the  narratives,  loses  their  ideal  truth — 
sacrifices  the  essence  to  the  form :  whereas  the  mythical  interpretation,  by 
renouncing  the  historical  body  of  such  narratives,  rescues  and  preserves  the 
idea  which  resides  in  them,  and  which  alone  constitutes  their  vitality  and 
spirit  Thus  if,  as  the  natural  explanation  would  have  it,  the  splendour 
around  Jesus  was  an  accidental,  optical  phenomenon,  and  the  two  appearances 
either  images  of  a  dream  or  unknown  men,  where  is  the  significance  of  the 
incident  ?  where  the  motive  for  preserving  in  the  memory  of  the  church  an 
anecdote  so  void  of  ideas,  and  so  barren  of  inference,  resting  on  a  common 
delusion  and  superstition  ?  On  the  contrary,  while  according  to  the  mythical 
interpretation,  I  do  not,  it  is  true,  see  in  the  evangelical  narrative  any  real 
event, — I  yet  retain  a  sense,  a  purpose  in  the  narrative,  know  to  what  senti- 
ments and  thoughts  of  the  first  Christian  commimity  it  owes  its  origin,  and 
why  the  authors  of  the  gospels  included  so  important  a  passage  in  their 


memoirs.*^ 


§  108. 

DIVERGING  ACCOUNTS   CONCERNING  THE   LAST  JOURNEY   OF  JESUS   TO 

JERUSALEM. 

Shortly  after  the  transfiguration  on  the  mountain,  the  Evangelists  make 
Jesus  enter  on  the  fatal  journey  which  conducted  him  to  his  death.  With 
respect  to  the  place  from  whence  he  set  out  on  this  journey,  and  the  route 
which  he  took,  the  evangelical  accounts  differ.  The  synoptists  agree  as  to 
the  point  of  departure,  for  they  all  represent  Jesus  as  setting  out  from  Galilee 
(Matt.  xix.  I ;  Mark  x.  i ;  Luke  ix.  51  ;  in  this  last  passage,  Galilee  is  not 
indeed  expressly  named,  but  we  necessarily  infer  it  to  be  the  supposed  locality 
from  what  precedes,  in  which  only  Galilee  and  districts  in  Galilee  are  spoken 
of,  as  well  as  from  the  journey  through  Samaria,  mentioned  in  the  succeeding 
passage) :  ^  but  concerning  the  route  which  Jesus  chose  from  thence  to  Judsea, 
they  appear  to  be  at  variance.     It  is  true  that  the  statements  of  two  of  them 

in  a  natural  manner,  and  in  a  comic  spirit,  a  similar  group  to  that  which  the  Evangelists  here 
present  in  a  supernatural  manner,  and  in  a  tragic  spirit.  After  a  bacchanalian  entertainment, 
Socrates  outwatches  his  friends,  who  lie  sleeping  around  him  :  as  here  the  disciples  around 
their  master ;  with  Socrates  there  are  awake  two  noble  forms  alone,  the  tragic  and  the  comic 
poet,  the  two  elements  of  the  early  Grecian  life,  which  Socrates  united  in  himself :  as,  with 
Jesus,  the  lawgiver  and  prophet,  the  two  pillars  of  the  Old  Testament  economy,  which  in  a 
higher  manner  were  combined  in  Jesus ;  lastly,  as  in  Plato  both  Agathon  and  Aristophanes 
at  length  sleep,  and  Socrates  remains  alone  in  possession  of  the  field :  so  in  the  gospel, 
Moses  and  Elias  at  last  vanish,  and  the  disciples  see  Jesus  left  alone. 

^  Weisse,  not  satisfied  with  the  interpretation  found  by  me  in  the  mythus,  and  labouring 
besides  to  preserve  an  historical  foundation  for  the  narrative,  understands  it  as  a  figurative 
representation  in  the  oriental  manner,  by  one  of  the  three  eye-witnesses,  of  the  light  which 
at  that  time  arose  on  them  concerning  the  destination  of  Jesus,  and  especially  concerning  bis 
relation  to  the  Old  Testament  theocracy  and  to  the  messianic  prophecies.  According  to  him, 
the  high  mountain  symbolizes  the  height  of  knowledge  which  the  disciples  then  attained ;  the 
metamorphosis  of  the  form  of  Jesus,  and  the  splendour  of  his  clothes,  are  an  image  of  their 
intuition  of  the  spiritual  messianic  idea ;  the  cloud  which  overshadowed  the  appearance, 
signifies  the  dimness  and  inde6niteness  in  which  the  new  knowledge  faded  away,  from  the 
inability  of  the  disciples  yet  to  retain  it ;  the  proposal  of  Peter  to  build  tabernacles,  is  the 
attempt  of  this  apostle  at  once  to  give  a  6xed  dogmatical  form  to  the  sublime  intuition. 
Weisse  is  fearful  (s.  543)  that  this  his  conception  of  the  history  of  the  transfiguration  may 
also  be  pronounced  mythical :  I  think  not ;  it  is  too  manifestly  aUegorical. 

^  Schleiermacher,  uber  den  Lukas,  s.  160. 
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on  this  point  are  so  obscure,  that  they  might  appear  to  lend  some  aid  to  the 
harmonizing  exegesis.  Mark  says  in  the  clearest  and  most  definite  manner 
that  Jesus  took  his  course  through  Feraea  ;  but  his  statement,  He  came  into  the 
coasts  ofjudcea  on  the  further  side  ofjordan^  Iptyerox  cts  ra  opta  rvs  'lov&uas  81^ 
rwi  iripav  rtni  lopSavov,  is  scarcely  anything  more  than  the  mode  in  which  he 
judged  it  right  to  explain  the  hardly  intelligible  expression  of  Matthew^  whom 
he  fbllows  in  this  chapter.  What  it  precisely  is  which  the  latter  intends  by  the 
words,  Ife  departed  from  Galilee^  and  came  into  the  coasts  of  Judcea  beyond 
Jordan^  fierrjpa^  d,ir6  rrj^  TaXiXaias  koI  ^XBcy  ccs  rot  opta  rrjq  lov&ua?  w€fiay  rov 
*IopSdvoVf  is  in  fact  not  at  all  evident  For  if  the  explanation  :  he  came  into 
that  part  of  Judsea  which  lies  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  Jordan,^  clashes  alike 
with  geography  and  grammar,  so  the  interpretation  to  which  the  comparison 
of  Mark  inclines  the  majority  of  commentators,  namely,  that  Jesus  came  into 
Judsea  through  the  country  on  the  farther  side  of  the  Jordan,^  is,  even  as 
modified  by  Fritzsche,  not  free  from  grammatical  difficulty.  In  any  case, 
however,  thus  much  remains :  that  Matthew,  as  well  as  Mark,  makes  Jesus 
take  the  most  circuitous  course  through  Persea,  while  Luke,  on  the  other 
hand,  appears  to  lead  him  the  more  direct  way  through  Samaria.  It  is  true 
that  his  expression,  xvii.  11,  where  he  says  that  Jesus,  on  his  journey  to 
Jerusalem,  passed  through  the  midst  of  Samaria  and  GcUileee^  Sii^pxtro  Bta 
/A&rfjv  So/Aopcias  #cat  FoAiAaiia?,  is  scarcely  clearer  than  the  one  just  cited  from 
Matthew.  According  to  the  customary  meaning  of  words,  he  seems  to  state 
that  Jesus  first  crossed  Samaria,  and  then  Galilee,  in  order  to  arrive  at  Jeru- 
salem. But  this  is  an  inversion  of  the  true  order ;  for  if  he  set  out  from  a 
place  in  Galilee,  he  must  first  traverse  the  rest  of  Galilee,  and  not  until  then 
could  he  enter  Samaria.  Hence  the  words  Sccpxco-tfot  8ca  /aco-ov  k,  r.  X,  have 
been  interpreted  to  mean  a  progress  along  the  boundary  between  Galilee  and 
Samaria,^  and  Luke  has  been  reconciled  with  the  two  first  Evangelists  by  the 
supposition,  that  Jesus  journeyed  along  the  Galilean-Samarian  frontier,  until 
he  reached  the  Jordan,  that  he  then  crossed  this  river,  and  so  proceded  through 
Persea  towards  Judsea  and  Jerusalem.  But  this  latter  supposition  does  not 
agree  with  Luke  ix.  51  ff. ;  for  we  learn  from  this  passage  that  Jesus,  after  his 
departure  from  Galilee,  went  directly  to  a  Samaritan  village,  and  here  made  an 
unfavourable  impression,  because  his  f cue  was  as  though  he  would  go  to  Jerur 
scUem^  art  ro  Trpwrmnrov  avrov  Tfv  Tropevofjucvov  ecs  'IepovcraXi//iu  Now  this  seems 
clearly  to  indicate  that  Jesus  took  his  way  directly  from  Galilee,  through 
Samaria,  to  Judaea.  We  shall  therefore  be  on  the  side  of  probability,  if  we 
judge  this  statement  to  be  an  artificial  arrangement  of  words,  to  which  the 
writer  was  led  by  his  desire  to  introduce  the  narrative  of  the  ten  lepers,  one 
of  whom  was  a  Samaritan ;  ^  and  consequently  admit  that  there  is  here  a 
divergency  between  the  synoptical  gospels.^  Towards  the  end  of  the  journey 
of  Jesus,  they  are  once  more  in  unison,  for  according  to  their  unanimous 
statement,  Jesus  arrived  at  Jerusalem  from  Jericho  (Matt.  xx.  29,  parall.)  ;  a 
place  which,  we  may  observe,  lay  more  in  the  direct  road  for  a  Galilean  com- 
ing through  Peraea,  than  for  one  coming  through  Samaria 

Thus  there  is  indeed  a  difference  between  the  synoptists  with  regard  to  the 
way  taken  by  Jesus ;  but  still  they  agree  as  to  the  first  point  of  departure,  and 

'  Kainol  and  Gratz,  in  loc 

'  Thus  e.g.  Lightfoot,  in  loc. 

^  Wetstein,  Olshausen,  in  loc,  Schleiennacher,  ut  sup.  8.  164,  214. 

*  Vid.  De  WeUe,  in  loc. 

*  Fritzsche,  in  Marc.  p.  415  :  Marcus  Matthai^  xix.  I,  si  audoriioH  h,  /.  adstringit^ 
dicitqucy  Jesum  e  Galilaa  (cf.  ix.  'i^profectum  esse  per  Peraeam,  Sed auciore Luca^  xvii.  ii, 
injudaam  contendit  per  Samariam  Uimre  brevissimo. 
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the  last  stage  of  the  road ;  the  account  of  John,  however,  diverges  from  them 
in  both  respects.  According  to  him,  it  is  not  Galilee  from  whence  Jesus  sets 
out  to  attend  the  last  passover,  for  so  early  as  before  the  feast  of  tabernacles 
of  the  previous  year,  he  had  left  that  province,  apparently  for  the  last  time 
(vii.  I,  lo) ;  that  between  this  feast  and  that  of  the  dedication  (x.  22)  he  had 
returned  thither,  is  at  least  not  stated;  after  the  latter  feast,  however,  he 
betook  himself  to  Persea,  and  remained  there  (x.  40)  until  the  illness  and 
death  of  Lazarus  recalled  him  into  Judaea,  and  into  the  immediate  vicinity  of 
Jerusalem,  namely,  to  Bethany  (xL  8  if.).  On  account  of  the  machinations  of 
his  enemies,  he  quickly  withdrew  from  thence  again,  but,  because  he  intended 
to  be  present  at  the  coming  Passover,  he  retired  no  further  than  to  the  little 
city  of  Ephraim,  near  to  the  wilderness  (xi.  54) ;  and  from  this  place,  no 
mention  being  made  of  a  residence  in  Jericho  (which,  besides,  did  not  lie  in 
the  way  from  Ephraim,  according  to  the  situation  usually  assigned  to  the 
latter  city),  he  proceeded  to  Jerusalem  to  the  feast. 

So  total  a  divergency  necessarily  gave  unwonted  occupation  to  the  harmon- 
ists.     According  to  them,   the  departure  from  Galilee  mentioned  by  the 
synoptists,  is  not  the  departure  to  the  last  Passover,  but  to  the  feast  of  dedica- 
tion ;  "^  though  Luke,  when  he  says,  when  the  time  came  that  he  should  be 
received  up,  cv  t<3  av/jLirXrfpowrOai  ras  rjfjL€pa^  t^  dvoA^i/rcois  avrov  (ix.  51),  incon- 
trovertibly  marks  it  as  the  departure  to  that  feast  on  which  the  sufferings  and 
death  of  Jesus  awaited  him,  and  though  all  the  synoptists  make  the  journey 
then  begun  end  in  that  triumphal  entry  into  Jerusalem  which,  according  to 
the  fourth  gospel  also,  took  place  immediately  before  the  last  passover.^     If, 
iiccording  to  this,  the  departure  from  Galilee  narrated  by  the  synoptists  is 
regarded  as  that  to  the  feast  of  dedication,  and  the  entrance  into  Jerusalem 
which  they  mention  as  that  to  the  subsequent  passover;  they  must  have 
entirely  passed  over  all  which,  on  this  supposition,  lay  between  these  two 
points,  namely,  the  arrival  and  residence  of  Jesus  in  Jerusalem  during  the 
feast  of  dedication,  his  journey  from  thence  into  Persea,  from  Peraea  to 
Bethany,  and  from  Bethany  to  Ephraim.     If  from  this  it  should  appear  to 
follow  that  the  synoptists  were  ignorant  of  all  these  particulars  :  our  harmon- 
ists urge,  on  the  contrary,  that  Luke  makes  Jesus  soon  after  his  journey  out  of 
Galilee,  encounter  scribes,  who  try  to  put  him  to  the  proof  (x.  25  flf.) ;  then 
shows  him  in  Bethany  in  the  vicinity  of  Jerusalem  (x.  38  ff.) ;   hereupon 
removes  him  to  the  frontiers  of  Samaria  and  Galilee  (xvii.  11);  and  not  until 
then,  makes  him  proceed  to  the  passover  in  Jerusalem  (xix.  29  £f.) :  all  which 
plainly  enough  indicates,  that  between  that  departure  out  of  Galilee,  and  the 
final  entrance  into  Jerusalem,  Jesus  made  another  journey  to  Judaea  and 
Jerusalem,  and  from  thence  back  again.'    But,  in  the  first  place,  the  presence 
of  the  scribes  proves  absolutely  nothing ;  and  in  the  second,  Luke  makes  no 
mention  of  Bethany,  but  only  of  a  visit  to  Mary  and  Martha,  whom  the  fourth 
Evangelist  places  in  that  village :  from  which,  however,  it  does  not  follow  that 
the  third  also  supposed  them  to  dwell  there,  and  consequently  imagined  Jesus 
when  at  their  home,  to  be  in  the  vicinity  of  Jerusalem.     Again,  from  the  fact 
that  so  very  long  after  his  departure  (ix.  51 -xvii.  11),  Jesus  first  appears  on 
the  frontier  between  Galilee  and  Samaria,  it  only  follows  that  we  have  before 
us  no  orderly  progressive  narrative.     But,  according  to  this  harmonizing  view, 
even  Matthew  was  aware  of  those  intermediate  events,  and  has  indicated  them 
for  the  more  attentive  reader :  the  one  member  of  his  sentence,  he  departed 
from  Galilee^  fur^pey  dvo  rrjs  PaAiAata?,  intimates  the  journey  of  Jesus  to  the 

'  Paolus,  2,  s.  293,  554.    Comp.  Olshausen,  i,  s.  583. 
'  Schleiermacher,  ut  sup.  s.  159. 
^  Paulus,  2,  s.  294  ff. 
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feast  of  dedication,  and  thus  forms  a  separate  whole ;  the  other,  and  came  into 
the  coasts  of  Judcea  beyond  Jordan^  icat  ^A^cv  ci?  rot  opta  T17S  louSoua?  ircpov  rdi 
*lapSdvovy  refers  to  the  departure  of  Jesus  from  Jerusalem  into  Persea  (John  x. 
40),  and  opens  a  new  period.  In  adopting  this  expedient,  however,  it  is 
honourably  confessed  that  without  the  data  gathered  from  John,  no  one  would 
have  thought  of  such  a  dismemberment  of  the  passage  in  Matthew.^^  In 
opposition  to  such  artifices,  no  way  is  open  to  those  who  presuppose  the 
accuracy  of  John's  narrative,  but  that  adopted  by  the  most  recent  criticism  ; 
namely,  to  renounce  the  supposition  that  Matthew,  who  treats  of  the  journey 
very  briefly,  was  an  eye-witness ;  and  to  suppose  of  Luke,  whose  account  of  it 
is  very  full,  that  either  he  or  one  of  the  collectors  of  whose  labours  he  availed 
himself,  mingled  together  two  separate  narratives,  of  which  one  referred  to  the 
earlier  journey  of  Jesus  to  the  feast  of  dedication,  the  other  to  his  last  journey 
to  the  passover,  without  suspecting  that  between  the  departure  of  Jesus  out  of 
Galilee,  and  his  entrance  into  Jerusalem,  there  fell  yet  an  earlier  residence  in 
Jerusalem,  together  with  other  journeys  and  adventures.^^ 

We  may  now  observe  how  in  the  course  of  the  narrative  concerning  the  last 
journey  or  journeys  to  Jerusalem,  the  relation  between  the  synoptical  gospels 
and  that  of  John  is  in  a  singular  manner  reversed.  As  in  the  first  instance, 
we  discovered  a  great  blank  on  the  side  of  the  former,  in  their  omission  of  a 
mass  of  intermediate  events  which  John  notices ;  so  now,  towards  the  end  of 
the  account  of  the  journey,  there  appears  on  the  side  of  the  latter,  a  similar, 
though  smaller  blank,  for  he  gives  no  intimation  of  Jesus  having  come  through 
Jericho  on  his  way  to  Jerusalem.  It  may  indeed  be  said,  that  John  might 
overlook  this  passage  through  Jericho,  although,  according  to  the  synoptists, 
it  was  distinguished  by  a  cure  of  the  blind,  and  the  visit  to  Zacchseus ;  but, 
it  is  to  be  asked,  is  there  in  his  narrative  room  for  a  passage  through  Jericho  ? 
This  city  does  not  lie  on  the  way  from  Ephraim  to  Jerusalem,  but  consider- 
ably to  the  eastward;  hence  help  is  sought  in  the  supposition  that  Jesus  made 
all  kinds  of  minor  excursions,  in  one  of  which  he  came  to  Jericho,  and  from 
hence  went  forward  to  Jerusalem.** 

In  any  case  a  remarkable  want  of  unity  prevails  in  the  evangelical  accounts 
of  the  last  journey  of  Jesus  ;  for  according  to  the  common,  synoptical  tradi- 
tion, he  journeyed  out  of  Gahlee  by  Jericho  (and,  as  Matthew  and  Mark  say, 
through  Peraea,  as  Luke  says,  through  Samaria) ;  while  according  to  the  fourth 
gospel,  he  must  have  come  hither  from  Ephraim  :  statements  which  it  is  im- 
possible to  reconcile. 

§  109- 

DIVERGENCIES  OF  THE  GOSPELS,    IN   RELATION   TO  THE    POINT   FROM   WHICH 

JESUS   MADE   HIS   ENTRANCE   INTO  JERUSALEM. 

Even  concerning  the  close  of  the  journey  of  Jesus — concerning  the  last 
station  before  he  reached  Jerusalem,  the  Evangelists  are  not  entirely  in  unison. 
While  from  the  synoptical  gospels  it  appears,  that  Jesus  entered  Jerusalem 
on  the  same  day  on  which  he  left  Jericho,  and  consequently  without  halting 
long  at  any  intervening  place  (Matt  xx.  34,  xxL  i  &  parall.) :  the  fourth 
gospel  makes  him  go  from  Ephraim  only  so  far  as  Bethany,  spend  the  night 
there,  and  enter  Jerusalem  only  on  the  following  day  (xii.  i,  12  ff.).    In  order 

>^  Paulus,  ut  sup.  295  f.,  584  f. 

>^  Schleiermacher,  ut  sup.  s.  161  f;  ;  SiefTert,  iiber  den  Uispr.,  s.  104  ff.  With  the  former 
agrees,  in  relation  to  Luke,  Olshansen,  ut  sup. 

^'  Tholuck,  Comm.  z.  Job.,  s.  227 ;  Olshausen,  i,  s.  771  f. 
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to  reconcile  the  two  accounts  it  is  said  :  we  need  not  wonder  that  the  synop- 
tists,  in  their  summary  narrative,  do  not  expressly  touch  upon  the  spending  of 
the  night  in  Bethany,  and  we  are  not  to  infer  from  this  that  they  intended  to 
deny  it ;  there  exists,  therefore,  no  contradiction  between  them  and  John, 
but  what  they  present  in  a  compact  form,  he  exhibits  in  detail.^  But  while 
Matthew  does  not  even  name  Bethany,  the  two  other  synoptists  mention  this 
place  in  a  way  which  decidedly  precludes  the  supposition  that  Jesus  spent  the 
night  there.  They  narrate  that  when  Jesus  came  near  to  Btthphage  and 
Bethany^  cbs  ^fyyco-cv  cc9  Brf$<f>ay^  koI  BrfOaviav,  he  caused  an  ass  to  be  fetched 
from  the  next  village,  and  forthwith  rode  on  this  into  the  city.  Between 
events  so  connected  it  is  impossible  to  imagine  a  night  interposed ;  on  the 
contrary,  the  narrative  fully  conveys  the  impression  that  immediately  on  the 
message  of  Jesus,  the  ass  was  surrendered  by  its  owner,  and  that  immediately 
after  the  arrival  of  the  ass,  Jesus  prepared  to  enter  the  city.  Moreover,  if 
Jesus  intended  to  remain  in  Bethany  for  the  night,  it  is  impossible  to  discover 
his  motive  in  sending  for  the  ass.  For  if  we  are  to  suppose  the  village  to 
which  he  sent  to  be  Bethany,  and  if  the  animal  on  which  he  purposed  to  ride 
would  not  be  required  until  the  following  morning,  there  was  no  need  for  him 
to  send  forward  the  disciples,  and  he  might  conveniently  have  waited  until 
he  arrived  with  them  in  Bethany ;  the  other  alternative,  that  before  he  had 
reached  Bethany,  and  ascertained  whether  the  animal  he  required  might  not 
be  found  there,  he  should  have  sent  beyond  this  nearest  village  to  Bethphage, 
in  order  there  to  procure  an  ass  for  the  following  morning,  is  altogether 
destitute  of  probability ;  and  yet  Matthew,  at  least,  says  decidedly  that  the 
ass  was  procured  in  Bethphage.  To  this  it  may  be  added,  that  according  to 
the  representation  of  Mark,  when  Jesus  arrived  in  Jerusalem,  the  evening 
ml/Coy  had  already  commenced  (xi.  11),  and  consequently  it  was  only  possible 
for  him  to  take  a  cursory  survey  of  the  city  and  the  temple,  after  which  he 
again  returned  to  Bethany.  It  is  not,  certainly,  to  be  proved  that  the  fourth 
gospel  lays  the  entrance  in  the  morning ;  but  it  must  be  asked,  why  did  not 
Jesus,  when  he  only  came  from  so  near  a  place  as  Bethany,  set  out  earlier 
from  thence,  that  he  might  have  time  to  do  something  worth  speaking  of  in 
Jerusalem  ?  The  late  arrival  of  Jesus  in  the  city,  as  stated  by  Mark,  is  evi- 
dently to  be  explained  only  by  the  longer  distance  from  Jericho  thither ;  if  he 
came  from  Bethany  merely,  he  would  scarcely  set  out  so  late,  as  that  after  he 
had  only  looked  round  him  in  the  city,  he  must  again  return  to  Bethany,  in 
order  on  the  following  day  to  set  out  earlier,  which  nothing  had  hindered  him 
from  doing  on  this  day.  It  is  true  that,  in  deferring  the  arrival  of  Jesus  in 
Jerusalem  until  late  in  the  evening,  Mark  is  not  supported  by  the  two  other 
synoptists,  for  these  represent  Jesus  as  undertaking  the  purification  of  the 
temple  on  the  day  of  his  arrival,  and  Matthew  even  makes  him  perfortn  cures, 
and  give  answers  to  the  high  priests  and  scribes  (Matt.  xxi.  12  ff.)  :  but  even 
without  this  statement  as  to  the  hour  of  entrance,  the  arrival  of  Jesus  near  to 
the  above  villages,  the  sending  of  the  disciples,  the  bringing  of  the  ass,  and 
the  riding  into  the  city,  are  too  closely  consecutive,  to  allow  of  our  inserting 
in  the  narrative  of  the  synoptists  a  night's  residence  in  Bethany. 

If  then  it  remains,  that  the  three  first  Evangelists  make  Jesus  proceed 
directly  from  Jericho,  without  any  stay  in  Bethany,  while  the  fourth  makes 
him  come  to  Jerusalem  from  Bethany  only,  they  must,  if  they  are  mutually 
correct,  speak  of  two  separate  entrances ;  and  this  has  been  recently  main- 
tained by  several  critics.^     According  to  them,  Jesus  first  (as  the  synoptists 

^  Tholuck  and  Olshausen,  ut  sup. 

'  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  a,  s.  92  ff.,  98ff. ;  Schldermacher,  uber  den  Lakas,  s.  244  f. 
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relate)  proceeded  directly  to  Jerusalem  with  the  caravan  going  to  the  feast, 
and  on  this  occasion  there  happened,  when  he  made  himself  conspicuous  by 
mounting  the  animal,  an  unpremeditated  demonstration  of  homage  on  the 
part  of  his  fellow-travellers,  which  converted  the  entrance  into  a  triumphal 
progress.  Having  retired  to  Bethany  in  the  evening,  on  the  following  morn- 
ing (as  John  relates)  a  great  multitude  went  out  to  meet  him,  in  order  to 
convey  him  into  the  city,  and  as  he  met  with  them  on  the  way  from  Bethany, 
there  was  a  repetition  on  an  enlarged  scale  of  the  scene  on  the  foregoing  day, 
— this  time  preconcerted  by  his  adherents.  This  distinction  of  an  earlier 
entrance  of  Jesus  into  Jerusalem  before  his  approach  was  known  in  the  city, 
and  a  later,  after  it  was  learned  that  he  was  in  Bethany,  is  favoured  by  the 
difference,  that  according  to  the  synoptical  narrative,  the  people  who  render 
homage  to  him  are  only  going  before  TrpodyovT€^y  and  following  aKoXov^ovrrc? 
^Matt.  V.  9),  while  according  to  that  of  John,  they  are  tmeling  him  \nraarrq<rairr€^ 
(v.  13,  18).  If  however  it  be  asked  :  why  then  among  all  our  narrators,  does 
each  give  only  one  entrance,  and  not  one  of  them  show  any  trace  of  a  second  ? 
The  answer  in  relation  to  John  is,  that  this  Evangelist  is  silent  as  to  the  first 
entrance,  probably  because  he  was  not  present  on  the  occasion,  having 
possibly  been  sent  to  Bethany  to  announce  the  arrival  of  Jesus.^  As,  how- 
ever, according  to  our  principles,  if  it  be  assumed  of  the  author  of  the  fourth 
gospel,  that  he  is  the  apostle  named  in  the  superscription,  the  same  assump- 
tion must  also  be  made  respecting  the  author  of  the  first :  we  ask  in  vain, 
whither  are  we  then  to  suppose  that  MaWiew  was  sent  on  the  second  entrance, 
that  he  knew  nothing  to  relate  concerning  it  ?  since  with  the  repeated  depar- 
ture from  Bethany  to  Jerusalem,  there  is  no  conceivable  cause  for  such  an 
errand.  In  relation  to  John  indeed  it  is  a  pure  invention ;  not  to  insist,  that 
even  if  the  two  Evangelists  were  not  personally  present,  they  must  yet  have 
learned  enough  of  an  event  so  much  talked  of  in  the  circle  of  the  disciples, 
to  be  able  to  furnish  an  account  of  it.  Above  all,  as  the  narrative  of  the 
synoptists  does  not  indicate  that  a  second  entrance  had  taken  place  after  the 
one  described  by  them  :  so  that  of  John  is  of  such  a  kind,  that  before  the 
entrance  which  it  describes,  it  is  impossible  to  conceive  another.  For  accord- 
ing to  this  narrative,  the  day  before  the  entrance  which  it  details  (conse- 
quently, according  to  the  given  supposition,  on  the  day  of  the  synoptical 
entrance),  many  Jews  went  from  Jerusalem  to  Bethany,  because  they  had 
heard  of  the  arrival  of  Jesus,  and  now  wished  to  see  him  and  Lazarus  whom 
he  had  restored  to  life  (v.  9,  comp.  12).  But  how  could  they  learn  on  the 
day  of  the  synoptical  entrance,  that  Jesus  was  at  Bethany  ?  On  that  day 
Jesus  did  indeed  pass  either  by  or  through  Bethany,  but  he  proceeded 
directly  to  Jerusalem,  whence,  according  to  all  the  narratives,  he  could  have 
returned  to  Bethany  only  at  so  late  an  hour  in  the  evening,  that  Jews  who 
now  first  went  from  Jerusalem,  could  no  longer  hope  to  be  able  to  see  him.^ 
But  why  should  they  take  the  trouble  to  seek  Jesus  in  Bethany,  when  they 
had  on  that  very  day  seen  him  in  Jerusalem  itself?  Surely  in  this  case  it 
must  have  been  said — not  merely,  that  they  came  notforjesu^  sake  only,  but 
that  they  might  see  Lazarus  also^  ov  3ca  roy*lria-ovv  iiovovaXX  Iva  jcal  tov 
AdCofiov  tSuxri, — but  rather  that  they  had  indeed  seen  Jesus  himself  in  Jeru- 
salem, but  as  they  wished  to  see  Lazarus  also,  they  came  therefore  to  Bethany : 
whereas  the  Evangelist  represents  these  people  as  coming  from  Jerusalem 
partly  to  see  Jesus;  he  cannot  therefore  have  supposed  that  Jesus  might  have 
been  seen  in  Jerusalem  on  that  very  day.     Further,  when  it  is  said  in  John, 

'  Schleiermacher,  at  sup. 

*  Comp.  Liicke,  2,  s.  432,  Anm. 
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that  on  the  following  day  it  was  heard  in  Jerusalem  that  Jesus  was  coming  (v. 
12),  this  does  not  at  all  seem  to  imply  that  Jesus  had  already  been  there  the 
day  before,  but  rather  that  the  news  had  come  from  Bethany,  of  his  intention 
to  enter  on  this  day.  So  also  the  reception  which  is  immediately  prepared 
for  him,  alone  has  its  proper  significance  when  it  is  regarded  as  the  glori- 
fication of  his  first  entrance  into  the  metropolis ;  it  could  only  have  been 
appropriate  on  his  second  entrance,  if  Jesus  had  the  day  before  entered  un- 
observed and  unhonoured,  and  it  had  been  wished  to  repair  this  omission  on 
the  following  day — not  if  the  first  entrance  had  already  been  so  brilliant. 
Moreover,  on  the  second  entrance  every  feature  of  the  first  must  have  been 
repeated,  which,  whether  we  refer  it  to  a  preconceived  arrangement  on  the 
part  of  Jesus,  or  to  an  accidental  coincidence  of  circumstances,  still  remains 
improbable.  With  respect  to  Jesus,  it  is  not  easy  to  understand  how  he 
could  arrange  the  repetition  of  a  spectacle  which,  in  the  first  instance  signifi- 
cant, if  acted  a  second  time  would  be  flat  and  unmeaning  ;^  on  the  other 
hand,  circumstances  must  have  coincided  in  an  unprecedented  manner,  if  on 
both  occasions  there  happened  the  same  demonstrations  of  homage  on  the 
part  of  the  people,  with  the  same  expressions  of  envy  on  the  part  of  his 
opponents ;  if,  on  both  occasions,  too,  there  stood  at  the  command  of  Jesus 
an  ass,  by  riding  which  he  brought  to  mind  the  prophecy  of  Zechariah.  We 
might  therefore  call  to  our  aid  Siefiert's  hypothesis  of  assimilation,  and  sup- 
pose that  the  two  entrances,  originally  more  different,  became  thus  similar  by 
traditional  intermixture  :  were  not  the  supposition  that  two  distinct  events  lie 
at  the  foundation  of  the  evangelical  narratives,  rendered  improbable  by  an- 
other circumstance. 

On  the  first  glance,  indeed,  the  supposition  of  two  entrances  seems  to  find 
support  in  the  fact,  that  John  makes  his  entrance  take  place  the  day  after  the 
meal  in  Bethany,  at  which  Jesus  was  anointed  under  memorable  circum- 
stances ;  whereas  the  two  first  synoptists  (for  Luke  knows  nothing  of  a  meal 
at  Bethany  in  this  period  of  the  life  of  Jesus)  make  their  entrance  precede 
this  meal :  and  thus,  quite  in  accordance  with  the  above  supposition,  the 
synoptical  entrance  would  appear  the  earlier,  that  of  John  the  later.  This 
would  be  very  well,  if  John  had  not  placed  his  entrance  so  early,  and  the 
synoptists  their  meal  at  Bethany  so  late,  that  the  former  cannot  possibly  have 
been  subsequent  to  the  latter.  According  to  John,  Jesus  comes  six  days 
before  the  passover  to  Bethany,  and  on  the  following  day  enters  Jerusalem 
(xiii.  I,  12);  on  the  other  hand,  the  meal  at  Bethany,  mentioned  by  the 
synoptists  (Matt.  xxvi.  6  ff.  parall.),  can  have  been  at  the  most  but  two  days 
before  the  passover  (v.  2) ;  so  that  if  we  are  to  suppose  the  synoptical  entrance 
prior  to  the  meal  and  the  entrance  in  John,  there  must  then  have  been  after 
all  this,  according  to  the  synoptists,  a  second  meal  in  Bethany.  But  between 
the  two  meals  thus  presupposed,  as  between  the  two  entrances,  there  would 
have  been  the  most  striking  resemblance  even  to  the  minutest  points ;  and 
against  the  interweaving  of.  two  such  double  incidents,  there  is  so  strong  a 
presumption,  that  it  will  scarcely  be  said  there  were  two  entrances  and  two 
meals,  which  were  originally  far  more  dissimilar,  but,  from  the  transference 
of  features  out  of  the  one  incident  into  the  other  by  tradition,  they  have  be- 
come as  similar  to  each  other  as  we  now  see  them  :  on  the  contrary,  here  if 
anywhere,  it  is  easier,  when  once  the  authenticity  of  the  accounts  is  given  up, 
to  imagine  that  tradition  has  varied  one  incident,  than  that  it  has  assimilated 
two.® 

•  Hase,  L.  J.  §  124. 

*  Comp.  De  Welte,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  r,  s.  172. 
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§  no. 

MORE  PARTICULAR   CIRCUMSTANCES  OF  THE  ENTRANCE.       ITS   OBJECT  AND 

HISTORICAL   REALITY. 

While  the  fourth  gospel  first  makes  the  multitude  that  streamed  forth  to 
meet  Jesus  render  him  their  homage,  and  then  briefly  states  that  Jesus 
mounted  a  young  ass  which  he  had  obtained ;  the  synoptists  commence  their 
description  of  the  entrance  with  a  minute  account  of  the  manner  in  which 
Jesus  came  by  the  ass.  When,  namely,  he  had  arrived  in  the  neighbourhood 
of  Jerusalem,  towards  Bethphage  and  Bethany,  at  the  Mount  of  Olives,  he 
sent  two  of  his  disciples  into  the  village  lying  before  them,  telling  them  that 
when  they  came  there  they  would  find — Matthew  says,  an  ass  tied^  and  a  colt 
with  her  \  the  two  others,  a  colt  whereon  never  man  sat — which  they  were  to 
loose  and  bring  to  him,  silencing  any  objections  of  the  owner  by  the  obser- 
vation, the  Lord  hath  need  of  him  (or  them).  This  having  been  done,  the 
disciples  spread  their  clothes,  and  placed  Jesus — on  both  the  animals,  accord- 
ing to  Matthew;  according  to  the  two  other  synoptists,  on  the  single 
animal. 

The  most  striking  part  of  this  account  is  obviously  the  statement  of  Matthew, 
that  Jesus  not  only  required  two  asses,  though  he  alone  intended  to  ride,  but 
that  he  also  actually  sat  on  them  both.  It  is  true  that,  as  is  natural,  there  are 
not  wanting  attempts  to  explain  the  former  particular,  and  to  do  away  with 
the  latter.  Jesus,  it  is  said,  caused  the  mother  animal  to  be  brought  with  the 
colt,  on  which  alone  he  intended  to  ride,  in  order  that  the  young  and  still 
sucking  animal  might  by  this  means  be  made  to  go  more  easily ;  ^  or  else  the 
mother,  accustomed  to  her  young  one,  followed  of  her  own  accord  :  *  but  a 
young  animal,  yet  unweaned,  would  scarcely  be  given  up  by  its  owner  to  be 
ridden.  A  sufficient  motive  on  the  part  of  Jesus  in  sending  for  the  two 
animals,  could  only  be  that  he  intended  to  ride  both,  which  Matthew  appears 
plainly  enough  to  say ;  for  his  words  imply,  not  only  that  the  clothes  were 
spread,  but  also  that  Jesus  was  placed  on  the  two  animals  (ciravu)  avrwv).  But 
how  are  we  to  represent  this  to  ourselves  ?  As  an  alternate  mounting  of  the 
one  and  the  other,  Fritzsche  thinks  :  ^  but  this,  for  so  short  a  distance  would 
have  been  a  superfluous  inconvenience.  Hence  commentators  have  sought 
to  rid  themselves  of  the  singular  statement.  Some,  after  very  weak  authorities, 
and  in  opposition  to  all  critical  principles,  read  in  the  words  relative  to  the 
spreading  of  the  clothes,  ^ir*  avrov  (tov  iroiAov),  upon  it  (the  coli\  instead  of 
cTTovo)  avruv,  upon  them  \  and  then  in  the  mentioning  that  Jesus  placed  him- 
self thereon,  refer  the  cTravw  avrwv  to  the  clothes  which  were  spread  on  one 
of  the  animals.*  Others,  thinking  to  escape  the  difficulty  without  an  alter- 
ation of  the  reading,  characterize  Matthew's  statement  as  an  enallage  numeric* 
by  which,  according  to  Winer's  explanation,  it  is  meant  that  the  Evangelist, 
using  an  inaccurate  mode  of  expression,  certainly  speaks  of  both  the  animals, 
but  only  in  the  sense  in  which  we  say  of  him  who  springs  from  one  of  two 
horses  harnessed  together,  that  he  springs  from  the  horses.®  Admitting  this 
expedient  to  be  sufficient,  it  again  becomes  incomprehensible  why  Jesus,  who 

^  Paulus,  3,  a,  s.  115 ;  Kuindl,  in  Matth.,  p.  541. 

'  Olshausen,  i,  s.  776. 

*  Comm.  in  Matth.,  p.  630.    His  expedient  is  approved  by  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  i, 

I,  s.  173- 
^  Paiilus,  ut  sup.  8.  143  f. 

^  Glassius,  phil.  sacr.,  p.  172.    Thus  also  Kuinol  and  Gratz,  in  loc 
®  N.  T.  Gramnu,  s.  149. 


554  PART  II.      CHAPTER   X.      §    IIO. 

according  to  this  only  meant  to  use  one  animal,  should  have  sent  for  two. 
The  whole  statement  becomes  the  more  suspicious,  when  we  consider  that  it 
is  given  by  the  first  Evangelist  alone ;  for  in  order  to  reconcile  the  others 
with  him  it  will  not  suffice  to  say,  as  we  ordinarily  read,  that  they  name  only 
the  foal  as  being  that  on  which  Jesus  rode,  and  that  while  omitting  the  ass 
as  an  accessory  fact,  they  do  not  exclude  it 

But  how  was  Matthew  led  into  this  singular  statement  ?  Its  true  source 
has  been  pointed  out,  though  in  a  curious  manner,  by  those  who  conjec- 
ture, that  Jesus  in  his  instructions  to  the  two  disciples,  and  Matthew  in 
his  original  writing,  following  the  passage  of  Zechariah  (ix.  9),  made  use  of 
several  expressions  for  the  one  idea  of  the  ass,  which  expressions  were  by  the 
Greek  translator  of  the  first  gospel  misconstrued  to  mean  more  than  one 
animal.*^  Undoubtedly  it  was  the  accumulated  designations  of  the  ass  in  the 
above  passage:  nijhij"}^  n^fl  "lioq,  {nro^vyiov  koI  iru}Xov  veov,  LXX.  which 
occasioned  the  duplication  of  it  in  the  first  gospel;  for  the  and  which  in  the 
Hebrew  was  intended  in  an  explanatory  sense,  was  erroneously  understood 
to  denote  an  addition,  and  hence  instead  of:  an  ass,  that  is,  an  as^s  foal, 
was  substituted  :  an  ass  together  with  an  ass's  foal?  But  this  mistake  cannot 
have  originated  with  the  Greek  translator,  who,  if  he  had  found  throughout 
Matthew's  narrative  but  one  ass,  would  scarcely  have  doubled  it  purely  on  the 
strength  of  the  prophetic  passage,  and  as  often  as  his  original  spoke  of  one 
ass,  have  added  a  second,  or  introduced  the  plural  number  instead  of  the 
singular ;  it  must  rather  have  been  made  by  one  whose  only  written  soiurce 
was  the  prophetic  passage,  out  of  which,  with  the  aid  of  oral  tradition,  he 
spun  his  entire  narrative,  i,e,  the  author  of  the  first  gospel ;  who  hereby,  as 
recent  criticism  correctly  maintains,  irrecoverably  forfeits  the  reputation  of  an 
eye-witness  ?  ® 

If  the  first  gospel  stands  alone  in  this  mistake,  so,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
two  intermediate  Evangelists  have  a  feature  peculiar  to  themselves,  which  it 
is  to  the  advantage  of  the  first  to  have  avoided.  We  shall  merely  point  out 
in  passing  the  prolixity  with  which  Mark  and  Luke  (though  they,  as  well  as 
Matthew,  make  Jesus  describe  to  the  two  disciples^  how  they  would  find  the 
ass,  and  wherewith  they  were  to  satisfy  the  owner),  yet  do  not  spare  them- 
selves or  the  reader  the  trouble  of  almost  verbally  repeating  every  particular 
as  having  occurred  (Mark  v.  4  flf. ;  Luke  v.  32  ff.) ;  whereas  Matthew,  with 
more  judgment,  contents  himself  with  the  observation,  and  the  disciples  went 
and  did  as  Jesus  commanded  them.  This,  as  affecting  merely  the  form  of  the 
narrative,  we  shall  not  dwell  on  further.  But  it  concerns  the  substance,  that, 
according  to  Mark  and  Luke,  Jesus  desired  an  animal  whereon  yet  never  man 
sat,  c0*  S  ovScl?  'jriSnroT€  &v6fmiciaif  IkoJ^io-^  :  a  particular  of  which  Matthew 
knows  nothing.  One  does  not  understand  how  Jesus  could  designedly  in- 
crease the  difficulty  of  his  progress,  by  the  choice  of  a  hitherto  unridden 
animal,  which,  unless  he  kept  it  in  order  by  divine  omnipotence  (for  the 
most  consummate  human  skill  would  not  suffice  for  this  on  the  first  riding), 
must  inevitably  have  occasioned  much  disturbance  to  the  triumphal  pro- 
cession, especially  as  we  are  not  to  suppose  that  it  was  preceded  by  its 
mother,  this  circumstance  having  entered  into  the  representation  of  the  first 
Evangelist  only.  To  such  an  inconvenience  Jesus  would  assuredly  not  have 
exposed  himself  without  a  cogent  reason  :  such  a  reason  however  appears  to 
lie  sufficiently  near  in  the  opinion  of  antiquity,  according  to  which,  to  use 

^  Eichhom,  allgem.  Bibliothek,  5,  s.  896  fi ;  comp.  Bolten,  Bericbt  des  Matthaus,  s. 

317  f. 

"  Vide  Fritzsche,  in  loc.    This  is  admitted  by  Neander  also,  s.  550,  Anm. 
*  Scholz,  iiber  das  Abendmahl,  s.  310  f.  ;  Sieffert,  iiber  den  Urspr.,  s.  107  C 
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Wetstein's  expression,  animaliay  usibus  humanis  nondum  mancipata,  sacra 
habebantur\  so  that  thus  Jesus,  for  his  consecrated  person,  and  the  high 
occasion  of  his  messianic  entrance,  may  have  chosen  to  use  only  a  sacred 
animal  But  regarded  more  closely,  this  reason  will  appear  frivolous,  and 
absurd  also ;  for  the  spectators  had  no  means  of  knowing  that  the  ass  had 
never  been  ridden  before,  except  by  the  unruliness  with  which  he  may  have 
disturbed  the  peaceful  progress  of  the  triumphal  train.^^  If  we  are  thus 
unable  to  comprehend  how  Jesus  could  seek  an  honour  for  himself  in  mount- 
ing an  animal  which  had  never  yet  been  ridden ;  we  shall,  on  the  contrary, 
find  it  easy  to  comprehend  how  the  primitive  Christian  community  might 
early  believe  it  due  to  his  honour  that  he  should  ride  only  on  such  an  animal, 
as  subsequently  that  he  should  lie  only  in  an  unused  grave.  The  authors 
of  the  intermediate  gospels  did  not  hesitate  to  receive  this  trait  into  their 
memoirs^  because  they  indeed,  in  writing,  would  not  experience  the  same 
inconvenience  from  the  undisciplined  animal,  which  it  must  have  caused  to 
Jesus  in  riding. 

The  two  difficulties  already  considered  belong  respectively  to  the  first 
Evangelist,  and  the  two  intermediate  ones :  another  is  common  to  them  all, 
namely,  that  which  lies  in  the  circumstance  that  Jesus  so  confidently  sends 
two  disciples  for  an  ass  which  they  would  find  in  the  next  village,  in  such  and 
such  a  situation,  and  that  the  issue  corresponds  so  closely  to  his  prediction. 
It  might  here  appear  the  most  natural,  to  suppose  that  he  had  previously 
bespoken  the  ass,  and  that  consequently  it  stood  ready  for  him  at  the  hour 
and  place  appointed ;  ^^  but  how  could  he  have  thus  bespoken  an  ass  in  Beth- 
phage,  seeing  that  he  was  just  come  from  Jericho  ?  Hence  even  Paulus  in 
this  instance  finds  something  else  more  probable :  namely,  that  about  the 
time  of  the  feasts,  in  the  villages  lying  on  the  high  road  to  Jerusalem,  many 
beasts  of  burden  stood  ready  to  be  hired  by  travellers ;  but  in  opposition  to 
this  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  Jesus  does  not  at  all  seem  to  speak  of  the  first 
animal  that  may  happen  to  present  itself,  but  of  a  particular  animal.  Hence 
we  cannot  but  be  surprised  that  Olshausen  describes  it  as  only  the  probable 
idea  of  the  narrator,  that  to  the  Messiah  making  his  entrance  into  Jerusalem, 
the  providence  of  God  presented  everything  just  as  he  needed  it;  as  also 
that  the  same  expositor,  in  order  to  explain  the  ready  compliance  of  the 
owners  of  the  animal,  finds  it  necessary  to  suppose  that  they  were  friends  of 
Jesus  \  since  this  trait  rather  serves  to  exhibit  the  as  it  were  magical  power 
which  resided  in  the  name  of  the  Lord^  at  the  mention  of  which  the  owner 
of  the  ass  imresistingly  placed  it  at  his  disposal,  as  subsequently  the  inhabit- 
ant of  the  room  gave  it  up  at  a  word  from  the  Master  (Matt.  xxvi.  i8  parall). 
To  this  divine  providence  in  favour  of  the  Messiah,  and  the  irresistible  power 
of  his  name,  is  united  the  superior  knowledge  by  means  of  which  Jesus  here 
clearly  discerns  a  distant  fact  which  might  be  available  for  the  supply  of  his 
wants. 

Now  admitting  this  to  be  the  meaning  and  design  of  the  Evangelists,  such 
a  prediction  of  an  accidental  circumstance  might  certainly  be  conceived  as 

'^  That  the  above  motive  will  not  suffice  to  explain  the  conduct  of  Tesus,  Paulus  has  also 
felt ;  for  only  the  despair  on  his  part  of  finding  a  more  real  and  special  motive,  can  account 
for  his  becoming  in  this  solitary  instance  mystical,  and  embracing  the  explanation  of  Justin 
Martyr,  whom  he  elsewhere  invariably  attacks,  as  the  author  of  the  perverted  ecclesiastical 
interpretations  of  the  Bible.  Accoiding  to  Justin,  the  ass  designated  (>roji5ytop  [that  is  under 
the  yoke),  is  a  symbol  of  the  Jews ;  the  ass  never  yet  ridden,  of  the  GenUles  (Dial.  c.  Tryph. 
53) ;  and  Panlus,  adopting  this  idea,  endeavours  to  make  it  probable  that  Jesus,  by  mount- 
ing an  animal  which  had  never  before  been  ridden,  intended  to  announce  himself  as  the 
founder  and  ruler  of  a  new  religious  community.     Exeg.  Handb.  3,  a,  s.  116  fT. 

"  Natiirliche  Gesch.  3,  s.  506  f. ;  Neander,  L.  J.  Chr.,  s.  550,  Anm. 
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the  effect  of  a  magnetic  clairvoyance.^^  But,  on  the  one  hand,  we  know 
full  well  the  tendency  of  the  primitive  Christian  legend  to  create  such  proofs 
of  the  superior  nature  of  her  Messiah  (witness  the  calling  of  the  two  pairs  of 
brethren ;  but  the  instance  most  analogous  has  been  just  alluded  to,  and  is 
hereafter  to  be  more  closely  examined,  namely,  the  manner  in  which  Jesus 
causes  the  room  to  be  bespoken  for  his  last  supper  with  the  twelve) ;  on  the 
other  hand,  the  dogmatic  reasons  drawn  from  prophecy,  for  displaying  the 
far-seeing  of  Jesus  here  as  precisely  the  knowledge  of  an  ass  being  tied  at  a 
certain  place,  are  clearly  obvious ;  so  that  we  cannot  abstain  from  the  conjec- 
ture, that  we  have  here  nothing  more  than  a  product  of  the  tendency  which 
characterized  the  Christian  legend,  and  of  the  effort  to  base  Christian  belief 
on  ancient  prophecy.  In  considering,  namely,  the  passage  quoted  in  the 
first  and  fourth  gospels  from  Zechariah,  where  it  is  merely  said  that  the  meek 
and  lowly  king  will  come  riding  on  an  ass,  in  general ;  it  is  usual  to  overlook 
another  prophetic  passage,  which  contains  more  precisely  the  tiid  ass  of  the 
Messiah.  This  passage  is  Gen.  xlix.  ii,  where  the  dying  Jacob  says  to  Judah 
concerning  the  Shiloh,  np^B^,  Binding  his  foal  unto  the  vine,  and  his  ass's  colt 
unto  the  choice  vifie,  Beafji-ewov  irpos  afiireXov  tov  ttcoXov  avrov  koI  ry  eXuci  rov 
vioKov  TTJ^  ovov  avTov,  Justin  Martyr  imderstands  this  passage  also,  as  well  as 
the  one  from  Zechariah,  as  a  prediction  relative  to  the  entrance  of  Jesus,  and 
hence  directly  asserts  that  the  foal  which  Jesus  caused  to  be  fetched  was 
bound  to  a  vine.^^  In  like  manner  the  Jews  not  only  held  the  general  inter- 
pretation that  the  Shiloh  was  the  Messiah,  as  may  be  shown  already  in  the 
Targum,!*  but  also  combined  the  passage  relative  to  the  binding  of  the  ass 
with  that  on  the  riding  of  it  into  Jerusalem.^*  That  the  above  prophecy  of 
Jacob  is  not  cited  by  any  one  of  our  Evangelists,  only  proves,  at  the  utmost, 
that  it  was  not  verbally  present  to  their  minds  when  they  were  writing  the 
narrative  before  us :  it  can  by  no  means  prove  that  the  passage  was  not  an 
element  in  the  conceptions  of  the  circle  in  which  the  anecdote  was  first 
formed.  The  transmission  of  the  narrative  through  the  hands  of  many  who 
were  not  aware  of  its  original  relation  to  the  passage  in  Genesis,  may  cer- 
tainly be  argued  from  the  fact  that  it  no  longer  perfectly  corresponds  to  the 
prophecy.  For  a  perfect  agreement  to  exist,  Jesus,  after  he  had,  according 
to  Zechariah,  ridden  into  the  city  on  the  ass,  must  on  dismounting,  have 
bound  it  to  a  vine,  instead  of  causing  it  to  be  unbound  in  the  next  village 
(according  to  Mark,  from  a  door  by  the  way-side)  as  he  actually  does.  By 
this  means,  however,  there  was  obtained,  together  with  the  fulfilment  of  those 
two  prophecies,  a  proof  of  the  supernatural  knowledge  of  Jesus,  and  the 
magical  power  of  his  name ;  and  in  relation  to  the  former  point,  it  might  be 
remembered  in  particular,  that  Samuel  also  had  once  proved  his  gifts  as  a 
seer  by  the  prediction,  that  as  Saul  was  returning  homeward,  two  men  would 
meet  him  with  the  information  that  the  asses  of  Kis  his  father  were  found 
(i  Sam.  X.  2).  The  narrative  in  the  fourth  gospel,  having  no  connection  with 
the  Mosaic  passage,  says  nothing  of  the  ass  being  tied,  or  of  its  being  fetched 
by  the  disciples,  and  merely  states  with  reference  to  the  passage  of  Zechariah 
alone  :  Jesus,  having  found  a  young  ass,  sat  thereon  (v.  14).^® 

"  Weisse,  s.  573. 

*'  Apol.  i.  32  :  rh  di  defffie^wp  irp6s  AfiireXop  rbp  tCoKw  ai)rou — <r&iipoKo¥  SrjXiariKhp  ^  tw 
yepriaoiUpuv  rf  Xpurr^  koI  tup  vr*  tiirov  xpaxOv^^ofiipup,  iruXoi  ydp  tu  6ifov  ciim^iret  £r  rtpt 
€l<r6d<^  Kufiijs  irpds  AfiireXop  dedefUvos  tv  iKiXevfftp  &yay€ip  airi}  k,  r.  X.  Binding  his  colt  to  a 
vine — was  a  symbol  indicative  of  what  would  happen  to  Christ ;  fifr  there  stood  at  the  entrance 
of  a  certain  village,  bound  to  a  vine,  an  ass's  colt,  which  he  ordered  them,  to  bring  to  him^  etc 

**  Vid.  Schottgen,  horse,  ii.  p.  146. 

'^  Midrasch  Rabba,  f.  xcviiL 

^*  On  account  of  this  silence  of  the  fourth  Evangelist,  even  Neander  (ut  sup.)  is  in  this 
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The  next  feature  that  presents  itself  for  our  consideration,  is  the  homage 
which  is  rendered  to  Jesus  by  the  populace.  According  to  all  the  narrators 
except  Luke,  this  consisted  in  cutting  down  the  branches  of  trees,  which, 
according  to-  the  synoptists,  were  strewed  in  the  way,  according  to  John  (who 
with  more  particularity  mentions  palm  branches),  were  carried  by  the  multi- 
tude that  met  Jesus ;  further,  according  to  all  except  John,  in  the  spreading 
of  clothes  in  the  way.  To  this  were  added  joyous  acclamations,  of  which  all 
have,  with  unimportant  modifications,  the  words  €v\oyrffji€v<K  6  ipxofieyo^  iy 
ovofiari  Kvpiov,  Blessed  be  he  that  cometh  in  the  name  of  the  Lord;  all  except 
Luke  the  oKrawa,  Hosanna  ;  and  all,  the  greeting  as  King,  or  Son  of  David. 
The  first,  from  Ps.  cxviii.  26,  njnj  DR?^9  K3n  ij^l^,  was,  it  is  true,  a  customary 
form  of  salutation  to  persons  visiting  the  feasts,  and  even  the  second, 
K|  n^*8?in,  taken  from  the  preceding  verse  of  the  same  psalm,  was  a  usual  cry 
at  the  feast  of  tabernacles  and  the  passover;^^  but  the  addition  rcS  vio)  Aavio, 
to  the  Son  of  David^  and  6  paa-iXm  rov  la-parfXy  the  King  of  Israel^  shows 
that  the  people  here  applied  these  general  forms  to  Jesus  especially  as  the 
Messiah,  bid  him  welcome  in  a  preeminent  sense,  and  wished  success  to  his 
undertaking.  In  relation  to  the  parties  who  present  the  homage,  Luke's 
account  is  the  most  circumscribed,  for  he  so  connects  the  spreading  of  the 
clothes  in  the  way  (v.  36)  with  the  immediately  preceding  context,  that  he 
appears  to  ascribe  it,  as  well  as  the  laying  of  the  clothes  on  the  ass,  solely  to 
the  disciples,  and  he  expressly  attributes  the  acclamations  to  the  whole  multi- 
tude of  the  disciples  only  (aTrav  to  itKrfio^  tcuv  isjaByjfriDv) ;  whereas  Matthew  and 
Mark  make  the  homage  proceed  from  the  accompanying  mass  of  people. 
This  difference,  however,  can  be  easily  reconciled ;  for  when  Luke  speaks  of 
the  multitude  of  the  disciples^  irX^^os  twv  fiaOrirwy,  this  means  the  wider  circle 
of  the  adherents  of  Jesus,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  the  very  great  multitude 
TrXcioTos  oyKxK  in  Matthew,  only  means  all  those  who  were  favourable  to  him 
among  the  multitude.  But  while  the  synoptists  remain  within  the  limits  of 
the  company  who  were  proceeding  to  the  feast,  and  who  were  thus  the  fellow- 
travellers  of  Jesus,  John,  as  above  noticed,  makes  the  whole  solemnity  pro- 
c:eed  from  those  who  go  out  of  Jerusalem  to  meet  Jesus  (v.  13),  while  he 
represents  the  multitude  who  are  approaching  with  Jesus  as  testifying  to  the 
former  the  resurrection  of  Lazarus,  on  account  of  which,  according  to  John, 
the  solemn  escort  of  Jesus  into  Jerusalem  was  prepared  (v.  17  f.).  This 
cause  we  cannot  admit  as  authentic,  inasmuch  as  we  have  found  critical 
reasons  for  doubting  the  resurrection  of  Lazarus  :  but  with  the  alleged  cause, 
the  fact  itself  of  the  escort  is  shaken ;  especially  if  we  reflect,  that  the  dignity 
of  Jesus  might  appear  to  demand  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  city  of  David 
should  have  gone  forth  to  bring  him  in  with  all  solemnity,  and  that  it  fully 
harmonizes  with  the  prevailing  characteristics  of  the  representation  of  the 
fourth  gospel,  to  describe,  before  the  arrival  of  Jesus  at  the  feast,  how  in- 
tently the  expectations  of  the  people  were  fixed  upon  him  (vii.  1 1  fF.,  xi.  56). 

The  last  trait  in  the  picture  before  us,  is  the  displeasure  of  the  enemies 
of  Jesus  at  the  strong  attachment  to  him,  exhibited  by  the  people  on  this 
occasion.  According  to  John  (v.  19),  the  Pharisees  said  to  each  other :  we 
see  from  this  that  the  (lenient)  proceedings  which  we  have  hitherto  adopted 
are  of  no  avail;  all  the  world  is  following  him  (we  must  interpose^  with 
forcible  measures).  According  to  Luke  (v.  39  f ),  some  Pharisees  addressed 
Jesus  as  if  they  expected  him  to  impose  silence  on  his  disciples ;  on  which 

instance  inclined  to  admit,  that  a  more  simple  event,  owing  to  the  disproportionate  impor- 
tance subsequently  attached  to  it,  was  unhistorically  modified. 
^^  Comp.  Paulus,  in  loc. 
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lie  answers,  that  if  these  were  silent,  the  stones  would  cry  out.  While  in 
Luke  and  John  this  happens  during  the  progress,  in  Matthew  it  is  only  after 
Jesus  has  arrived  with  the  procession  in  the  temple,  and  when  the  children, 
even  here,  continue  to  cry,  Hosanna  to  the  Son  of  David,  that  the  high 
priests  and  scribes  direct  the  attention  of  Jesus  to  the  impropriety,  as  it 
appears  to  them,  whereupon  he  repulses  them  with  a  sentence  out  of  Ps. 
viii.  3.  {Out  of  the  mouth  of  babes  and  sucklings  thou  hast  petfecied  praise) 
(v.  15  f.) ;  a  sentence  which  in  the  original  obviously  relates  to  Jehovah,  but 
which  Jesus  thus  applies  to  himself.  The  lamentation  of  Jesus  over  Jeru- 
salem, connected  by  Luke  with  the  entrance,  will  come  under  our  considera- 
tion further  on. 

John,  and  more  particularly  Matthew  by  his  phrase  toOto  Sc  oKov  ycyovcF, 
Iva  irXTjfHaBy  k,  t.  X.,  All  this  was  done  that  it  might  be  fulfilled^  etc.  (v.  4), 
unequivocally  express  the  idea  that  the  design,  first  of  God,  inasmuch  as  he 
ordained  this  scene,  and  next  of  the  Messiah,  as  the  participant  in  the  Divine 
counsels,  was,  by  giving  this  character  to  the  entrance,  to  fulfil  an  ancient 
prophecy.  If  Jesus  saw  in  the  passage  of  Zechariah  (ix.  9),^®  a  prophecy 
concerning  himself  as  the  Messiah,  this  cannot  have  been  a  knowledge  result- 
ing from  the  higher  principle  within  him  ;  for,  even  if  this  prophetic  passage 
ought  not  to  be  referred  to  an  historical  prince,  as  Uzziah,^^  or  John  Hyrca- 
nus,^  but  to  a  messianic  individual, ^^  still  the  latter,  though  a  pacific,  must 
yet  be  understood  as  a  temporal  prince,  and  moreover  as  in  peaceful  posses- 
sion of  Jerusalem — thus  as  one  altogether  different  from  •  Jesus.  But  it 
appears  quite  possible  for  Jesus  to  have  come  to  such  an  interpretation  in 
a  natural  way,  since  at  least  the  rabbins  with  decided  unanimity  interpret 
the  passage  of  iZechariah  of  the  Messiah.*^  Above  all,  we  know  that  the 
contradiction  which  appeared  to  exist  between  the  insignificant  advent  here 
predicted  of  the  Messiah,  and  the  brilliant  one  which  Daniel  had  foretold, 
was  at  a  later  period  commonly  reconciled  by  the  doctrine,  that  according  as 
the  Jewish  people  showed  themselves  worthy  or  the  contrary,  their  Messiah 
would  appear  in  a  majestic  or  a  lowly  form.^  Now  even  if  this  distinction 
did  not  exist  in  the  time  of  Jesus,  but  only  in  general  a  reference  of  the 
passage  Zech.  ix.  9  to  the  Messiah :  still  Jesus  might  imagine  that  now,  on 
his  first  appearance,  the  prophecy  of  Zechariah  must  be  fulfilled  in  him,  but 
hereafter,  on  his  second  appearance,  the  prophecy  of  Daniel.     But  there  is 


'^  The  citation  given  by  Matthew  is  a  combination  of  a  passage  from  Isaiah  with  that  of 
Zechariah.  For  the  words  Tell  ye  the  daughter  of  Zion^  efrare  rg  OvyarpL  'LtOtv^  are  from 
Isa.  Ixii.  II  ;  the  rest  from  Zechariah  ix.  9,  where  the  LXX.  has  with  some  divergency : 
IBob  6  paciKctfS  <rov  fpxercU  <rot  dUaios  Kal  c^^tav  aOros  irpaJbi  Kal  iirtpepriKCn  ivl  ^ojpHyiw  K(d 
TTuiXov  viov. 

^^  Hitsig,  iiber  die  Abfassungszeit  der  Orakel,  Zach.  ix.-xiv.  in  the  Theol.  Studien,  1830, 
I,  s.  36  ff.  refers  the  preceding  verse  to  the  warlike  deeds  of  this  king,  and  the  one  in  ques- 
tion  to  his  pacific  virtues. 

'^  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  a,  s.  121  ff. 

*^  Rosenmiiller,  Schol.  in  V.  T.  7,  4,  s.  274  ff. 

^  In  the  passage  cited  Introd.,  §  1 4,  from  Midrasch  Coheleth,  the  description, /0»/^  df 
insidens  asino  in  Zechariah,  is  in  the  very  first  instance  referred  to  the  Goil ^stremus.  This 
ass  of  the  Messiah  was  held  identical  with  that  of  Abraham  and  Moses,  vid.  Jalkut  Rubeni 
f.  bcxix.  3,  4,  ap.  Schottgen,  i.  s.   169;  comp.  Eisenmenger,  entdecktes  Judenthum,  2,  s. 

697  f. 

•'  Sanhedrin  f.  xcviii.  i  (ap.  Wetstein)  :  Dixit  J?.  Alexander :  R,  fosua  f  Levi  ducbm 
inter  se  coUatis  locis  ianquam  contrariis  visis  objecit :  scribitur  Dan,  vii.  13 :  f/  ecce  cum 
nttbibus  caeli  velttt  filius  hominis  venit,  Et  scrUnlur  Zach.  ix.  9  :  pauper  et  insidens  asino. 
Verum  hac  duo  loca  ita  inter  se  conciliari  possunt:  nempe,  sijustitia  sua  mereantur  Israll'^ 
ita,  Messias  veniet  cum  nubibus  cmli:  si  autem  mm  mereantur ^  veniei  pauper^  et  vehetur 
asino. 
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a  third  possibility;  namely,  that  either  an  accidental  riding  into  Jerusalem 
on  an  ass  by  Jesus  was  subsequently  interpreted  by  the  Christians  in  this 
manner,  or  that,  lest  any  messianic  attribute  should  be  wanting  to  him,  the 
whole  narrative  of  the  entrance  was  freely  composed  after  the  two  prophecies 
and  the  dogmatic  presupposition  of  a  superhuman  knowledge  on  the  part  of 
Jesus. 


THIRD   PART. 


HISTORY  OF  THE  PASSION,  DEATH  AND 
RESURRECTION  OF  JESUS. 
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CHAPTER   I. 

RELATION  OF  JESUS  TO  THE  IDEA  OF  A  SUFFERING  AND  DYING 
MESSIAH;  HIS  DISCOURSES  ON  HIS  DEATH,  RESURRECTION, 
AND  SECOND  ADVENT. 


§   III. 
DID  JESUS   IN   PRECISE   TERMS   PREDICT   HIS   PASSION  AND   DEATH? 

According  to  the  gospels,  Jesus  more  than  once,  and  while  the  result  was 
yet  distant,^  predicted  to  his  disciples  that  sufferings  and  a  violent  death 
awaited  him.     Moreover,  if  we  trust  the  synoptical  accounts,  he  did  not 
predict  his  fate  merely  in  general  terms,  but  specified  beforehand  the  place 
of  his  passion,  namely,  Jerusalem  ;  the  time,  namely,  the  approaching  pass- 
over  ;  the  persons  from  whom  he  would  have  to  snffer,  namely,  the  chief 
priests,  scribes  and  Gentiles ;  the  essential  form  of  his  passion,  namely,  cruci- 
fixion, in  consequence  of  a  judicial  sentence  ;  and  even  its  accessory  circum- 
stances, namely,  scourging,  reviling,  and  spitting  (Matt  xvi.  21,  xvii.  12,  22  f., 
XX.  17  ff.,  xxvi.  12  with  the  parall.,  Luke  xiii.  33).    Between  the  synoptists  and 
the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel,  there  exists  a  threefold  difference  in  rela- 
tion to  this  subject     Firstly  and  chiefly,  in  the  latter  the  predictions  of  Jesus 
do  not  appear  so  clear  and  intelligible,  but  are  for  the  most  part  presented  in 
obscure  figurative  discourses,  concerning  which  the  narrator  himself  confesses 
that  the  disciples  understood  them  not  until  after  the  issue  (ii.  22).  In  addition 
to  a  decided  declaration  that  he  will  voluntarily  lay  down  his  life  (x.  15  ff.), 
Jesus  in  this  gospel  is  particularly  fond  of  alluding  to  his  approaching  death 
under  the  expressions  vi/^ovv,  wlfovcrOat,  to  lift  up ^  to  be  lifted  up^  in  the  application 
of  which  he  seems  to  vacillate  between  his  exaltation  on  the  cross,  and  his  exal- 
tation to  glory  (iii.  14,  viii.  28,  xii.  32) ;  he  compares  his  approaching  exaltation 
with  that  of  the  brazen  serpent  in  the  wilderness  (iii.  14),  as,  in  Matthew,  he 
compares  his  fate  with  that  of  Jonah  (xii.  40) ;  on  another  occasion,  he  speaks 
of  going  away  whither  no  man  can  follow  him  (vii.  33  ff.,  viii.  21  f.),  as,  in 
the  synoptists,  of  a  taking  away  of  a  bridegroom,  which  will  plunge  his  friends 
into  mourning  (Matt  ix.  15  parall.),  and  of  a  cup,  which  he  must  drink,  and 
which  his  disciples  will  find  it  hard  to  partake  of  with  him  (Matt  xx.  22 
parall.).     The  two  other  differences  are  less  marked,  but  are  still  observable. 
One  of  them  is,  that  while  in  John  the  allusions  to  the  violent  death  of  Jesus 
run  in  an  equal  degree  through  the  whole  gospel  j  in  the  synoptists,  the  re- 
peated and  definite  announcements  of  his  death^are  found  only  towards  the 

^  His  predictions  concerning  particular  circumstances  of  his  passion,  uttered  shortly  before 
its  occurrence,  in  the  last  days  days  of  his  life,  can  only  be  considered  farther  on,  in  the 
history  of  those  days. 
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end,  partly  immediately  before,  partly  during,  the  last  journey ;  in  earlier 
chapters  there  occurs,  with  the  exception  of  the  obscure  discourse  on  the  sign 
of  Jonah  (which  we  shall  soon  see  to  be  no  prediction^of  death),  only  the  inti- 
mation of  a  removal  (doubtless  violent)  of  the  bridegroom.  The  last  difference 
is,  that  while  according  to  the  three  first  Evangelists,  Jesus  imparts  those  pre- 
dictions (again  with  the  single  exception  of  the  above  intimation,  Matt  ix.  15) 
only  to  the  confidential  circle  of  his  disciples ;  in  John,  he  utters  them  in  the 
presence  of  the  people,  and  even  of  his  enemies. 

In  the  critical  investigation  of  these  evangelical  accounts,  we  shall  proceed 
from  the  special  to  the  general,  in  the  following  manner.  First  we  shall  ask  : 
Is  it  credible  that  Jesus  had  a  foreknowledge  of  so  many  particular  features  of 
the  fate  which  awaited  him  ?  and  next :  Is  even  a  general  foreknowledge  and 
prediction  of  his  sufferings,  on  the  part  of  Jesus,  probable?  in  which  inquiry, 
the  difference  between  the  representation  of  John  and  that  of  the  synoptists, 
will  necessarily  come  under  our  consideration. 

There  are  two  modes  of  explaining  how  Jesus  could  so  precisely  foreknow 
the  particular  circumstances  of  his  passion  and  death ;  the  one  resting  on  a 
supematuraL  the  other  on  a  natui:al.basis.  The  former  appears  adequate  to 
solve  the  problem  by  the  simple  position,  that  before  the  prophetic  spirit,  which 
dwelt  in  Jesus  in  the  richest  plenitude,  his  destiny  must  have  lain  unfolded 
from  the  beginning.  As,  however,  Jesus  himself,  in  his  announcements  of  his 
sufferings,  expressly  appealed  to  the  Old^Testament,  the  prophecies  of  which 
concerning  him  must  be  TulfHTe^d  in  alPpointsTtiile  xviii.  31,  comp.  xxiL  37, 
xxiv.  25  ff. ;  Matt  xxvi.  54)  :  so  the  orthodox  view  ought  not  to  despise  this 
help,  but  must  give  to  its  explanation  the  modification,  that  Jesus  continually 
occupied  with  the  prophecies  of  the  Old  Testament,  may  have  drawn  those 
particularities  out  of  them,  by  the  aid  of  the  spirit  that  dwelt  within  him.* 
According  to  this,  while  the  knowledge  of  the  time  of  his  passion  remains 
consigned  to  his  prophetic  presentiment,  unless  he  be  supposed  to  have  cal- 
culated this  out  of  Daniel,  or  some  similar  source ;  Jesus  must  have  come 
to  regard  Jerusalem  as  the  scene  of  his  suffering  and  death,  by  contemplating 
the  fate  of  e^arlier  prophets  as  a  type  of  his  own,  the  Spirit  telling  him,  that 
where  so  many  prophets  had  suffered  death,  there,  h  fortiori^  must  the  Messiah 
also  suffer  (Luke  xiii.  33)  ;  that  his  death  would  be  the  sequel  of  a  formal 
sentence,  he  must  have  gathered  from  Isa.  liii.  8,  where  z  judgment  ^^!^  is 
spoken  of  as  impending  over  the  servant  of  God,  and  from  v.  1 2,  where  it 
is  said  that  he  was  numbered  with  the  transgressors^  hr  roh  AvoftjoL^  Ikoyiaditf 
(comp.  Luke  xxii.  37)  ;  that  his  sentence  would  proceed  firom  the  rulers  of 
his  own  people,  he  might  perhaps  have  concluded  from  Ps.  cxviiL  22,  where 
the  builders^  oIkoSo/aoOvtc?  who  reject  the  corner-stone,  are,  according  to  apos- 
tolic interpretation  (Acts  iv.  11),  the  Jewish  rulers;  that  he  would  be  de- 
livered to  the  Gentiles,  he  might  infer  from  the  fact,  that  in  several  plaintive 
psalms,  which  are  susceptible  of  a  messianic  interpretation,  the  persecuting 
>arties  are  represented  as  0^3?^,  i.  e.  heathens ;  that  the  precise  manner  of 
lis  death  would  be  crucifixion,  he  might  have  deduced,  partly  from  the  type 
^f  the  brazen  serpent  which  was  suspended  on  a  pole,  Num.  xxi.  8  f.  (comp. 
John  iii.  14),  partly  from  the  piercing  of  the  hands  and  feet,  Ps.  xxii.  17, 
LXX. ;  lastly,  that  he  would  be  the  object  of  scorn  and  personal  maltreatment, 
he  might  have  concluded  from  passages  such  as  v.  7  ff.  in  the  Psalm  above 
quoted,  Isa.  I  6,  etc  Now  if  the  spirit  which  dwelt  in  Jesus,  and  which, 
according  to  the  orthodox  opinion,  revealed  to  him  the  reference  of  these 
prophecies  and  types  to  his  ultimate  destiny,  was  a  spirit  of  truth  :  this  refer- 

'  Comp.  Olshausen,  bibl.  Comm.,  i,  s.  528. 
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ence  to  Jesus  must  admit  of  being  proved  to  be  the  true  and  original  sense 
of  those  Old  Testament  passages.  But,  to  confine  ourselves  to  the  principal 
passages  only,  a  profound  grammatical  and  historical  exposition  has  convinc- 
ingly shown,  for  all  who  are  in  a  condition  to  liberate  themselves  from  dog* 
matic  presuppositions,  that  in  none  of  these  is  there  any  allusion  to  the  suf- 
ferings of  Christ.  Instead  of  this,  Isa.  1.  6,  speaks  of  the  ill  usage  which 
the  prophets  had  to  experience ;  ®  Isa.  liii.  of  the  calamities  of  the  prophetic 
order,  or  more  probably  of  the  Israelitish  people;*  Ps.  cxviii.  of  the  un- 
expected deliverance  and  exaltation  of  that  people,  or  of  one  of  their  princes  ;^ 
while  Ps.  xxiL  is  the  complaint  of  an  oppressed  exile.*  As  to  the  1 7th  v^e 
of  this  Psalm,  which  has  been  interpreted  as  having  reference  to  the  crucifixion 
of  Christ,  even  presupposing  the  most  improbable  interpretation  of  *Tt<D  by 
perfoderunt^  this  must  in  no  case  be  understood  literally,  but  only  figuratively, 
and  the  image  would  be  derived,  not  from  a  crucifixion,  but  from  a  chase,  or 
a  combat  with  wild  beasts  ]f  hence  the  application  of  this  passage  to  Christ  is 
now  only  maintained  by  those  with  whom  it  would  be  lost  labour  to  contend. 
According  to  the  orthodox  view,  however,  Jesus,  in  a  supernatural  manner, 
by  means  of  his  higher  nature,  discovered  in  these  passages  a  pre-intimation 
of  the  particular  features  of  his  passion ;  but,  in  that  case,  since  such  is  not 
the  true  sense  of  these  passages,  the  spirit  that  dwelt  in  Jesus  cannot  have 
been  the  spirit  of  truth,  but  a  lying  spirit  Thus  the  orthodox  expositor,  so 
far  as  he  does  not  exclude  himself  fi'om  the  light  dispensed  by  an  unpre- 
judiced interpretation  of  the  Old  Testament,  is  driven,  for  the  sake  of  his  own 
interest,  to  adopt  the  natural  opinion ;  namely,  that  Jesus  was  led  to  such  an 
interpretation  of  Old  Testament  passages,  not  by  divine  inspiration,  but  by  a 
combination  of  his  own. 

According  to  this  opinion,^  there  was  no  difficulty  in  foreseeing  that  it 
would  be  the  ruling  sacerdotal  party  to  which  Jesus  must  succumb,  since,  on 
the  one  hand,  it  was  pre-eminently  embittered  against  Jesus,  on  the  other,  it 
was  in  possession  of  the  necessary  power ;  and  equally  obvious  was  it  that 
they  would  make  Jerusalem  the  theatre  of  his  judgment  and  execution,  since 
this  was  the  centre  of  their  strength ;  that  after  being  sentenced  by  the 
rulers  of  his  people,  he  would  be  delivered  to  the  Romans  for  execution, 
followed  from  the  limitation  of  the  Jewish  judicial  power  at  that  period ;  that 
crucifixion  was  the  death  to  which  he  would  be  sentenced,  might  be  conjec- 
tured from  the  fact  that  with  the  Romans  this  species  of  death  was  a  custom- 
ary ^infliction,  especially  on  rebels ;  lastly,  that  scourging  and  reviling  would 
not  be  wanting,  might  likewise  be  inferred  from  Roman  custom,  and  the  bar- 
barity of  judicial  proceedings  in  that  age. — But  viewing  the  subject  more 
nearly,  how  could  Jesus  so  certainly  know  that  Herod,  who  had  directed  a 
threatening  attention  to  his  movements  (Luke  xiiL  31),  would  ,not  forestall 
the  sacerdotal  party,  and  add  to  the  murder  of  the  Baptist,  that  of  his  more 
important  follower  ?  And  even  if  he  felt  himself  warranted  in  believing  that 
real  danger  threatened  him  firom  the  side  of  the  hierarchy  only  (Luke  xiiL 
33)  \  vh^t  ^^  his  guarantee  that  one  of  their  tumultuary  attempts  to  murder 
him  would  not  at  last  succeed  (comp.  John  viiL  39,  x.  31),  and  that  he 
would  not,  as  Stephen  did  at  a  later  period,  without  any  further  formalities, 
and  without  a  previous  delivery  to  the  Romans,  find  his  death  in  quite 

*  Gesenius,  Jesaias,  iii.  137  ff. ;  Hitzig,  Comm.  su.  Jes.,  s.  55a 

^  Gesenius,  ut  sap.  s.  158  ff. ;  Hitzig,  s.  577  ff. ;  Vatke,  bibl.  Theol.  I,  s.  528  ff. 
'  De  Wette,  Comm.  znden  Psalmen,  s.  514  ff. ;  3te  Aufl. 

*  Ibid.  s.  224  ff. 

'  Paulas,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  b,  s.  677  fl.,  and  De  Wette  in  loc. 

'  See  this  view  developed  by  Fritzsche,  Comm.  in  Marc.,  p.  381  f. 
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another  manner  than  by  the  Roman  punishment  of  crucifixion  ?  Lastly,  how 
could  he  so  confidently  assert  that  the  very  next  plot  of  his  enemies,  after  so 
many  failures,  would  be  successful,  and  that  the  very  next  journey  to  the  pass- 
over  would  be  his  last? — But  the  natural  explanation  also  can  call  to  its  aid 
the  Old  Testament  passages,  and  say :  Jesus,  whether  by  the  application  of 
a  mode  of  interpretation  then  current  among  his  countrymen,  or  under  the 
guidance  of  his  own  individual  views,  gathered  from  the  passages  already 
quoted,  a  precise  idea  of  the  circumstances  attendant  on  the  violent  end  which 
awaited  him  as  the  Messiah.^  But  if  in  the  first  place  it  would  be  difficult  to 
prove,  that  ahready  in  the  lifetime  of  Jesus  all  these  various  passages  were 
referred  to  the  Messiah  ;  and  if  it  be  equally  difficult  to  conceive  that  Jesus 
could  independently,  prior  to  the  issue,  discover  such  a  reference ;  so  it  would 
be  a  case  undistinguishable  from  ^a  miracle,  if  the  result  had  actually  corre.- 
sponded  to  so  false  an  interpretation ;  moreover,  the  Old  Testament  oracles 
and  types  will  not  suffice  to  explain  all  the  particular  features  in  the  predic- 
tions of  Jesus,  especially  the  precise  determination  of  time. 
^  If  then  Jesus  cannot  have  had  so  precise  a  foreknowledge  of  the  circum- 
*  f  j  stances  of  his  passion  and  death,  either  in  a  supernatural  or  a  natural  way^ 
he  cannot  have  had  such  a  foreknowledge  at  all :  and  the  minute  predictions 
which  the  Evangelists  put  into  his  mouth  must  be  regarded  as  a  vaficmzupi  post 
eventumy^  Commentators  who  have  arrived  at  this  conclusion,  have  not 
failed  to  extol  the  account  of  John,  in  opposition  to  that  of  the  synoptists,  on 
the  ground  that  precisely  those  traits  in  the  predictions  of  Jesus  which,'£rom 
their  special  character,  he  cannot  have  uttered,  are  only  found  in  the  synop- 
tists, while  John  attributes  to  Jesus  no  more  than  indefinite  intimations,  and 
distinguishes  these  from  his  own  interpretation,  made  after  the  issue  ;  a  plain 
proof  that  in  his  gospel  alone  we  have  the  discourses  of  Jesus  unfalsified^ 
and  in  their  original  form.^^  But,  regarded  more  nearly,  the  case  does  not 
stand  so  that  the  fourth  Evangelist  can  only  be  taxed  with  putting  an  erroneous 
interpretation  on  the  otherwise  unfalsified  declarations  of  Jesus  :  for  in  one 
passage,  at  least,  he  has  put  into  his  mouth  an  expression  which,  obscurely, 
it  is  true,  but  still  unmistakably,  determines  the  manner  of  his  death  as 
crucifixion  \  and  consequently,  he  has  here  altered  the  words  of  Jesus  to 
correspond  with  the  result  We  refer  to  the  expression  v^co^^ot,  io  be  lifted 
up :  in  those  passages  of  the  fourth  gospel  where  Jesus  speaks  in  a  passive 
sense  of  the  Son  of  Man  being  lifted  up,  this  expression  might  possibly  mean 
his  exaltation  to  glory,  although  in  iii.  14,  from  the  comparison  with  the  ser- 
pent in  the  wilderness,  which  was  well  known  to  have  been  elevated  on  a  pole, 
even  this  becomes  a  difficulty ;  but  when,  as  in  viii.  28,  he  represents  the 
exaltation  of  the  Son  of  Man  as  the  act  of  his  enemies  (orav  vi/roknTrc  rov  viov 
r.  <£.),  it  is  obvious  that  these  could  not  lift  him  up  immediately  to  glory,  but 
only  to  the  cross ;  consequently,  if  the  result  above  stated  be  admitted  as 
valid,  John  must  himself  have  framed  this  expression^  or  at  least  have  distorted 
the  Aramaean  words  of  Jesus,  and  hence  he  essentially  falls  under  the  same 
category  with  the  synoptical  writers.  That  the  fourth  Evangelist,  though  the 
passion  and  death  of  Jesus  were  to  him  past  events,  and  therefore  clearly  pre- 
sent to  his  mind,  nevertheless  makes  Jesus  predict  them  in  obscure  expres- 
sions,— this  has  its  foundation  in  the  entire  manner  of  this  writer,  whose  fond- 


•  Vid.  Fritzsche,  ut  sup. 

^^  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  2,  s.  415  ff. ;  Ammon,  bibl.  Theol.  2,  s.  377  f. ;  Kaiser,  bibl. 
Theol.  I,  s.  246.    Fritzsche  also,  ut  sup.  and  Weisse,  i,  s.  423,  partly  admit  this. 

'^  Bertholdt,  Einleitung  in  d.  N.  T.  1305  ff. ;  Wegscheider,  Einl.  in  das  Evang.  Johannis, 
s.  271  f. 


DISCOURSES  OF  JESUS  RELATING  TO  HIS  DEATH.  567 

ness  for  the  enigmatical  and  mysterious  here  happily  met  the  requirement, 
to  give  an  unintelligible  form  to  prophecies  which  were  not  understood. 

There  were  sufficient  inducements  for  the  Christian  legend  thus  to  put  into 
the  mouth  of  Jesus,  after  the  event,  a  prediction  of  the  particular  features 
of  his  passion,  especially  of  the  ignominious  crucifixion.  The  more  the  Christ 
crucified  became  to  the  Jews  a  stumbling-block^  and  to  the  Greeks  foolishness  (i 
Cor.  i  23),  the  more  need  was  there  to  remove  this  oflfence  by  every  possible  '/ 
means  ;  and  as,  among  subsequent  events,  the  resurrection  especially  served 
as  a  retrospective  cancelling  of  that  shameful  death ;  so  it  must  have  been 
earnestly  desired  to  take  the  sting  from  that  oflfensive  catastrophe  beforehand 
also,  and  this  could  not  be  done  more  effectually  than  by  such  a  minute 
predictipn.  For  as  the  most  unimportant  fact,  when  prophetically  announced, 
gains  importance,  by  thus  being  made  a  link  in  the  chain  of  a  higher  know-  ^ 
ledge :  so  the  most  ignominious  fate,  when  it  is  predicted  as  part  of  a  divine 
plan  of  salvation,  cases  to  be  ignominious ;  above  all,  when  the  very  person 
over  whom  such  a  fate  impends,  also  possesses  the  prophetic  spirit,  which 
enables  him  to  foresee  and  foretell  it,  and  thus  not  only  suffers,  but  participates 
in  the  divine  prescience  of  his  suflferings,  he  manifests  himself  as  the  ideal  power 
over  those  suffering.  But  the  fourth  Evangelist  has  gone  still  farther  on  this 
track ;  he  believes  it  due  to  the  honour  of  Jesus  to  represent  him  as  also  the 
recU  power  over  his  sufferings,  as  not  having  his  life  taken  away  by  the  vio- 
lence of  others,  but  as  resigning  it  voluntarily  (x.  17  f.) :  a  representation 
which  indeed  already  finds  some  countenance  in  Matt  xxvL  53,  where  Jesus 
asserts  the  possibility  of  praying  to  the  Father  for  legions  of  angels,  in  order 
to  avert  his  sufferings. 

§  112. 

THE  PREDICTIONS  OF  JESUS  CONCERNING  HIS  DEATH  IN  GENERAL;  THEIR 
RELATION  TO  THE  JEWISH  IDEA  OF  THE  MESSIAH:  DECLARATIONS  OF 
JESUS   CONCERNING  THE  OBJECT  AND   EFFECTS  OF  HIS   DEATH. 

If  in  this  manner  we  subtract  from  the  declarations  of  Jesus  concerning  his 
approaching  fate,  attributed  to  him  in  the  gospels,  all  which  regards  the 
particular  circumstances  of  this  catastrophe ;  there  still  remains  on  the  part 
of  Jesus  thp  ^#>npral  annnnnrpm<>in-j  that  Suffering  and  death  awaited  him/, 
and  also  that  this  part  of  his  career  was  a  fulfilment  of  the  Old  Testament 
prophecies  relative  to  the  Messiah.  As,  however,  the  principal  passages  cited 
from  the  Old  Testament,  which  treat  of  suffering  and  death,  are  only  by 
mistake  referred  to  the  Messiah,  while  others,  as  Dan.  ix.  26;  Zech.  xii.  10, 
have  not  this  signification  :  ^  the  orthodox,  above  all^  must  again  beware  of 
attributing  so  ialse  an  interpretation  of  these  prophecies,  to  the  supernatural 
principle  in  Jesus.  That  instead  of  this,  Jesus  might  possibly,  by  a  purely 
natund  combination,  have  educed  the  general  result,  that  since  he  had  made 
the  hierarchy  of  his  nation  his  implacable  enemies,  he  had,  in  so  far  as  he  was 
resolved  not  to  swerve  from  the  path  of  his  destination,  the  worst  to  fear  from 
their  revenge  and  authority  (John  x.  11  ff.);  that  from  the  fate  of  former 
prophets  (Matt.  v.  12,  xxi.  33  ff. ;  Luke  xiii.  33  f.),  and  isolated  passages 
bearing  such  an  interpretation,  he  might  prognosticate  a  similar  end  to  his 
own  career,  and  accordingly  predict  to  his  followers  that  earlier  or  later  a 
violent  death  awaited  him — this  it  would  be  a  needless  overstraining  of 

^  Daniel,  iibexsetzt  and  erklart  von  Bertholdt,  2,  s.  541  ff.,  660  ff.;  Rosenmiiller,  Schol. 
in  V.  T.  7,  4,  p.  339  ff. 
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the  supranaturalistic  view  any  longer  to  deny,  and  the  rational  mode  of  con- 
sidering the  subject  should  be  admitted.^ 

It  may  appear  surprising  if,  after  this  admission,  we  still  put  the  question, 
whether,  according  to  the  New  Testament  representation,  it  be  probable  that 
Jesus  actually  uttered  such  a  prediction?   since,   certainly,  a  general  an- 
nouncement of  his  violent  death  is  the  least  which  the  evangelical  accounts 
appear  to  contain,  but  our  meaning  in  the  question  is  this :  is  the  sequel, 
especially  the  conduct  of  the  disciples,  so  described  in  the  gospels,  as  to  be 
reconcilable  with  a  prior  disclosure  of  Jesus  relative  to  the  sufferings  which 
awaited  him  ?    Now  the  express  statements  of  the  Evangelists  do  not  merely 
tend  to  show  that  the  disciples  did  not  understand  the  discourses  of  Jesus 
on  his  coming  death,  in  the  sense  that  they  did  not  know  how  to  adjust  these 
facts  in  their  own  minds,  or  to  make  them  tally  with  their  preconceived  ideas 
concerning  the  Messiah, — a  difficulty  which  drew  from  Peter  the  first  time 
that  Jesus  announced  his  death,  the  exclamation  :    Be  it  far  from  thee^  Lard, 
this  shall  not  be  unto  thee  ; — ^for  we  find  the  words  of  Mark  (ix.  32),  But  they 
understood  not  thai  sayings  oL  ^  rffvoow  to  pvjfui,  thus  amplified  in  Luke :  and 
it  was  hid  from  them^  that  they  perceived  tt  not,  koul  ^v  irapaKtKaXvfifUyay  Av 
avrSof  Iva  fuf  aUrOtavrai  avro  (ix.  45) ;  and  the  latter  Evangelist  on  another 
occasion  says :  and  they  understood  none  of  these  things,  and  this  saying  was 
hid  from  them,  neither  knew  they  the  things  that  were  spoken,  koX  aurol  ouScy 
rovTiov  ayvrJKav,  kox  ^v  to  p^/JLa  rovro  K€KpvfJLfi€yov  &tr  avrlaVj  kol  ovk  iyCviacrKOV 
TO.  X.€y6fA€va  (xviii.  34) :  expressions  which  appear  to  imply  that  the  disciples 
absolutely  did  not  understand  what  the  words  of  Jesus  meant    In  accord^mce 
with  this,  the  condemnation  and  execution  of  Jesus  fall  upon  them  as  a  blow 
for  which  they  are  entirely  unprepared^  and  consequently  annihilate  all  the 
hopes  which  they  had  fixed  on  him  as  the  Messiah  (Luke  xxiv.  20  £,  The 
chief  priests  and  our  rulers  have  crucified  him.     But  we  trusted  that  it  had  been 
he  which  should  have  redeemed  Israel),     But  had  Jesus  spoken  of  his  death  to 
the  disciples  with  such  perfect  openness  {irapprfo'Ujf^  Mark  viii.  32),  they  must 
necessarily  have  understood  his  clear  words  and  detailed  discourses,  and  had 
he  besides  shown  them  that  his  death  was  foreshadowed  in  the  messianic 
prophecies  of  the  Old  Testament,  and  was  consequently  a  part  of  the 
Messiah's  destination  (Luke  xviii.  31,  xxiL  37),  they  could  not,  when  his 
death  actually  ensued,  have  so  entirely  lost  all  belief  in  his  messiahship.    It 
is  true  that  the  Wolfenbiittel  Fragmentist  is  wrong  in  his  attempt  to  show 
in  the  conduct  of  Jesus,  as  described  by  the  Evangelists,  indications  that  his 
death  was  unexpected  even  to  himself;  but,  looking  merely  at  the  conduct 
of  the  disciples,  it  is  difficult  to  avoid  the  conclusion  which  that  writer  draws, 
namely,  that  to  judge  by  that  conduct,  Jesus  cannot  have  made  any  ante- 
cedent disclosure  to  his  disciples  concerning  his  death  ;  on  the  contrary,  they 
appear  to  the  very  last  moment  to  have  held  the  common  opinion  on  this 
matter,  and  only  to  have  adopted  the  characteristics  of  suffering  and  death 
into  their  conception  of  the  Messiah,  after  the  death  of  Jesus  had  un- 
expectedly come  upon  them.^    At  all  events  we  have  before  us  the  following 
dilemma  :  either  the  statements  of  the  Evangelists  as  to  the  inability  of  the 
disciples  to  understand  the  predictions  of  Jesus,  and  their  surprise  at  his 
death,  are  unhistorically  exaggerated ;  or  the  decided  declarations  of  Jesus 
concerning  the  death  which  awaited  him,  were  composed  ex  eventu,  nay,  it 
becomes  doubtful  whether  he  even  in  general  predicted  his  death  as  a  part 
of  his  messianic  destiny.     On  both  sides,  the  legend  might  be  led  into 

'  De  Wette,  de  morte  Christi  expiatoria,  in  his  Opusc.  TheoL,  p.  130 ;  Hase,  L.  J*  S  '^* 
'  Vom  Zweck  Jesu  und  seiner  Junger,  s.  114  ff.  153  f. 
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unhistorical  representations.  For  the  fabrication  of  a  prediction  of  his  death 
in  general,  there  were  the  same  reasons  which  we  have  above  shown  to  be  an 
adequate  motive  for  attributing  to  him  a  prognostication  of  the  particular 
features  of  his  passion :  to  the  fiction  of  so  total  a  want  of  comprehension 
in  the  disciples,  an  inducement  might  be  found,  on  the  one  hand,  in  the 
desire  to  exhibit  the  profoundness  of  the  mystery  of  a  suffering  Messiah 
revealed  by  Jesus,  through  the  inability  of  the  disciples  to  understand  it ;  on 
the  other,  in  the  fact  that  in  the  evangelical  tradition  the  disciples  were 
likened  to  unconverted  Jews  and  heathens,  to  whom  anything  was  more 
intelligible  than  the  death  of  the  Messiah. 

In  order  to  decide  between  these  alternatives,  we  must  first  examine 
whether,  prior  to  the  death  of  Jesus,  and  independently  of  that  event,  the 
messianic  ideas  of  the  age  included  the  characteristics  of  suffering  and  death. 
If  already  in  the  lifetime  of  Jesus  it  was  the  Jewish  opinion  that  the  Messiah 
must  die  a  violent  death,  then  it  is  highly  probable  that  Jesus  imbibed 
this  idea  as  a  part  of  his  convictions,  and  communicated  it  to  his  disciples ; 
who,  in  that  case,  could  so  much  the  less  have  remained  uninstructed 
on  this  point,  and  overwhelmed  by  the  actual  result,  in  the  degree  alleged  by 
the  Evangelists.  If,  on  the  contrary,  that  idea  was  not  diffused  among  }ds 
countrymen  before  the  death  of  Jesus,  it  still  remains  possible  that  Jesus  might 
arrive  at  that  idea  by  his  private  reflection;  but  it  is  a  prior  possibility 
that  the  disciples  were  the  first  to  adopt  the  characteristics  of  suffering  and 
death  into  their  conception  of  the  Messiah,  after  they  had  been  taught  by 
the  issue. 

The  question  whether  the  idea  of  a  ^nffcring  ^"4  riyi^C  ^^ccioii  was 

already  diffused  among  the  Jews  in  the  time  of  Jesus,  is  one  of  the  most 

difficult  points  of  discussion  among  theologians,  and  one  concerning  which 

they  are  the  least  agreed.     And  the  difficulty  of  the  question  does  not  lie  in 

the  interests  of  parfyTso  that  it  might  be  hoped  that  with  the  rise  of  impartial 

investigation,  the  subject  would  cease  to  be  perplexed ;  for,  as  Staudlin  has 

aptly  shown,^  both  the  orthodox  and  the  rationalistic  interest  may  alternately 

tend  in  each  direction,  and  we  in  fact  find  theologians  of  both  parties  on 

both  sides.^    The  difficulty  lies  in  the  deficiency  of  information,  and  in  the 

uncertainty  of  that  which  we  do  possess.     If  the  Old  Testament  contained 

the  doctrine  of  a  suffering  and  dying  Messiah,  it  might  certainly  thence  be 

inferred  with  more  than  mere  probability,  that  this  doctrine  existed  among 

.  the  Jews  in  the  time  of  Jesus  :  as,  however,  according  to  the  most  recent 

I  researches,  the  Old  Testament,  while  it  does  indeed  contain  the  doctrine  of 

I  an  expiation  of  th^^ns  of  the  people  to  take  place  at  the  messianic  era 

!  (Ezek.  xxxvi.  25,  xxxvii.  23 ;  Zech.  xiii.  i ;  Dan.  ix.  24),  has  ao  trace  of  this 

'  expiation  being  effected  by  the  suffering  and  death  of  the  Messiah  *:  there  is 

[  no  decision  of  the  question  before  iis  to  be  expected  from  this  quarter.    The 

apocryphal  books  of  the  Old  Testament  lie  nearer  to  the  time  of  Jesus ;  but 

as  these  are  altogether  silent  concerning  the  Messiah  in  general,^  there  can 

be  no  discussion  as  to  their  containing  that  special  feature.     Again,  if  we 

turn  to  Philo  and  Josephus,  the  two  authors  who  wrote  soonest  after  the 
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'  Ueber  den  Zweck  iind  die  Wirkungen  des  Todes  Jesu,  in  the  Gottingischen  Bibliothek, 
I,  4,  s.  252  ff. 

'  See  the  list  in  De  Wette,  ut  sup.  s.  6  ff.  The  most  important  voices  for  the  existence 
of  the  idea  in  question  in  the  time  of  Jesus,  have  been  noticed  by  Staudlin  in  the  above 
treatise,  i,  s.  233  ff.,  and  by  Hengstenberg,  Christologie  des  A«  T.,  i,  a,  s.  270  ff.,  b,  s. 
290  ff. ;  for  the  opposite  opinion,  by  De  Wette,  ut  sup.  p.  i  £ 

'  Comp.  De  Wette,  bibl.  Dogm,  §  201  f. ;  Baumgarten  Crusius,  bibl.  TheoL  §  54. 

7  Vid.  De  Wette,  ut  sup.  §  1S9  ff. 
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period  in  question,  we  find  the  latter  silent  as  to  the  messianic  hopes  of  his 
nation  ;^  and  though  the  former  does  indeed  speak  of  messianic  times^  and 
a  messiah-like  hero,  he  says  nothing  of  sufferings  on  his  part.'  Thus  there 
remain,  as  sources  of  information  on  this  point,  only  the  New  Testament  and 
the  later  Jewish  writings. 

In  the  New  Testament^  almost  everything  is  calculated  to  give  the  im- 
pression, that  a  suffering  and  dying  Messiah  was  unthought-of  among  the 
Jews  who  were  contemporary  with  Jesus.  To  the  majority  of  the  Jews,  we 
are  told,  the  doctrine  of  a  crucified  Messiah  was  a  crKavSaXov,  and  the  dis- 
ciples were  at  a  loss  to  understand  Jesus  in  his  repeated  and  explicit 
announcements  of  his  death.  This  does  not  look  as  if  the  doctrine  of  a 
suffering  Messiah  had  been  current  among  the  Jews  of  that  period ;  on  the 
contrary,  these  circumstances  accord  fully  with  the  declaration  which  the 
fourth  Evangelist  puts  into  the  mouth  of  the  Jewish  multitude,  ox^  (xii.  34), 
namely,  that  they  had  heard  in  the  law  (vo/ios)  tAat  Christ  abideth  for  ever^ 
vn  6  XpuTTo^  /Acvci  €t«  Tov  auovflu^o  Indeed,  for  a  general  acceptation  of  the 
idea  of  a  suffering  Messiah  among  the  Jews  of  that  period,  even  those 
theologians  who  take  the  affirmative  side  in  this  argument  do  not  contend ; 
but,  admitting  that  the  hope  of  a  worldly  Messiah  whose  reign  was  to  endure 
for  ever,  was  the  prevalent  one,  they  only  maintain  (and  herein  the  Wolfen^ 
biittel  Fragmentist  agrees  with  them)*^,  that  a  less  numerous  party, — accord- 
ing to  Staudlin,  the  Essenes ;  according  to  Hengstenberg,  the  better  and 
more  enlightened  part  of  the  people  in  general — held  the  belief  that  the 
Messiah  would  appear  in  a  humble  guise,  and  only  enter  into  glory  through 
suffering  and  death.  In  support  of  this  they  appeal  especially  to  two 
passages ;  one  out  of  the  third,  and  one  out  of  the  fourth  gospel  When 
Jesus  is  presented  as  an  infant  in  the  temple  at  Jerusalem,  the  aged  Simeon, 
among  other  prophecies,  particularly  concerning  the  opposition  which  her 
son  would  have  to  encounter,  says  to  Mary  :  Kw,  a  sword  shall pieru  through 
thine  own  soul  also  (Luke  ii.  35) ;  words  which  seem  to  describe  her  maternal 
sorrow  at  the  death  of  her  son,  and  consequently  to  represent  the  opinion, 
that  a  violent  death  awaited  the  Messiah,  as  one  already  current  before 
Christ  Still  more  plainly  is  the  idea  of  a  suffering  Messiah  contained  in  the 
words  which  the  fourth  gospel  makes  the  Baptist  utter  on  seeing  Jesus : 
Behold  the  Lamb  of  God  which  taketh  away  the  sin  of  the  world  (i.  29)  !  This, 
viewed  in  its  relation  to  Isa.  liii.,  would  in  the  mouth  of  the  Baptist  likewise 
tend  to  prove,  that  the  idea  of  expiatory  suffering  on  the  part  of  the  Messiah 
was  in  existence  before  the  time  of  Jesus.  But  both  these  passages  have 
been  above  shown  to  be  unhistorical,  and  from  the  fact  that  the  primitive 
Christian  legend  was  led,  a  considerable  time  after  the  issue,  to  attribute  to 
persons  whom  it  held  divinely  inspired,  a  foreknowledge  of  the  divine  decree 
with  respect  to  the  death  of  Jesus,  it  can  by  no  means  be  concluded,  that 
this  insight  really  existed  prior  to  the  death  of  Jesus.  In  conclusion,  it  is 
urged,  that  at  least  the  Evangelists  and  apostles  refer  to  the  idea  of  a  suffer- 
ing and  dying  Messiah  in  the  Old  Testament ;  whence  it  is  thought  warrant- 
able to  conclude,  that  this  interpretation  of  the  Old  Testament  passages 
connected  with  our  present  subject,  was  not  unprecedented  among  the  Jews 
Certainly  Peter  (Acts  iii.  18  f. ;  i  Pet.  i.  11  f.)  and  Paul  (Acts  xxvi.  22  f. ; 

•  Corap.  Dc  Wctte,  ut  sup.  §  193. 

'  Gfrorer,  Philo,  I,  s.  495  if. 

^^  A  passage  to  this  effect  out  of  the  law  (r6fiot)  properly  so  called,  would  be  difficult  to 
find :  De  Wette,  de  morte,  p.  72,  refers  to  Isa.  ix.  5 ;  Liicke,  in  loc.  to  Ps.  ex.  4 ;  Dan. 
vii.  14,  ii.  44. 

"  Vom  Zweck  Jesu  und  seiner  Jiinger,  s.  179  f. 
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I  Cor.  XV.  3)  appeal  to  Moses  and  the  prophets  as  annunciators  of  the  death 
of  Jesus,  and  Philip,  in  his  interview  with  the  Ethiopian  eunuch,  interprets  a 
passage  in  Isa.  liii.  of  the  sufferings  of  the  Messiah :  but  as  those  teachers 
of  the  church  spoke  and  wrote  all  this  after  the  event,  we  have  no  assurance 
that  they  did  not  assign  to  certain  Old  Testament  passages  a  relation  to  the 
sufferings  of  the  Messiah,  solely  in  consquence  of  that  event,  and  not  by 
adopting  a  mode  of  interpretation  previously  current  among  their  Jewish 
cotemporaries." 

If,  according  to  this,  the  opinion  that  the  idea  in  question  already  existed 
among  the  countrymen  of  Jesus  during  his  lifetime,  has  no  solid  foundation 
in  the  New  Testament ;  we  must  proceed  to  inquire  whether  that  idea  may 
not  be  found  in  the  later  Jewish  writings.  Among  the  earliest  writings  of 
this  class  now  extant,  are  the  Chaldee  paraphrases  of  Onkelos  and  Jonathan  ; 
and  the  Targum  of  the  latter,  who,  according  to  rabbinical  tradition^  was  a 
pupil  of  Hillel  the  elder, ^'  is  commonly  cited  as  presenting  the  idea  of  a 
suffering  Messiah^  because  it  refers  the  passage,  Isa.  liL  13-liiL  12,  to  the 
Messiah.  But  with  respect  to  the  interpretation  of  this  passage  in  the 
Targum  of  Jonathan^  it  is  the  singular  fact,  that  while  the  prophecies  which 
it  contains  are  in  general  interpreted  messianically,  yet  so  often  as  suffering 
and  death  are  spoken  of,  either  these  ideas  are  avoided  with  marked  design, 
and  for  the  most  part  by  some  extremely  forced  expedient,  or  are  transferred 
to  a  different  subject,  namely,  the  people  of  Israel :  a  significant  proof  that 
to  the  author,  suffering  and  violent  death  appeared  irreconcilable  with  the 
idea  of  the  Messiah.  ^^  But  this,  we  are  told,  is  the  commencement  of 
that  aberration  from  the  true  sense  of  the  sacred  text,  into  which  the  later 
Jews  were  seduced  by  their  carnal  disposition,  and  their  hostility  to 
Christianity:  the  more  ancient  interpreters^  it  is  said,  discovered  in  this 
passage  of  Isaiah  a  suffering  and  dying  Messiah.  It  is  true  that  Abenezra, 
Abarbanel  and  others,  testify  that  many  ancient  teachers  referred  Isa.  liii.  to 
the  Messiah  :  ^^  but  some  of  their  statements  leave  it  by  no  means  clear  that 
those  more  ancient  interpretations  are  not  as  partial  as  that  of  Jonathan ; 
and  in  relation  to  all  of  them  it  remains  uncertain,  whether  the  interpreters 
of  whom  they  speak  reach  as  far  back  as  the  age  of  Jonathan,  which  is  highly 
improbable  with  respect  to  those  parts  of  the  book  Sohaty  wherein  the 
passage  in  question  is  referred  to  a  suffering  Messiah.^^  The  writing  which, 
together  with  that  of  Jonathan,  may  be  regarded  as  the  nearest  to  the  time 

"  Vid.  De  Wette,  de  morte  Chr.  p.  73  f. 

*'  Comp.  Gesenius,  Jesaias  2,  Th.  s.  66 ;  De  Wette,  Einleitung  in  das  A.  T.  §  59,  3te 
Ausg. 

^^  Literal  translation  according  to  Hitzig,  Targum    of    Jonathan  :     Quemadmodum 

lii.  14: — As  many  were  amazed  at  him,  so  per  muitos  dies  ipsum  exspectdrunt 
disfigured,  not  human,  was  his  appearance,  Israilitae^  quorum  contabuit  inter 
and  his  form  not  that  of  the  children  of  gentes  adspectus  et  splendor  {et  evanuit)  e 
men,  etc.  filiis  hominum^  etc. 

liii.  4  : — But  he  bore  our  infirmities,  and  Idcirco  pro  delictis  nostris  ipse   depr  e- 

charged  himself  with  our  sorrows,  and  we  caditur,  et  iniquitcUes  ncstrce  propter 
esteemed  him  stricken,  smitten  of  God  and  eum  condonabuntur,  licet  nos  reputcUi 
afflicted.  simus  coniusiy  plagis  affecti  et  afflictu 

Origen  also  relates,  c.  Celsus,  i.  55,  how  a  person  esteemed  a  wise  man  among  the  fews^ 
Xe76>/ueyot  rtofHk  'louScUois  ffo^t  maintained,  in  opposition  to  his  Christian  interpretation 
of  the  passage  in  Isaiah,  that  this  was  prophesied  concerning  the  whole  nation,  which  had  been 
dispersed  and  afflicted^  in  order  thai  many  might  become  proselytes,  raina  TeTpwpTiredo'dcu  dn 
repi.  ^6$  toG  S\ov  Xaov,  xal  ywofuhov  h  rj  Suurrof^  koI  trXifyivTot,  tpa  toXKoI  -rpwr^Xvroi 
yipumvu, 

'*  Vid.  Schottgen,  2,  s.  182  f. ;  Eisenmenger,  entdecktes  Judenthum,  2,  s.  758. 

"  Ap.  Schottgen,  2  s.  181  f. 
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of  Jesus,  namely,  the  apocryphal  fourth  book  of  Esdras,  drawn  up,  according 
to  the  most  probable  computation,  shortly  after  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem 
under  Titus, ^^  does  indeed  mention  the  death  of  the  Messiah  :  not  however 
as  a  painful  one,  but  only  as  a  death  which,  after  the  long  duration  of  the 
messianic  kingdom,  was  to  precede  the  general  resurrection.^^  The  idea  of 
great  calamities,  the  birth-throes,  as  it  were,  of  the  Messiah  (n^^tDH  *7Dn, 
comp.  ^pixq  <o&Vo>v,  Matt.  xxiv.  8)^  which  would  usher  in  the  messianic  times, 
was  undoubtedly  disseminated  before  Christ  ;^^  and  equally  early  there 
appears  to  have  been  placed  in  the  front  of  these  ills,  which  were  to  press 
upon  the  people  of  Israel  in  particular,  the  Antichrist^  dvrtxpMrros,  whom  the 
Christy  Xpurro^  would  have  to  oppose  (2  Thess.  ii.  3  ff.) :  ^  but  since  he  was 
to  annihilate  this  adversary  in  a  supernatural  manner,  nn'fk  the  spirit  of  his 
mouthy  T<5  TTvevfiaTL  rov  cttoijmto^  avroO,  this  involved  no  suffering  for  the 
Messiah.  Nevertheless,  there  are  to  bt  found  passages  in  which  a  suffering 
of  the  Messiah  is  spoken  of,  and  in  which  this  suffering  is  even  represented 
as  vicarious,  on  behalf  of  the  people  :  **  but  first,  this  is  only  a  suffering,  and 
no  death  of  the  Messiah ;  secondly,  it  befals  him  either  before  his  descent 
into  earthly  life,  in  his  pre-existence,*^  or  during  the  concealment  in  which  he 
keeps  himself  from  his  birth  until  his  appearance  as  Messiah  :  ^  lastly,  the 
antiquity  of  these  ideas  is  doubtful,  and  according  to  certain  indications, 
they  could  only  be  dated  after  the  destruction  of  the  Jewish  state  by  Titus.** 
Meanwhile,  Jewish  writings  are  by  no  means  destitute  of  passages,  in  which 
it  is  directly  asserted  that  a  Messiah  would  perish  in  a  violent  manner :  but 
these  passages  relate,  not  to  the  proper  Messiah,  the  offspring  of  David,  but 
to  another,  from  among  the  posterity  of  Joseph  and  Ephraim,  who  was 
appointed  to  hold  a  subordinate  position  in  relation  to  the  former.  This 
Messiah  ben  Joseph  was  to  precede  the  Messiah  ben  David^  to  unite  the  ten 
tribes  of  the  former  kingdom  of  Israel  with  the  two  tribes  of  the  kingdom 
of  Judah,  but  after  this  to  perish  by  the  sword  in  the  battle  with  Gog  and 
Magog :  a  catastrophe  to  which  Zech.  xii  10  was  referred.'^  But  of  this 
second,  dying  Messiah,  any  certain  traces  are  wanting  before  the  Babylonian 
Gemara^  which  was  compiled  in  the  fifth  and  sixth  centuries  after  Christ,  and 
the  book  Sohar,  the  age  of  which  is  extremely  doubtful.*** 

Although,  according  to  this,  it  cannot  be  proved,  and  is  even  not  probable, 
that  the  idea  of  a  suffering  Messiah  already  existed  among  the  Jews  in  the 
time  of  Jesus :  it  is  still  possible  that,  even  without  such  a  precedent,  Jesus 
himself^  by  an  observation  of  circumstances,  and  a  comparison  of  them  with 
Old  Testament  narratives  and  prophecies,  might  come  to  entertain  the  belief 
that  suffering  and  death  were  a  part  of  the  office  and  destination  of  the 
Messiah ;  and  if  so,  it  would  be  more  natural  that  he  should  embrace  this 
conviction  gradually  in  the  course  of  his  public  ministry,  and  that  he  should 

*'  Dc  Wette,  de  morte  Chr.  expiatoria,  ut  sup.  s.  5a 

*'  vii.  29. 

'*  Schottgen,  2,  s.  509  ff.  ;  Schmidt,  Christologisclie  Fragmente,  in  his  Bibliothek, 
I,  s.  24  ff. ;  Bertholdt,  Christol.  Jud.,  §  13. 

^  Schmidt,  ut  sup. ;  Bertholdt,  ut  sup.,  §  16. 

*^  Pesikta  in  Abkath  Rochel,  ap.  Schmidt,  s.  48  f. 

'*  Sohar,  P.  II.  Ixxxv.  2,  ap.  Schmidt,  §  47  f. 

*>  Gemara  Sanhedrin,  f.  xcviii.  i  ;  ap.  De  Wette,  de  morte  Chr.,  p.  95  f.,  and  ap. 
Hengstenberg,  s.  292. 

*^  Sohar,  P.  II.  f.  bcxx.ii.  2  ;  ap.  De  Wette,  s.  94  :  Cum  Israilita  essent  in  terra  satteta^ 
per  cultus  religiosos  et  sacrificia  qua  faciebanto^  omnes  iUos  morbos  et  pxnas  e  mttuda, 
sustulerunt ;  nunc  vero  Messtcu  debet  auferre  eas  ab  kcmimbus* 

"  Vid.  Bertholdt,  ut  sup.  §  17. 

**  De  Wette,  de  morte  Chr.,  p.  112 ;  comp.  53  ff. 
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chiefly  have  confined  his  communications  on  the  subject  to  his  intimate  * 
friends,  than  that  he  should  have  had  this  conviction  from  the  beginning,  and  ' 
have  expressed  it  before  indifferent  persons,  nay  enemies.     The  latter  is  the 
representation  of  John ;  the  former,  of  the  synoptists. 

In  relation  also  to  the  declarations  of  Jesus  concerning  the  object  and 
effects  of  his  death,  we  can,  as  above  in  relation  to  the  announcement  of  the 
death  itself,  distinguish  a  more  natural,  from  a  more  supranatural  point  of 
view.  When  Jesus  in  the  fourth  gospel  likens  himself  to  the  true  shepherd, 
who  lays  down  his  life  for  the  sheep  (x.  ii,  15) :  this  may  have  the  perfectly 
natural  sense,  that  he  is  determined  not  to  swerve  from  his  office  of  shepherd 
and  teacher,  even  though,  in  the  prosecution  of  it,  death  should  threaten  him 
(the  moral  necessity  of  his  death) ;  ^  the  foreboding  expression  in  the  same 
gospel  (xii  24),  that  except  a  corn  of  wheat  fail  into  the  ground  and  die^  it 
abideth  alone^  but  if  it  die  it  bringeth  forth  much  fruity  admits  of  an  equally 
rational  explanation,  as  a  figurative  representation  of  the  victorious  power  which 
martyrdom  gives  to  an  idea  and  conviction  (the  moral  efficacy  of  his  death)  ;^ 
lastly,  that  which  is  so  often  repeated  in  the  Gospel  of  John, — namely,  that  it 
is  good  for  the  disciples  that  Jesus  should  go  away,  for  without  his  departure 
the  comforter^  vapaKKrfTo^  will  not  come  to  them,  who  will  glorify  him  in 
them, — may  be  supposed  to  express  the  perfectly  natural  consideration  of 
Jesus,  that  without  the  removal  of  his  sensible  presence,  the  hitherto  so  ma- 
terial ideas  of  his  disciples  would  not  be  spiritualized  (the  psychological 
efficacy  of  his  death).^  The  words  of  Jesus  at  the  institution  of  the  sacra- 
mental supper,  belong  more  to  the  supranaturalistic  mode  of  view.  For  if 
that  which  the  intermediate  Evangelists  make  him  say  on  this  occasion — that 
the  cup  presented  is  the  blood  of  the  new  testament^  to  axyjo.  nys  kouv^^  hxsBy^Kq^ 
(Mark  xiv.  24),  and  the  new  testament  in  his  bloody  17  Kain)  SuL^i^icrf  ev  r^  alfiari 
avrov  (Luke  xxii.  20), — ^might  appear  to  signify  no  more  than  that,  as  by  the 
bloody  sacrifice  at  Sinai  was  sealed  the  covenant  of  this  ancient  people  with 
God,  so  by  his  (the  Messiah's)  blood  would  be  sealed  in  a  higher  sense  the 
community  of  the  new  covenant,  gathering  round  him :  in  the  account  of 
Matthew,  on  the  contrary,  when  he  makes  Jesus  add,  that  his  blood  will  be 
shed  for  many  for  the  remission  of  sins,  €i?  a^co-tv  dfjMpTiSiv,  the  idea  of  the 
covenant  sacrifice  is  blended  with  diat  of  expiatory  sacrifice :  and  also  in  the 
two  other  Evangelists  bv  the  addition :  which  is  shed  for  many,  or  for  you,  to 
ircpt  irMsMv,  yrvip  vfui>v  €Kyyv6ikfvcfv,  the  transition  is  made  from  the  covenant 
sacrifice  to  the  expiatory  sacrifice.  Further,  when  in  the  first  gospel  (xx.  28) 
Jesus  says,  he  must  ^ve  his  life  a  ransom  for  many,  Sovvai  rtfv  ilnjxyfv  avrov 
\vTpw  &m  TToXXSiv,  this  is  doubtless  to  be  referred  to  Isa.  liii.,  where,  ac- 
cording to  a  notion  current  among  the  Hebrews  (Isa.  xliii.  3;  Prov.  xxi.  18), 
the  death  of  the  servant  of  God  is  supposed  to  have  a  propitiatory  relation 
to  the  rest  of  mankind. 

Thus  Jesus  might  by  psychological  reflection  come  to  the  conviction  that 
such  a  catastrophe  would  be  favourable  to  the  spiritual  development  of  his 
disciples,  and  that  it  was  indispensable  for  the  spiritualizing  of  their  messianic 
ideas,  nay,  in  accordance  with  national  conceptions,  and  by  a  consideration 
of  Old  Testament  passages,  even  to  the  idea  that  his  messianic  death  would 
have  an  expiatory  efficacy.  Still,  what  the  synoptists  make  Jesus  say  of  his 
death,  as  a  sin  offering,  might  especially  appear  to  belong  rather  to  the  system 
which  was  developed  sifter  the  death  of  Jesus;  and  what  the  fourth  Evangelist 
puts  into  his  mouth  concerning  the  Paraclete,  to  have  been  conceived  ex 

^  Hase,  L.  J.  §  108. 

"  Ibid. 

^  Ibid,  and  §  109. 
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eventu :  so  that,  again,  in  these  expressions  of  Jesus  concerning  the  object  of 
his  death,  there  must  be  a  separation  of  the  general  from  the  special. 


§  113. 

PRECISE  DECLARATIONS  OF  JESUS  CONCERNING  HIS  FUTURE  RESURRECTION. 

According  to  the  evangelical  accounts,  Jesus  predicted  his  resurrection  in 
words  not  less  clear  than  those  in  which  he  announced  his  death,  and  also 
fixed  the  time  of  its  occurrence  with  singular  precision.  As  often  as  he  said 
to  his  disciples,  the  Son  of  Man  will  be  crucified,  he  added :  And  the  third 
day  he  shall  rise  again,  kox  ry  rpCry  ynt-^p^  avoon^erat,  or  cycp^i/crerat  (Matt, 
xvi.  2£,  xviL  23,  XX.  19  paralL  comp.  xvii.  9,  xxvi.  32  paralL). 

But  of  this  announcement  also  it  is  said,  that  the  disciples  understood  it 
not ;  so  little,  that  they  even  debated  among  themselves  what  the  rising  from 
the  dead  should  mean,  ri  iari  to  iK  vtKpm  dvaoTTvat  (Mark  ix.  10) ;  and  in 
consistency  with  this  want  of  comprehension,  they,  after  the  death  of  Jesus, 
exhibit  no  trace  of  a  recollection  that  his  resurrection  had  been  foretold  to 
them,  no  spark  of  hope  that  this  prediction  would  be  fulfilled.  When  the 
fiiends  of  Jesus  had  taken  down  his  body  from  the  cross,  and  laid  it  in  the 
grave,  they  undertook  (John  xix.  40) — or  the  women  reserved  to  themselves 
(Mark  xvi.  i ;  Luke  xxiii.  56) — the  task  of  embalming  him,  which  is  only  per- 
formed in  the  case  of  those  who  are  regarded  as  the  prey  of  corruption; 
when,  on  the  morning  which,  according  to  the  mode  of  reckoning  in  the  New 
Testament,  opened  the  day  which  had  been  predetermined  as  that  of  the 
resurrection,  the  women  went  to  the  grave,  they  were  so  far  firom  thinking  of 
a  predicted  resurrection,  that  they  were  anxious  about  the  probable  difiSculty 
of  rolling  away  the  stone  from  the  grave  (Mark  xvi.  3);  when  Mary  Magdalene, 
and  afterwards  Peter,  found  the  grave  empty,  their  first  thought,  had  the  resur- 
rection been  predicted,  must  have  been,  that  it  had  now  actually  taken  place : 
instead  of  this,  the  former  conjectures  that  the  body  may  have  been  stolen  (John 
XX.  2),  while  Peter  merely  wonders,  without  coming  to  any  definite  conjecture 
(Luke  xxiv.  1 2) ;  when  the  women  told  the  disciples  of  the  angelic  appari- 
tion which  they  had  witnessed,  and  discharged  the  commission  given  them  by 
the  angel,  the  disciples  partly  regarded  their  words  as  idle  tales,  Xrjpo^  (Luke 
xxiv.  11),  and  were  partly  moved  to  fear  and  astonishment  (i$€<mj<rca^  V/*^h 
Luke  xxiv.  22  ff.);  when  Mary  Magdalene,  and  subsequently  the  disciples 
going  to  Emmaus,  assured  the  eleven,  that  they  had  themselves  seen  the  risen 
one,  they  met  with  no  credence  (Mark  xvi.  11,  13),  and  Thomas  still  later 
did  not  believe  even  the  assurance  of  his  fellow-apostles  (John  xx.  25);  lastly, 
when  Jesus  himself  appeared  to  the  disciples  in  Galilee,  all  of  them  did  not 
even  then  cast  off  doubt  (ol  3^  iBurrajcray,  Mark  xxviiL  17).  All  this  we  must, 
with  the  Wolfenbiittel  Fragmentist,^  find  incomprehensible,  if  Jesus  had  so 
clearly  and  decidedly  predicted  his  resurrection. 

It  is  true,  that  as  the  conduct  of  the  disciples,  after  the  death  of  Jesus, 
speaks  against  such  a  prediction  on  the  part  of  Jesus,  so  the  conduct  of  his 
enemies  appears  to  speak  for  it  For  when,  according  to  Matt  xxviL  62  ff., 
the  chief  priests  and  Pharisees  entreat  Pilate  to  set  a  watch  at  the  grave  of 
Jesus,  they  allege  as  a  reason  for  their  request,  that  Jesus  while  yet  alive  had 
said  :  Affer  three  days  I  will  rise  again,  fura  rptU  rnjuipa^i  €Y€ipoiuMJL,     But  this 

^  See  his  animated  and  impressive  treatise,  vom  Zweck,  u.  s.  f.,  s.  121  fT.    Comp.  Briefe 
Uber  den  Rationalismus,  8.  224  ff.,  and  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  i,  s.  143. 
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narrative  of  the  first  gospel,  which  we  can  only  estimate  at  a  future  point  in 
our  investigation,  at  present  decides  nothing,  but  only  falls  to  one  side  of  the 
dilemma,  so  that  we  must  now  say :  if  the  disciples  really  so  acted  after  the 
death  of  Jesus,  then  neither  can  he  have  decidedly  foretold  his  resurrection, 
nor  can  the.  Jews  in  consideration  of  such  a  prediction  have  placed  a  watch 
at  his  grave;  or,  if  the  two  latter  statements  be  true,  the  disciples  cannot 
have  so  acted. 

It  has  been  attempted  to  blunt  the  edge  of  this  dilemma,  by  attributing  to 
the  above  predictions,  not  the  literal  sense,  that  the  deceased  Jesus  would 
return  out  of  the  grave,  but  only  the  figurative  sense  that  his  doctrine  and 
cause^  after  having  been  apparently  crushed,  would  again  expand  and  flourish.' 
As  the  Old  Testament  prophets,  it  was  said,  represent  the  restoration  of  the 
Israelitish  people  to  renewed  prosperity,  under  the  image  of  a  resurrection 
from  the  dead  (Isa.  xxvi.  19 ;  Ezek.  xxxvii.) ;  as  they  mark  the  short  interval 
within  which,  under  certain  conditions,  this  turn  of  things  was  to  be  expected, 
by  the  expression :  in  two  or  three  days  will  Jehovah  revive  the  smitten  one, 
and  raise  the  dead  (Hos.  vl  2),^  a  statement  of  time  which  Jesus  also  uses 
indefinitely  for  a  short  interval  (Luke  xiii.  32) :  so  by  the  declaration  that  he 
will  rise  on  the  third  day  after  his  death,  rg  rpCrg  vf^^P^l^  avoor^voi,  he  intends 
to  say  no  more  than  that  even  though  he  may  succumb  to  the  power  of  his 
enemies  and  be  put  to  death,  still  the  work  which  he  has  begun  will  not  come 
to  an  end,  but  will  in  a  short  time  go  forward  with  a  fresh  impetus.  This 
merely  figurative  mode  of  speaking  adopted  by  Jesus,  the  apostles,  after  Jesus 
had  actually  risen  in  the  body,  understood  literally,  and  regarded  them  as 
prophecies  of  his  personal  resurrection.  Now  that  in  the  prophetic  passages 
adduced,  the  expressions  n^n  D^p  and  Y^P\^  have  only  the  alleged  figurative 
sense,  is  true ;  but  these  are  passages  the  whole  tenor  of  which  is  figurative, 
and  in  which,  in  particular,  the  depression  and  death  which  precede  the 
revivification  are  themselves  to  be  understood  only  in  a  figurative  sense. 
Here,  on  the  contrary,  all  the  foregoing  expressions :  irapoLSC^oa-Oaiy  icaraic^V- 
€(r0ai,  aravpovaOaXf  dirotcrtlveaOai  k,  t.  X  {to  be  delivered,  condemned,  crucified, 
killed,  etc.)  are  to  be  understood  literally ;  hence  all  at  once,  with  the  words 
h/epOrjvai  and  dvaxrrrjvauL,  to  enter  on  a  figurative  meaning,  would  be  an  unpre- 
cedented abruptness  of  transition;  not  to  mention  that  passages  such  as 
Matt.  xxvi.  32,  where  Jesus  says :  After  I  am  risen  again  I  will  go  before  you 
into  Galilee,  fj^era  to  iyipOyjvai  yxc  irpod^ia  vfia^  cts  rrfv  roXiAoiav,  can  have  no 
meaning  at  all  unless  cyctpco-^cu  be  understood  literally.  In  this  closely  con- 
secutive series  of  expressions,  which  must  be  taken  in  a  purely  literal  sense, 
there  is  then  no  warrant,  and  even  no  inducement,  to  understand  the  state- 
ment of  time  which  is  connected  with  them,  otherwise  than  also  literally,  and 
in  its  strictly  etymological  meaning.  Thus  if  Jesus  really  used  these  words, 
and  in  the  same  connexion  in  which  they  are  given  by  the  Evangelists,  he 
cannot  have  meant  to  announce  by  them  merely  the  speedy  victory  of  his 
cause ;  his  meaning  must  have  been,  that  he  himself  would  return  to  life  in 
three  days  after  his  violent  death.* 

As  however  Jesus,  judging  from  the  conduct  of  his  disciples  after  his  death, 
cannot  have  announced  his  resurrection  in  plain  words  :  other  commentators 
have  resigned  themselves  to  the  admission,  that  the  Evangelists,  after  the 

'  Thus  especially  Herder,  vom  Erloser  der  Menschen,  s.  133  if.  Briefe  iiber  den  Ration- 
alismus,  s.  227.     Comp.  Ktfinol,  Comm.  in  Matth.,  p.  444  f. 

'  LXX.  :  (rytdtrfi  iffuii  fierd  8C0  iffiipas'  h  rj  iffUpq,  rji  rplTjf  i^aumfa6fieOa,  xal  iiitrhfuOa 
h^iw  a&Tod. 

^  Comp.  Siiskindt  einige  Bemerkungen  iiber  die  Frage,  ob  Jesus  seine  Auferstehung 
bestimmt  vorhergesagt  habe  ?  in  Flatt's  Magazin,  7,  s.  203  fT. 
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issue,  gave  to  the  discourses  of  Jesus  a  definiteness  which,  as  uttered  by  him, 
they  did  not  possess ;  that  they  have  not  merely  understood  literally,  what 
Jesus  intended  figuratively,  of  the  revival  of  his  cause  after  his  death,  but  in 
accordance  with  their  erroneous  interpretation,  have  so  modified  his  words 
that,  as  we  now  read  them,  we  must  certainly  understand  them  in  a  literal 
sense  ;^  yet  that  not  all  the  discourses  of  Jesus  are  altered  in  this  manner; 
here  and  there  his  original  expressions  still  remain. 


§  "4. 

FIGURATIVE  DISCOURSES,   IN   WHICH  JESUS   IS   SUPPOSED  TO   HAVE 

ANNOUNCED    HIS    RESURRECTION. 

According  to  the  fourth  gospel,  Jesus,  at  the  very  commencement  of  his 
ministry,  in  figurative  language,  referred  his  enemies,  the  Jews,  to  his  future 
resurrection  (ii.  igff.).  On  his  first  messianic  visit  to  Jerusalem,  and  when, 
after  the  abuse  of  the  market  in  the  temple  had  provoked  him  to  that  exhibi- 
tion of  holy  zeal  of  which  we  have  formerly  spoken,  the  Jews  require  a  sign 
from  him,  by  which  he  should  legitimatize  his  claim  to  be  considered  a  mes- 
senger of  God,  who  had  authority  to  adopt  such  violent  measures,  Jesus  gives 
them  this  answer,  Destroy  Ms  temple^  and  after  three  days  I  will  raise  it  up^ 
Xvcrarc  *rov  voov  rwrovy  icat  cv  rpco'lv  i^ft^pous  cycpoi  avrov.  The  Jews  took 
these  words  in  the  sense,  which,  since  they  were  spoken  in  the  temple,  was 
the  most  natural,  and  urged,  in  reply  to  Jesus,  that  as  it  had  taken  forty  years 
to  build  this  temple,  he  would  scarcely  be  able,  if  it  were  destroyed,  to  rebuild 
it  in  three  days ;  but  the  Evangelist  informs  us,  that  this  was  not  the  meaning 
of  Jesus,  and  that  he  here  spoke  (though  indeed  the  disciples  were  not 
aware  of  this  until  after  his  resurrection),  of  the  temple  of  his  body^  mos  roC 
oT(tf/Aaros  axTw :  i.e.  under  the  destruction  and  rebuilding  of  the  temple,  he 
alluded  to  his  death  and  resurrection.  Even  if  we  admit,  what  however  the 
most  moderate  expositors  deny,^  that  Jesus  could  properly  (as  he  is  also  re- 
presented to  have  done  in  Matthew  xii.  39  ff.)  when  the  Jews  asked  him  for  a 
visible  and  immediate  sign,  refer  them  to  his  resurrection  as  the  greatest,  and 
for  his  enemies  the  most  overwhelming  miracle  in  his  history :  still  he  must 
have  done  this  in  terms  which  it  was  possible  for  them  to  understand  (as  in 
the  above  passage  of  Matthew,  where  he  expresses  himself  quite  plainly). 
But  the  expressions  of  Jesus,  as  here  given,  could  not  possibly,  be  understood 
in  this  sense.  For  when  one  who  is  in  the  temple,  speaks  of  the  destruction 
of  this  temple,  every  one  will  refer  his  words  to  the  building  itsel£  Hence 
Jesus,  when  he  uttered  the  words,  this  temple^  rov  voov  roxrvw^  must  have 
pointed  to  his  body  with  his  finger ;  as,  indeed,  is  generally  presupposed  by 
the  friends  of  this  interpretation.^  But,  in  the  first  place,  the  Evangelist  says 
nothing  of  such  a  gesture,  notwithstanding  that  it  lay  in  his  interest  to  notice 
this,  as  a  support  of  his  interpretation.  In  the  second  place,  Gabler  has 
with  justice  remarked,  how  ill-judged  and  ineffective  it  would  have  been,  by 
the  addition  of  a  mere  gesture  to  give  a  totally  new  meaning  to  a  speech, 
which  verbally,  and  therefore  logically,  referred  to  the  temple.  If,  however, 
Jesus  used  this  expedient,  the  motion  of  his  finger  could  not  have  been  un- 
observed ;  the  Jews  must  rather  have  demanded  from  him  how  he  could  be 
so  arrogant  as  to  call  his  body  the  temple^  voos ;   or  even  if  not  so,  still,  pre- 

^  Paulus,  ut  sup.  2,  s.  415  ff. ;  Hase,  L.  J.  §  109. 

'  £.g.  Lticke,  I,  s.  426 ;  comp.,  on  the  contraiy,  Tholuck,  in  loc. 

»  Vid.  Tholuck,  ut  sup. 


DISCOURSES  OF  JESUS  ON  HIS  RESURRECTION.  577 

supposing  that  action,  the  disciples  could  not  have  remained  in  the  dark 
concerning  the  meaning  of  his  words,  until  after  the  resurrection.^ 

By  these  difficulties  modern  exegetbts  have  felt  constrained  to  renounce 
John's  explanation  of  the  words  of  Jesus,  as  erroneous  and  made  ex  eventUy 
and  to  attempt  to  penetrate,  independently  of  the  Evangelist's  explanation, 
into  the  sense  of  the  enigmatical  saying  which  he  attributes  to  Jesus>  The 
construction  put  upon  it  by  the  Jews,  who  refer  the  words  of  Jefsus  to  a  real 
destruction  and  rebuilding  of  the  national  sanctuary,  cannot  be  approved 
without  imputing  to  Jesus  an  extravagant  example  of  vain-glorious  boasting, 
at  variance  with  the  character  which  he  elsewhere  exhibits.  If  on  this 
account  search  be  made  for  some  figurative  meaning  which  may  possibly  be 
assigned  to  the  declaration,  there  presents  itself  first  a  passage  in  the  same 
gospel  (iv.  21  ff.)  where  Jesus  announces  to  the  woman  of  Samaria,  that  the 
time  is  immediately  coming,  in  which  the  Father  will  no  longer  be  wor- 
shipped exclusively  in  Jerusalem  (Jy  ^UpoaoXvfioi^),  but  will,  as  a  Spirit,  receive 
spiritual  worship.  Now  in  the  present  passage  also,  the  destruction  of  the 
temple  might,  it  is  said,  have  signified  the  abolition  of  the  temple-service  at 
Jerusalem,  supposed  to  be  the  only  valid  mode  of  worship.  This  interpreta- 
tion is  confirmed  by  a  narrative  in  the  Acts  (vi.  14).  Stephen,  who,  as  it 
appears,  had  adopted  the  above  expressions  of  Jesus,  was  taxed  by  his 
accusers  with  declaring,  that  Jesus  of  Nazareth  shall  destroy  this  place^  and 
shall  change  the  customs  which  Moses  delivered^  ort  *Ii;<roi)s  6  Na^^copaio?  o^ixi 
KaTa\va'€L  rov  tottov  tovtov^  kojl  oAAa^ct  ra  lOrf,  &  Topc&oKC  Miownjs  :  in  which 
words  a  change  of  the  Mosaic  religious  institutions,  without  doubt  a  spirituali- 
zation  of  them,  is  described  as  a  sequel  to  the  destruction  of  the  temple.  To 
this  may  be  added  a  passage  in  the  synoptical  gospels.  Nearly  the  same 
words  which  in  John  are  uttered  by  Jesus  himself,  appear  in  the  two  first 
gospels  (Matt.  xxvi.  60  f. ;  Mark  xiv.  57  f.)  as  the  accusation  of  false  witnesses 
against  him  ;  and  here  Mark,  in  addition,  designates  the  temple  which  is  to 
be  destroyed,  as  one  made  with  hands,  x^^P^^^^^F^i  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  which  is 
to  be  built^  as  another,  made  without  hands,  a\A.o9,  dxeipo7roii7ro9,  whereby  he 
appears  to  indicate  the  same  contrast  between  a  ceremonial  and  a  spiritual 
religious  system.  By  the  aid  of  these  passages,  it  is  thought,  the  declaration 
in  John  may  be  explained  thus  :  the  sign  of  my  authority  to  purify  the  temple, 
b  my  ability  in  a  short  time  to  introduce  in  the  place  of  the  Jewish  cere- 
monial worship,  a  spiritual  service  of  God  ;  i.e.  I  am  authorized  to  reform  the 
old  system,  in  so  far  as  I  am  qualified  to  found  a  new  one.  It  is  certainly  a 
trivial  objection  to  this  explanation,  that  in  John  the  object  is  not  changed, 
as  in  Mark,  where  the  temple  which  is  to  be  built  is  spoken  of  as  another 
(aAXo9),  but  instead  of  this,  is  indicated  by  the  word  avro?,  as  the  same  with 
the  one  destroyed ;  ^  since,  indeed,  the  Christian  system  of  religion  in  relation 
to  the  Jewish,  may,  just  as  the  risen  body  of  Jesus  in  relation  to  the  dead 
one,  be  conceived  as  at  once  identical  and  different,  inasmuch  as  in  both 
cases  the  substance  is  the  same,  while  the  transitory  accidents  only  are 
supposed  to  be  removed.  But  it  is  a  more  formidable  objection  which 
attaches  itself  to  the  determination  of  time,  Iv  rpeo-lv  •^fiepai^.  That  this 
expression  is  also  used  indefinitely  and  proverbially,  in  the  sense  of  a  short 

3  Henke,  Joannes  apostolus  nonnuUorum  Jesu  apophtkegmahim  in  evang,  stio  et  ipse 
inierpres.  In  Pott's  and  Ruperti's  Sylloge  Comm.  theol.  I,  s.  9;  Gabler,  Recension  des 
Henke'schen  Programms  im  neuesten  theoL  Joarnal,  2,  i,  s.  88 ;  LUdce,  in  loc. 

^  Thus,  besides  Henke  in  the  above  Programm,  Herder,  von  Gottes  Sohn  nach  Johannes 
Evang.,  s.  135  f.  ;  Paulus,  Comm.  4,  s.  165  f. ;  L.  J.  i,  a,  s.  173  f.  ;  LUcke,  and  De  Wette, 
in  loc 

'  Storr,  in  Flatt*s  Magazin,  4,  s.  199. 
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interval  of  time  in  general,  is  not  adequately  proved  by  the  two  passages 
which  are  usually  appealed  to  with  this  view ;  for  in  them  the  third  day,  by 

being  placed  in  connexion  with  the  second  and  first  (Hos,  vl  2  :  0^*5  D?9*Q 

^^wV*2 ;  Luke  xiii.  32  :  a^fj.€pw  Ktu  av/xov  jcal  t^  TpiTy)  is  announced  as  a 
merely  relative  and  proximate  statement,  whereas  in  our  passage  it  stands 
alone,  and  thus  presents  itself  as  an  absolute  and  precise  determination  of 
time.* 

Thus  alike  invited  and  repelled  by  both  explanations,^  theologians  take 
refuge  in  a  double  sense,  which  holds  the  middle  place  either  between  the 
interpretation  of  John  and  the  symbolical  one  last  stated,®  or  between  the 
interpretation  of  John  and  that  of  the  Jews  ;  ^  so  that  Jesus  either  spoke  at 
once  of  his  body  which  was  to  be  killed  and  again  restored  to  life,  and  of  the 
modification  of  the  Jewish  religion  which  was  to  be  effected,  chiefly  by  means 
of  that  death  and  resurrection ;  or,  in  order  to  repel  the  Jews,  he  challenged 
them  to  destroy  their  real  temple,  and  on  this  condition,  never  to  be  fulfilled, 
promised  to  build  another,  still,  however,  combining  with  this  ostensible  sense 
for  the  multitude,  an  esoteric  sense,  which  was  only  understood  by  the  dis- 
ciples after  the  resurrection,  and  according  to  which  vaJo^  denoted  his  body. 
But  such  a  challenge  addressed  to  the  Jews,  together  with  the  engagement 
appended  to  it,  would  have  been  an  unbecoming  manifestation  of  petulance, 
and  the  latent  intimation  to  the  disciples,  a  useless  play  on  words  ;  besides 
that,  in  general,  a  double  meaning  either  of  the  one  or  the  other  kind  is 
unheard  of  in  the  discourse  of  a  judicious  man.^^  As,  in  this  manner,  the 
possibility  of  explaining  the  passage  in  John  might  be  entirely  despaired  of, 
the  author  of  the  Probabilia  appeals  to  the  fact  that  the  synoptists  call  the 
witnesses,  who  allege  before  the  judgment  seat  that  Jesus  had  uttered  that 
declaration,  ^cvSo/iciprvpa?,  fa/se  witnesses ;  whence  he  concludes,  that  Jesus 
never  said  what  John  here  attributes  to  him,  and  thus  gains  an  exemption 
from  the  explanation  of  the  passage,  since  he  regards  it  as  a  figment  of  the 
fourth  Evangelist,  whose  object  was  both  to  explain  the  calumniations  of  the 
accusers,  and  also  to  nullify  them  by  a  mystical  interpretation  of  his  words. ^^ 
But,  on  the  one  hand,  it  does  not  follow,  fi'om  the  fact  that  the  synoptists  call 
the  witnesses  false,  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Evangelists,  Jesus  had  never 
said  anything  whatever  of  that  whereof  they  accused  him ;  for  he  might  only 
have  said  it  somewhat  differently  (Xvcrarc,  not  Xv(ro)),  or  have  intended  it  in  a 
different  sense  (figuratively  instead  of  literally) :  on  the  other  hand,  if  he  said 
nothing  at  all  of  this  kind,  it  is  difficult  to  explain  how  the  false  witnesses 
should  come  to  choose  that  declaration,  and  especially  the  remarkable  phrase. 

If,  according  to  this,  on  every  interpretation  of  the  expression,  except  the 
inadmissible  one  relative  to  the  body  of  Jesus,  the  words  cv  rpurw  ^fiipai^ 
form  a  difficulty  :  a  resource  might  be  found  in  the  narrative  of  the  Acts,  as 
being  free  from  that  determination  of  time.  For  here  Stephen  is  only  accused 
of  saying,  ort  *I,  6  Na{.  ovto^  KaraXixrci  tov  tojtov  tovtov  (tov  ayiov),  #cat 
dXAa^ct  ra  iOrf  a  TrapcSiDKc  Mcavcr^s.  What  is  false  in  this  allegation  (for  the 
witnesses  against  Stephen  also  are  described  as  /Aoprvpe^  ^cvScts),  might  be  the 

^  Tholuck  and  Olshausen,  in  loc. 

'  Hence  Neander  remains  suspended  in' indecision  between  the  two,  s.  395  f. 

^  Thus  Kern,  die  Hauptthatsachen  der  evang.  Gesch.,  TUb.  Zeitschrift,  1536,  2,  s.  128. 

*  Thus  Olshausen. 

^^  Kern  says,  indeed,  that  a  similar  doubleness  of  meaning  is  found  elsewhere  in  signifi- 
cant discourse ;  but  he  refrains  from  adducing  an  example. 
"  Probab.,  p.  23  flF. 
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second  proposition,  which  speaks  in  literal  terms  of  a  changing  of  the  insti- 
tutes of  Moses,  and  instead  of  this,  Stephen,  and  before  him  Jesus,  may  very 
probably  have  said  in  the  figurative  signification  above  developed,  kcu,  vaXiv 

oucoSofn^aei  ( — ana)  avrov,  or  kcu  oAAov  (axtipOTroirfTov)  oucoSo/ii/crci  ( — crw). 

Meanwhile,  this  expedient  is  not  at  all  needful,  so  far  as  any  insurmount- 
able difficulty  in  the  words  iv  rpurlv  -^fiipaiSi  is  concerned.  As  the  number 
3  is  used  proverbially,  not  only  in  connexion  with  2  or  4  (Prov.  xxx.  15,  18, 
21,  29 ;  Wis.  xxiii.  21,  xxvL  25),  but  also  by  itself  (Wis.  xxv.  i,  3) ;  so  the 
expression,  in  three  days,  if  it  were  once,  in  combination  with  the  second  and 
first  day,  become  common  as  an  indefinite  statement  of  time,  might  probably 
at  length  be  applied  in  the  same  sense  when  standing  alone.  Whether  the 
expression  should  signify  a  long  or  a  short  period  would  then  depend  on  the 
connexion  :  here,  in  opposition  to  the  construction  of  a  great  and  elaborate 
building,  to  the  real,  natural  erection  of  which,  as  the  Jews  directly  remark, 
a  long  series  of  years  was  required,  the  expression  can  only  be  understood  as 
denoting  the  shortest  time.^^  A  prediction,  or  even  a  mere  intimation  of  the 
resurrection,  is  therefore  not  contained  in  these  words. 

As,  here,  Jesus  is  said  to  have  intimated  his  resurrection  beforehand,  by 
the  image  of  the  destroying  and  rebuilding  of  the  temple,  so,  on  another 
occasion,  he  is  supposed  to  have  quoted  the  type  of  the  prophet  Jonah  with 
the  same  intention  (Matt  xii.  39  ff.,  comp.  xvi.  4 ;  Luke  xi  29  ff.).  When 
the  scribes  and  Pharisees  desired  to  see  a  sign  from  him,  Jesus  is  said  to 
have  repulsed  their  demand  by  the  reply,  that  to  so  evil  a  generation  ycvca  no 
sign  shall  be  given,  but  the  sign  of  the  prophet  Jonah,  to  crrffUiofy  'Iwva  tow 
vpoifufTov,  which,  in  the  first  passage  of  Matthew,  Jesus  himself  explains  thus  : 
as  Jonah  was  three  days  and  three  nights  in  the  belly  of  the  whale,  hf  rg  KoiXuf. 
Tov  Ki^Tovq,  so  also  the  Son  of  man  will  pass  three  days  and  three  nights  in  the 
hear/  of  the  earth,  kv  rg  KopSCq.  r^  yrj^.  In  the  second  passage,  in  which 
Matthew  attributes  this  declaration  to  Jesus,  he  does  not  repeat  the  above 
interpretation  ;  while  Luke,  in  the  parallel  passage,  explains  it  simply  thus : 
J^or  as  Jonah  was  a  sign  to  the  Nintvites,  so  shall  also  the  Son  of  man  be  to  this 
generation.  Now  against  the  possibility  of  Jesus  having  himself  given  the 
mterpretation  of  the  sign  of  Jonah  which  Matthew  puts  into  his  mouth,  v.  40, 
a  variety  of  objections  may  be  urged.  It  is  indeed  scarcely  a  tenable  argu- 
ment, that  Jesus  cannot  have  spoken  of  three  days  and  three  nights,  which 
he  would  pass  in  the  heart  of  the  earth,  because  he  only  lay  in  the  grave  one 
day  and  two  nights :  ^*  since  the  phraseology  of  the  New  Testament  decidedly 
has  the  peculiarity  of  designating  the  abode  of  Jesus  in  the  grave  as  of  three 
days'  duration,  because  it  touched  upon  the  evening  of  the  day  before  the 
Sabbath,  and  the  morning  of  the  day  after  it ;  and  if  this  one  day,  together 
with  two  nights,  were  once  taken  for  three  whole  days,  it  would  only  be  a 
round  way  of  expressing  this  completeness,  to  add  to  the  days  the  nights  also, 
which,  besides,  would  naturally  follow  in  the  comparison  with  the  three  days 
and  three  nights  of  Jonah.^^  But  if  Jesus  gave  the  explanation  of  the  sign 
of  Jonah  which  Matthew  attributes  to  him,  this  would  have  been  so  clear  a 
prediction  of  his  resurrection,  that  for  the  same  reasons  which,  according  to 
the  above  observations,  are  opposed  to  the  literal  predictions  of  that  event, 
we  must  conclude  that  Jesus  cannot  have  given  this  explanation.  At  all 
events  it  must  have  led  the  disciples  who,  according  to  v.  49,  were  present,  to 
question  Jesus,  and  in  that  case  it  is  not  to  be  understood  why  he  did  not 
make  the  subject  perfectly  clear,  and  thus  announce  his  resurrection  in  plain 

^^  Comp.  Neander,  s.  396,  Anm. 

^'  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  in  loc. 

^*  Comp.  Fritzsche  and  Olshausen,  in  loc. 
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words.  But  if  he  cannot  have  done  this,  because  then  the  disciples  could 
not  have  acted  after  his  death  as  they  are  said  to  have  done  in  the  evangelical 
accounts :  neither  can  he,  by  that  comparison  of  the  fate  which  awaited  him 
with  that  of  Jonah,  have  called  forth  from  his  disciples  a  question,  which,  if 
proposed  to  him,  he  must  have  answered ;  but  which,  judging  from  the  sequel, 
he  cannot  have  answered 

On  these  grounds,  modem  critics  have  pronounced  the  explanation  of  the 
<njfj.€iov  Iwva  in  Matthew  to  be  an  interpretation  made  ^st  eventum  by  the 
Evangelist,  and  by  him  falsely  attributed  to  Jesus.*^  Accoramg  to  them, 
Jesus  indeed  directed  the  attention  of  the  Pharisees  to  the  sign  of  Jonah^  but 
only  in  the  sense  in  which  Luke  makes  him  explain  it :  namely,  that  as  Jonah 
himself,  by  his  mere  appearance  and  preaching  of  repentance,  without  mira- 
cles, had  sufficed  as  a  sign  from  God  to  the  Ninevites ;  so  his  own  cotempor- 
aries,  instead  of  craving  for  miracles,  should  be  satisfied  with  his  person  and 
preaching.  This  interpretation  is  the  only  one  which  accords  with  the  tenor 
of  the  discourse  of  Jesus — even  in  Matthew,  and  more  particularly  with  the 
parallel  between  the  relation  of  the  Ninevites  to  Jonah,  and  that  of  the  queen 
of  the  south  to  Solomon.  As  it  was  the  wisdom  of  Solomon^  aroiliui  SoXo/uoi^o?, 
by  which  the  latter  felt  herself  attracted  from  the  ends  of  the  earth  :  so,  in 
Jonah,  even  according  to  the  expression  of  Matthew,  it  was  solely  his  preach- 
^^Si  'f^f>vyfwi,  which  brought  the  Ninevites  to  repentance.  It  might  be  sup- 
posed that  the  future  tense  in  Luke  :  ovra>9  tcrrai  Kai  6  vios  r.  d.  tq  yeve^ 
ravTQ  {<nifjL€ioy\  So  shall  also  the  Son  of  Man  be  to  this  generation  (a  sign)^ 
cannot  be  referred  to  Jesus  and  his  preaching  as  manifested  at  that  moment, 
but  only  to  something  future,  as  his  resurrection  :  but  this  in  reality  points 
either  to  the  future  judgment  Kpuris,  in  which  it  will  be  made  manifest,  that  as 
Jonah  was  reckoned'  a  sign  to  the  Ninevites,  so  was  the  Son  of  Man  to  the 
Jews  then  living;  or  to  the  fact  that  when  Jesus  spoke  these  words,  his 
appearance  had  not  yet  attained  its  consummation,  and  many  of  its  stages  lay 
yet  in  futurity.  Nevertheless,  it  must  have  been  at  an  early  period,  as  we  see 
from  the  first  gospel,  that  the  fate  of  Jonah  was  placed  in  a  typical  relation  to 
the  death  and  resurrection  of  Jesus,  since  the  primitive  church  anxiously 
searched  through  the  Old  Testament  for  types  and  prophecies  of  the  offensive 
catastrophe  which  befel  their  Messiah. 

There  are  still  some  expressions  of  Jesus  in  the  fourth  gospel,  which  have 
been  understood  as  latent  prophecies  of  the  resurrection.  The  discourse  on 
the  com  of  wheats  xii.  24,  it  is  true,  too  obviously  relates  to  the  work  of  Jesus 
as  likely  to  be  furthered  by  his  death,  to  be  here  taken  into  further  considera- 
tion. But  in  the  farewell  discourses  in  John  there  are  some  declarations, 
which  many  are  still  inclined  to  refer  to  the  resurrection.  When  Jesus  says : 
/  will  not  leave  you  comfortless^  I  will  come  unto  you  ;  yet  a  little  time^  and  the 
world  sees  me  no  more^  but  ye  see  me  ;  a  little  while^  and  ye  shall  not  see  nu^ 
and  again  a  little  while  and  ye  shall  see  me,  etc.  (xiv.  18  ff.,  xvi,  16  ff.) ;  many 
believe  that  these  expressions — with  the  relation  between  fjuucpw  koL  iraXiv 
fUKpovj  a  little  while,  and  again  a  little  while  \  the  opposition  between 
lyj^aviffiiv  ^ylv  (roU  /xa^i/rai?)  fcat  ov;(i  r^  Kocfua,  manifest  to  you  {the  disdples) 
and  not  to  the  world ;  the  words  iroAiv  oxf/ofiai  and  o^co-^c,  /  shall  see  you 
again,  and  ye  shall  see,  which  appear  to  indicate  a  strictly  personal  interview 
— can  be  referred  to  nothing  else  than  the  resurrection,  which  was  precisely 
such  a  reappearance  after  a  short  removal,  and  moreover  a  personal  reappear- 
ance granted  to  the  friends  of  Jesus  alone.  ^®    But  this  promised  reappeanmce 

^  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  2,  s.  97  S.     Schulz,  iibor  das  Abendm.,  &  317  f. 
^*  Siiskind,  ut  sup.  s.  184  fil 
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is  at  the  same  time  described  by  Jesus  in  a  manner  which  will  not  suit  the 
days  of  the  resurrection.  If  the  words  because  I  live,  &n  cyw  i(a  (xiv.  19), 
denote  his  resurrection,  we  are  at  a  loss  to  know  what  can  be  meant  by  the 
succeeding  clause,  ye  shall  live  also,  koi  vftcZ?  ii^€cr$€.  Again,  Jesus  says  that 
on  that  reappearance  his  disciples  will  know  his  relation  to  the  Father,  and 
will  no  more  need  to  ask  anything  of  him  (xiv.  20,  xvi.  23) :  yet  even  on  the 
very  last  day  of  their  intercourse  with  him  after  the  resurrection,  they  ask  a 
question  of  him  (Acts  i.  6),  and  one  which  from  the  point  of  view  of  the 
fourth  gospel  is  altogether  senseless.  Lastly,  when  he  promises  that  to  him 
who  loves  him,  he  and  the  Father  will  come,  and  make  their  abode  with  him, 
it  is  perfectly  clear  that  Jesus  here  speaks  not  of  a  corporeal  return,  but  of 
his  spiritual  return,  through  the  iropoxXi/ros.^^  Nevertheless,  even  this  ex- 
planation has  its  difficulties,  since,  on  the  other  hand,  the  expressions  ye  shall 
see  me,  ^f^Oi  ftc,  and  /  shall  see  you,  oif/ofjLaf,  v/ia?,  will  not  entirely  suit  that 
purely  spiritual  return :  hence  we  must  defer  the  solution  of  this  apparent 
contradiction  until  we  can  give  a  more  complete  elucidation  of  the  discourses 
ill  which  these  expressions  occur.  In  the  meantime  we  merely  observe,  that 
the  farewell  discourses  in  John,  being  admitted,  even  by  the  friends  of  the 
fourth  gospel,  to  contain  an  intermixture  of  the  Evangelist's  own  thoughts,  are 
the  last  source  from  which  to  obtain  a  proof  on  this  subject 

After  all,  there  might  seem  to  be  a  resource  in  the  supposition,  that  though 
Jesus  did  not  indeed  speak  of  his  future  resurrection,  it  was  not  the  less  fore- 
known by  him.  Now  if  he  had  a  foreknowledge  of  his  resurrection,  either  he 
obtained  it  in  a  supernatural  manner,  by  means  of  the  prophetic  spirit,  the 
higher  principle  that  dwelt  within  him — by  means  of  his  divine  nature,  if  that 
be  preferred  :  or  he  knew  it  in  a  natural  manner,  by  the  exercise  of  his  human 
reason.  But  a  supernatural  foreknowledge  of  that  event,  as  well  as  of  his 
death,  is  inconceivable,  owing  to  the  relation  in  which  jesus  places  it  to  the 
Old  Testament  Not  merely  in  passages  such  as  Luke  xviii.  31  (which,  as 
prophecies,  can  no  longer  have  an  historical  value  for  us  after  the  result  of 
our  last  inquiry),  does  Jesus  represent  his  resurrection,  together  with  his 
passion  and  death,  as  a  fulfilment  of  all  things  that  are  written  by  the  prophets 
concerning  the  Son  of  man,  irarrcov  twv  yeypafifieviav  S*a  twv  irpo^firqTQfy  T<p  vUa 
Tov  dvOfHomv ;  but  even  after  the  issue,  he  admonishes  his  disciples  that  they 
ought  to  believe  all  that  the  prophets  have  spoken,  cirt  irwjw  olj  QsAkifrav  oi 
irpoflyfJTaiy  namely,  that  Christ  ought  to  have  suffered  these  things  and  to  enter 
into  his  glory,  ravra  ISci  iraO^iy  tov  XpLcrrov,  koI  €Ur€^€lv  cts  Trjv  &6(av  avrov 
(Luke  xxiv.  25  f.).  According  to  the  sequel  of  the  narrative,  Jesus  forthwith 
expounded  to  these  disciples  (going  to  Emmaus)  all  the  passages  of  scriptiure 
relating  to  himself,  beginning  at  Moses  and  all  the  prophets,  &p$dfi€vo9  dvo 
Moxrcof  K(u  diro  irdvrwv  rdv  irpotjuriTiav^  to  which  farther  on  (v.  44)  the  psalms 
are  added ;  but  no  single  passage  is  given  us  as  having  been  interpreted  by 
Jesus  of  his  resurrection,  except  that  it  would  follow  from  Matt  xiL  39  f., 
that  he  regarded  the  fate  of  the  prophet  Jonah  as  a  type  of  his  own ;  and 
regarding  the  subsequent  apostolic  interpretation  as  an  echo  of  that  of  Jesus, 
it  might  be  concluded,  that  he,  as  afterwards  the  apostles,  found  such  prophe- 
cies chiefly  in  Ps.  xvi.  8  fT.  (Acts  ii.  25  flf.,  xiii.  35);  Isa.  liii.  (Acts  viii.  32  fif.); 
Isa.  Iv.  3  (Acts  xiiL  34),  and  possibly  also  in  Hos.  vi.  2.  But  the  fate  of 
Jonah  has  not  even  an  external  similarity  to  that  of  Jesus ;  and  the  book 
which  narrates  his  history  carries  its  object  so  completely  in  itself,  that  who- 
ever may  ascribe  to  it  or  to  one  of  its  particulars,  a  typical  relation  to  events 
in  futurity,  assuredly  mistakes  its  true  sense  and  the  design  of  its  autlior. 

*'  Vid.  Liicke,  in  loc 
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Isa.  Iv.  3  is  so  obviously  irrelevant  that  one  can  scarcely  conceive  how  the 
passage  could  be  brought  into  special  connexion  with  the  resurrection  of 
Jesus.  Isa.  liii.  refers  decidedly  to  a  collective  subject  perpetually  restored 
to  life  in  new  members.  Hosea  vi.  has  a  figurative  reference,  not  to  be  mis- 
taken, to  the  people  and  state  of  Israel.  Lastly,  the  principal  passage, 
Ps.  xvi.  can  only  be  interpreted  of  a  pious  man,  who  by  the  help  of  Jehovah 
hopes  to  escape  from  the  danger  of  death,  not  in  the  sense  that  he,  like  Jesus, 
would  rise  again  from  the  grave,  but  that  he  would  not  be  laid  there — that  is, 
obviously,  not  for  the  present,  and  with  the  understanding,  that  when  his 
time  should  come,  he  must  pay  the  tribute  of  nature  :  ^^  which,  again,  will  not 
apply  to  Jesus.  Thus  if  a  supernatural  principle  in  Jesus — a  prophetic  spirit 
—caused  him  to  discover  a  pre-intimation  of  his  resurrection  in  these  Old 
Testament  histories  and  passages ;  then,  as  no  one  of  them  really  contained 
such  a  pre-intimation,  the  spirit  in  him  cannot  have  been  the  spirit  of  truth, 
but  must  have  been  a  lying  spirit,  the  supernatural  principle  in  him,  not  a 
divine,  but  a  demoniacal  principle.  If,  in  order  to  avoid  this  consequence, 
supranaturalists  who  are  accessible  to  a  rational  interpretation  of  the  Old 
Testament,  resort  to  their  only  remaining  expedient,  of  regarding  the  fore- 
knowledge of  Jesus  concerning  his  resurrection  as  purely  natural  and  human : 
we  must  reply,  that  the  resurrection,  conceived  as  a  miracle,  was  a  secret  of 
the  divine  counsels,  to  penetrate  into  which,  prior  to  the  issue,  was  an  im- 
possibility to  a  human  intelligence ;  while  viewed  as  a  natural  result,  it  was  a 
chance  the  last  to  be  calculated  upon,  apart  from  the  supposition  of  an 
apparent  death  planned  by  Jesus  and  his  colleagues. 

Thus  the  foreknowledge,  as  well  as  the  prediction  of  the  resurrection,  was 
attributed  to  Jesus  only  after  the  issue;  and  in  fact,  it  was  an  easy  matter, 
with  the  groundless  arbitrariness  of  Jewish  exegesis,  for  the  disciples  and  the 
anthors  of  the  New  Testament  to  discover  in  the  Old,  types  and  prophecies 
of  the  resurrection.  Not  that  they  did  this  with  crafty  design,  according  to 
the  accusation  of  the  Wolfenbiittel  Fragmentist,  and  others  of  his  class  :  but 
as  he  who  has  looked  at  the  sun,  long  sees  its  image  wherever  he  may  turn 
his  gaze ;  so  they,  blinded  by  their  enthusiasm  for  the  new  Messiah,  saw  him 
on  every  page  of  the  only  book  they  read,  the  Old  Testament,  and  in  the 
conviction  that  Jesus  was  the  Messiah,  founded  in  the  genuine  feeling  that 
he  had  satisfied  their  deepest  need — a  conviction  and  a  feeling  which  we  also 
still  honour — they  laid  hold  on  supports  which  have  long  been  broken,  and 
which  can  no  longer  be  made  tenable  by  the  most  zealous  efforts  of  an  exe- 
gesis which  is  behind  the  age. 


§  "5. 

THE  DISCOURSES  OF  JESUS  ON   HIS   SECOND   ADVENT.      CRITICISM   OF  THE 

DIFFERENT   INTERPRETATIONS. 

Not  only  did  Jesus,  according  to  the  evangelical  accounts,  predict  that  he 
should  return  to  life  three  days  after  his  death ;  but  also  that  at  a  later  period, 
in  the  midst  of  the  calamities  which  would  issue  in  the  destruction  of  the 
temple  in  Jerusalem,  he  should  come  in  the  clouds  of  heaven,  to  close  the 
present  period  of  the  world,  and  by  a  general  judgment,  open  the  fiiture  age 
(Matt.  xxiv.  and  xxv. ;  Mark.  xiii. ;  Luke  xvii.  22-37,  xxi.  5-36). 

As  Jesus  for  the  last  time  went  out  of  the  temple  (Luke  has  not  this  cir- 
cumstance), and  his  disciples  (Luke  says  indefinitely,  some)  admiringly  drew 

"  Vid.  de  Wette,  Comm.  Uber  die  Psalmen,  s,  178. 
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his  attention  to  the  magnificent  building,  he  assured  them  that  all  which  they 
then  looked  on,  would  be  destroyed  from  its  foundations  (Matt.  xxiv.  i,  2, 
parall.).  On  the  question  of  the  disciples,  when  this  would  happen,  and 
what  would  be  the  sign  of  the  Messiah's  coming,  which  in  their  idea  was 
associated  with  such  a  crisis  (v.  3),  Jesus  warns  them  not  to  be  deceived  by 
persons  falsely  giving  themselves  out  to  be  the  Messiah,  and  by  the  notion 
that  the  expected  catastrophe  must  follow  immediately  on  the  first  prog-  . 
nostics ;  for  wars  and  rumours  of  war,  risings  of  nation  against  nation  and  '»^, 
kingdom  against  kingdom,  famine,  pestilence,  and  earthquakes  in  divers  ''XA 
places,  would  be  only  the  beginning  of  the  sorrows  which  were  to  precede 
the  advent  of  the  Messiah  (v.  4-8).  They  themselves,  his  adherents,  must 
first  suflfer  hatred,  persecution,  and  the  sword ;  perfidy,  treachery,  deception 
by  fiilse  prophets,  lukewarmness  and  general  corruption  of  morals,  would  pre- 
vail among  men ;  but  at  the  same  time  the  news  of  the  Messiah's  kingdom 
must  be  promulgated  through  the  whole  world.  Only  after  all  this,  could  the 
end  of  the  present  period  of  the  world  arrive,  until  when,  he  who  would  par- 
take of  the  blessedness  of  the  future  must  endure  with  constancy  (v.  9-14). 
A  nearer  presage  of  this  catastrophe  would  be  the  fulfilment  of  the  oracle  ot 
Danielj^ix.-^,  the  standing  of  the  abomination  of  desolation  in  the  holy 
place  (according  to  Luke  xxi.  20,  the  encompassing  of  Jerusalem  with  armies). 
When  this  should  take  place,  it  would  be  high  time  for  the  most  precipitate 
flight  (according  to  Luke,  because  the  devastation  of  Jerusalem  would  be  at 
hand,  an  event  which  he  more  nearly  particularizes  in  the  address  of  Jesus  to 
the' city,  xix.  43  f. :  thine  enemies  shall  cast  a  trench  about  thee^  and  compass  thee 
rounds  and  keep  thee  in  on  every  side^  and  shall  lay  thee  eifen  with  the  ground^ 
and  thy  children  within  thee;  and  they  shall  not  leave  in  thee  one  stone  upon 
another).  At  this  juncture,  all  who  should  have  hindrances  to  rapid  departure 
would  be  deserving  of  compassion,  and  it  would  be  in  the  highest  degree 
desirable  that  the  recommended  flight  should  not  fall  in  an  unfavourable 
season;  for  then  would  commence  unexampled  tribulation  (according  to 
Luke,  v.  24,  consisting  chiefly  in  many  of  the  people  of  Israel  perishing  by 
the  sword,  in  others  being  carried  away  captive,  and  in  Jerusalem  being 
trodden  down  of  the  Gentiles  for  a  predetermined  period) :  a  tribulation 
which  only  the  merciful  abridgment  of  its  duration  by  God,  for  the  sake  of 
the  elect,  could  render  supportable  (v.  15-22).  At  this  time  would  arise 
false  prophets  and  Messiahs,  seeking  to  delude  by  miracles  and  signs,  and 
promising  to  show  the  Messiah  in  this  or  that  place :  whereas  a  Messiah  who 
was  concealed  anywhere,  and  must  be  sought  out,  could  not  be  the  true  one ; 
for  his  advent  would  be  like  the  lightning,  a  sudden  and  universal  revelation, 
of  which  the  central  point  would  be  Jerusalem,  the  object  of  punishment  on 
account  of  its  sin  (v.  23-28).  Immediately  after  this  time  of  tribulation,  the 
darkening  of  the  sun  and  moon,  the  falling  of  the  stars,  and  the  shaking  of  all 
the  powers  of  heaven  would  usher  in  the  appearance  of  the  Messiah,  who,  to 
the  dismay  of  the  dwellers  on  the  earth,  would  come  with  great  glory  in  the 
clouds  of  heaven,  and  immediately  send  forth  his  angels  to  gather  together 
his  elect  from  all  the  comers  of  the  earth  (v.  29-31).  By  the  fore-named 
signs  the  approach  of  the  described  catastrophe  would  be  as  certainly  dis- 
cernible as  the  approach  of  summer  by  the  budding  of  the  fig-tree  ;  the  exist- 
ing generation  would,  by  all  that  was  true,  live  to  witness  it,  though  its  more 
precise  period  was  known  to  God  only  (v.  32-36).  But,  after  the  usual  manner 
of  mankind  (what  follows,  Mark  and  Luke  partly  have  not  at  all,  partly  not 
in  this  connexion),  they  would  allow  the  advent  of  the  Messiah,  as  formerly 
the  deluge,  to  overtake  them  in  thoughtless  security  (v.  37-39) :  and  yet  it 
would  be  an  extremely  critical  period,  in  which  those  who  stood  in  the  closest 


f, 
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relation  to  each  other,  would  be  delivered  over  to  entirely  opposite  destinies 
(v.  40,  41).  Hence  watchfulness  would  be  requisite,  as  in  all  cases  where  the 
period  of  a  decisive  issue  is  uncertain :  an  admonition  which  is  then  illustrated 
by  the  image  of  the  master  of  the  house  and  the  thief  (v.  43,  44)  ;  of  the 
servant  to  whom  his  lord,  when  about  to  travel,  entrusted  the  rule  of  his  house 
(v.  45-51);  of  the  wise  and  foolish  virgins  (xxv.  1-13) :  and  lastly,  of  the 
talents  (v.  14-30).  Hereupon  follows  a  description  of  the  solemn  judgment, 
which  the  Messiah  would  hold  over  all  nations,  and  in  which,  according  as 
the  duties  of  humanity  were  observed  or  neglected,  he  would  award  blessed- 
ness or  misery  (v.  31-46).^ 

Thus  in  these  discourses  Jesus  announces  that  shortly  (cv^cois,  xxiv.  29), 
after^that calamity,  which  (especially  according  to  the  representation  in  Luke's 
gospel)  we  must  identify  with  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  and  its  temple, 
and  within  the  term  of  the  cotemporary  generation  (^  y€V€a  avn;,  v.  34),  he 
would  visibly  make  his  second  advent  in  the  clouds,  and  terminate  the  exist- 
ing dispensation.  Now  as  it  will  soon  be  eighteen  centuries  since  the  destruc- 
tion of  Jerusalem,  and  an  equally  long  period  since  the  generation  cotem- 
porary with  Jesus  disappeared  from  the  earth,  while  his  visible  return  and  the 
end  of  the  world  which  he  associated  with  it,  have  not  taken  place :  the 
\y  announcement  of  Jesus  appears  so  far  to  have  been  erroneous.  Already  in 
the  first  age  of  Christianity,  when  the  return  of  Christ  was  delayed  longer  than 
had  been  anticipated,  there  arose,  according  to  2  Peter  iii.  3  f ,  scoffers,  ask- 
ing :  where  is  the  promise  of  his  coming  f  for  sinu  the  fathers  fell  asleep^  all 
things  continue  as  they  were  from  the  beginning  of  the  creation.  In  modem 
times,  the  inference  which  may  apparently  be  drawn  from  the  above  considera- 
tion, to  the  disadvantage  of  Jesus  and  the  apostles,  has  been  by  no  one  more 
pointedly  expressed  than  by  the  Wolfenbiittel  Fragmentist.  No  promise 
throughout  the  whole  scriptures,  he  thinks,  is  on  the  one  hand  more  definitely 
expressed,  and  on  the  other,  has  turned  out  more  flagrantly  false,  than  this, 
which  yet  forms  one  of  the  main  pillars  of  Christianity.  And  he  does  not  see 
in  this  a  mere  error,  but  a  premeditated  deception  on  the  part  of  the  apostles 
(to  whom,  and  not  to  Jesus  himself,  he  attributes  that  promise,  and  the  dis- 
courses in  which  it  is  contained) ;  a  deception  induced  by  the  necessity  of 
alluring  the  people  on  whose  contributions  they  wished  to  subsist,  by  the 
promise  of  a  speedy  reward  :  and  discernible  by  the  boldness  of  their  at- 
tempts to  evade  the  doubts  springing  from  the  protracted  delay  of  the  return 
of  Christ:  Paul,  for  example,  in  the  second  epistle  to  the  Thessalonians, 
sheltering  himself  in  obscure  phrases ;  and  Peter,  in  his  second  episde,  re- 
sorting to  the  preposterous  expedient  of  appealing  to  the  divine  mode  of 
reckoning  time,  in  which  a  thousand  years  are  equal  to  one  day.^ 

Such  inferences  from  the  discourse  before  us  would  inflict  a  fatal  wound  on 

^  Compare,  on  the  import  and  connexion  of  this  discourse,  Fritzsche,  in  Matth.,  p.  695  flf; 
De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.,  i,  i,  s.  197  ff;  Weizel,  die  unchristliche  Unsterblichkeitslehre,  in 
the  theol.  Studien  und  Kritiken,  1836,  s.  599  ff. — In  agreement  with  these  commentators  I 
append  the  following  division  of  the  passage  in  Matthew : 
I.  Signs  of  the  endy  riXot,  xxiv.  4-14* 
a.  More  remote  signs,  ihe  beginning  of  sorrows,  dpx^  tbdUfuVf  4-8. 
d.  More  immediate  signs,  the  actusd  sorrows,  9-14. 
II.  The  end,  tAoj,  itself,  xxiv.  15-25,  46. 

a.  Its  commencement  with  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  and  the  great  tribulation 

OXIypii  which  accompanies  it,  15-28. 

b.  Its  culminating  point :  the  advent  of  the  Messiah,  together  with  the  assembling  of 

his  elect,  29-31.     (Here  follow  retrospective  observations  and  warnings,  xxiv. 
32-xxv.  30.) 
€,  Close  of  the  rAof  with  the  messianic  judgment,  31-46. 
*  Vom  Zweck  Jesu  und  seiner  JUnger,  s.  184,  201  ff.,  207  flf. 
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Christianity ;  hence  it  is  natural  that  exegetists  should  endeavour  by  all  means 
to  obviate  them.  And  as  the  whole  difficulty  consists  in  Jesus  having  appar- 
ently placed  an  event  now  long  past,  in  immediate  chronological  connexion 
with  one  still  future,  three  expedients  are  possible  :  either  to  deny  that  Jesus 
in  part  spoke  of  something  now  past,  and  to  allege  that  he  spoke  solely  of 
what  is  still  future ;  or  to  deny  that  a  part  of  his  discourse  relates  to  some- 
thing, still  future,  and  thus  to  refer  the  entire  prediction  to  what  is  already 
lying  in  the  past ;  or  lastly,  to  admit  that  the  discourse  of  Jesus  does  indeed 
partiy  refer  to  something  which  is  still  future  to  us,  but  either  to  deny  that  he 
places  the  two  series  of  events  in  immediate  chronological  succession,  or  to 
maintain  that  he  has  also  noticed  what  is  intermediate. 

Some  of  the  Fathers  of  the  Church,  as  Irenseus  and  Hilary — yet  living  in 
the  primitive  expectation  of  the  return  of  Christ,  and  at  the  same  time  not  so 
practised  in  regular  exegesis,  as  to  be  incapable  of  overlooking  certain  diffi- 
culties attendant  on  a  desirable  interpretation — referred  the  entire  prediction, 
from  its  commencement  in  Matt.  xxiv.  to  its  end  in  Matt  xxv.,  to  the  still 
luture  return  of  Christ  to  judgment.^  But  as  this  interpretation  admits  that 
Jesus  in  the  commencement  of  his  discourse  uses  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem 
as  a  type  of  the  final  catastrophe,  it  virtually  nullifies  itself.  For  what  does 
that  admission  signify,  but  that  the  discourse  of  Jesus,  in  the  first  instance, 
produces  the  impression  that  he  spoke  of  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem^  ie.  of 
something  now  past,  and  that  only  more  extended  reflection  and  combination 
can  give  it  a  relation  to  something  still  lying  in  futurity  ? 

To  modern  rationalism,  based  as  it  was  on  naturalistic  principles,  the  hope 
of  the  second  advent  of  Christ  was  in  every  form  annihilated.  Hence,  not 
scrupling  at  any  exegetical  violence  for  the  sake  of  removing  from  scripture 
what  was  discordant  with  its  preconceived  system,  it  threw  itself  on  the  oppo- 
site side,  and  hazarded  the  attempt  to  refer  the  discourses  in  question,  in  their 
entire  tenor,  solely  to  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  and  the  events  which 
immediately  preceded  and  followed  it*  According  to  this  interpretation,  the 
end  spoken  of  is  only  the  cessation  of  the  Judeo-Gentile  economy  of  the 
world ;  what  is  said  of  the  advent  of  Christ  in  the  clouds,  is  only  a  figurative 
description  of  the  promulgation  and  triumph  of  his  doctrine ;  the  assembling 
of  the  nations  to  judgment,  and  the  sending  of  some  into  blessedness,  and 
others  into  condemnation,  is  an  image  of  the  happy  consequences  which 
would  result  from  embracing  the  doctrine  and  cause  of  Jesus,  and  the  evil 
consequences  attendant  on  indifference  or  hostility  to  them.  But  in  this 
explanation  there  is  a  want  of  similarity  between  the  symbols  and  the  ideas 
represented,  which  is  not  only  unprecedented  in  itself,  but  particularly  incon- 
ceivable in  this  case ;  since  Jesus  is  here  addressing  minds  of  Jewish  culture, 
and  must  therefore  be  aware  that  what  he  said  of  the  Messiah's  advent  in  the 
clouds,  of  the  judgment,  and  the  end  of  the  existing  period  of  the  world, 
would  be  understood  in  the  most  literal  sense. 

It  thus  appears  that  the  discourse  of  Jesus  will  not  as  a  whole,  admit  of 
being  referred  either  to  the  destruction  of  the  Jewish  state,  or  to  the  events  at 
the  end  of  the  world ;  it  would  therefore  be  necessarily  referred  to  something 
distinct  from  both,  if  this  twofold  impossibility  adhered  alike  to  all  its  parts.  But 
the  case  is  not  so ;  for  while,  on  the  one  hand,  what  is  said  Matt  xxiv.  2,  3, 
15  ff.  of  the  devastation  of  the  temple,  cannot  be  referred  to  the  end  of  the 

*  The  fonner  adv.  hares,  v.  25  ;  the  latter,  Comm.  in  Matth.  in  loc.  Compare  on  the 
diifeient  interpretations  of  this  passage  the  list  in  Schott,  Commtntarius  in  eos  J,  Chr.  ser- 
moneSf  qui  de  reditu  ejus  ad  judicium — agunt^  p.  73  f£ 

*  Bahrdt.,  Uebersetzung  des  N.  T.,  i,  s.  1103,  3te  Ausg. ;  Eckermann,  Handb.  der  Glau- 
benslehre,  2,  s.  579,  3,  s.  427,  437,  709  ff ;  and  others  in  Schott,  ut  sup. 
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world :  on  the  other  hand,  what  is  predicted  xxv.  31  ff.  of  the  judgment  to  be 
held  by  the  Son  of  Man,  will  not  suit  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem.  As, 
according  to  this,  in  the  earlier  part  of  the  discourse  of  Jesus,  the  destruction 
of  Jerusalem  is  the  predominant  subject,  but  in  the  subsequent  part,  the  end 
of  all  things  :  it  is  possible  to  make  a  division,  so  as  to  refer  the  former  to  the 
more  proximate  event,  the  latter  to  the  more  remote  one.  This  is  the  middle 
path  which  has  been  taken  by  the  majority  of  modern  exegetists,  and  here  the 
only  question  is :  where  is  the  partition  to  be  made  ?  As  it  must  present  a 
space  of  time  within  which  the  whole  period  from  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem 
to  the  last  day  may  be  supposed  to  fall,  and  which  therefore  would  include 
many  centuries,  it  must,  one  would  think,  be  plainly  indicated,  so  as  to  be 
easily  and  unanimously  found.  It  is  no  good  augury  for  the  plan,  that  this 
unanimity  does  not  exist, — that,  on  the  contrary,  the  required  division  is  made 
in  widely  different  parts  of  the  discourse  of  Jesus. 

Thus  much  on  the  one  hand  appeared  to  be  decided :  that  at  least  the 
close  of  the  25th  chapter,  from  v.  31,  with  its  description  of  the  solemn 
tribunal  which  the  Messiah,  surrounded  by  his  angels,  would  hold  over  all 
nations,  cannot  be  referred  to  the  time  of  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem.  Hence 
many  theologians  believed  that  they  could  fix  the  boundary  here,  retaining  the 
relation  to  the  end  of  the  Jewish  state  until  xxv.  30,  and  at  this  point  making 
the  transition  to  the  end  of  the  world.^  On  the  very  first  glance  at  this  ex- 
planation, it  must  appear  strange  that  the  great  chasm  which  it  supposes  to 
exist  between  v.  30  and  31,  is  marked  simply  by  a  8c.  Moreover,  not  only 
are  the  darkening  of  the  sun  and  moon,  earthquakes,  and  falling  of  the  stars, 
understood  as  a  mere  image  of  the  subversion  of  the  Jewish  state  and  wor- 
ship ;  but  when  xxiv.  31,  it  is  said  of  the  Messiah,  that  he  will  come  in  the 
doudSy  this  is  supposed  to  mean,  invisibly ;  with  power — only  observable  by 
the  effects  he  produces ;  with  great  glory — with  such  as  consists  in  the  con- 
clusions which  may  be  drawn  from  those  effects ;  while  the  angels  who  gather 
together  the  nations  by  the  sound  of  the  trumpet,  are  supposed  to  represent 
the  apostles  preaching  the  gospel^  Quite  erroneously,  appeal  is  made,  in 
support  of  this  merely  figurative  meaning,  to  the  prophetic  pictures  of  the 
divine  day  of  judgment,  Isa.  xiii.  9  ff.,  xxiv.  18  ff.;  Jer.  iv.  23  f. ;  Ezek. 
xxxii.  7  ff. ;  Joel  iii.  3  ff. ;  Amos  viii.  9 ;  farther,  to  descriptions  "^  such  as 
Judges  V.  20 ;  Acts  ii.,  xvii.  ff.  In  those  prophetic  passages,  real  eclipses  of 
the  sun  and  moon,  earthquakes,  and  the  like,  are  intended,  and  are  described  ' 
as  prodigies  which  will  accompany  the  predicted  catastrophe ;  the  song  of 
Deborah,  again,  celebrates  a  real  participation  of  heaven  in  the  battle  against 
Sisera,  a  participation  which  in  the  narrative^  iv.  15,  is  ascribed  to  God  him- 
self, in  the  song,  to  his  heavenly  hosts ;  lastly,  Peter  expects,  that  the  out- 
pouring of  the  spirit  will  be  succeeded  by  the  appearances  in  the  heavens, 
promised  among  the  signs  of  the  great  day  of  the  Lord, 

The  attempt  to  effect  a  division  near  the  end  of  the  discourse,  at  xxv.  30, 
failing,  from  its  rendering  much  that  goes  before  incapable  of  explanation ; 
the  next  expedient  is  to  retreat  as  far  towards  the  commencement  as  possible, 
by  considering  how  far  it  is  inevitable  to  recognise  a  relation  to  the  immediate 
future.  The  first  resting  place  is  after  xxiv.  28  ;  for  what  is  said,  up  to  this 
point,  of  war  and  other  calamities,  of  the  abomination  in  the  temple,  of  the 

^  This  is  the  opinion  of  Lightfoot,  in  loc,  Flatt,  Comm.  de  notiane  vocis  pcuriXda  rQnf 
odpawiaif,  in  Velthusen's  und  A.  Sammlung  2,  461  fT. ;  Jahn,  Erklarang  der  Weissagongeb 
Jesu  von  der  Zcrstorung  Jerusalems  u.  s.  w.,  in  Bengel's  Archiv.  2,  I,  s.  79  if.,  and  others, 
dted  in  Schott,  s.  75  f. 

'  Thus  especially  Jahn»  in  the  treatise  above  cited. 

7  Kern,  Hauptthatsachen  der  evang.  Geschichte,  Tiib.  Zeitschr.  1836,  2,  s.  140  fT. 
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necessity  for  speedy  flight,  in  order  to  escape  unprecedented  misery,  cannot 
be  divested  of  a  reference  to  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  without  the  greatest 
Tiolence :  while  what  follows  concerning  the  appearance  of  the  Son  of  Man 
in  the  clouds,  etc,  just  as  imperatively  demands  an  application  to  the  last 
day.^  But  in  the  first  place,  it  appears  incomprehensible  how  the  enormous 
interval,  which  on  this  explanation  also  is  supposed  to  fall  between  the  one 
portion  of  the  discourse  and  the  other,  can  be  introduced  between  two  verses, 
of  all  others,  which  Matthew  connects  by  an  adverb  expressive  of  the  shortest 
possible  time  (eu^ccos).  It  has  been  sought  to  remove  this  inconvenience  by 
the  assertion  that  cv^cois  does  not  here  signify  the  quick  succession  of  the  one 
incident  on  the  other,  but  only  the  unexpected  occurrence  of  an  event,  and 
that  consequently,  what  is  here  said  amounts  merely  to  this :  suddenly,  at 
some  period  (how  distant  is  undetermined)  after  the  calamities  attendant  on 
the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  the  Messiah  will  visibly  appear.  Such  an  inter- 
pretation of  cWccw  is,  as  Olshausen  correctly  perceives,  merely  a  desperate 
resource :  but  even  were  it  otherwise,  it  would  afford  no  real  aid,  since  not 
only  does  Mark  in  his  parallel  passage,  v.  24,  by  the  words,  in  those  days^ 
after  that  tribulation^  h  ^KciVots  TdTs  '^fiipai^  /icra  r^v  OXmj/iv  iKtivrjv^  place  the 
events  which  he  proceeds  to  mention  in  uninterrupted  chronological  succession 
with  those  which  he  had  before  detailed ;  but  also,  shortly  after  this  point  in 
each  of  the  narratives  (Matt.  v.  34  parall.),  we  find  the  assurance  that  all  this 
will  be  witnessed  by  the  existing  ^generation.  As  thus  the  opinion,  that  from 
V.  29,  everything  relates  to  the  return  of  Christ  to  judge  the  world,  was 
threatened  with  annihilation  by  v.  34 ;  the  word  ycveo,  as  the  Wolfenbiittel 
Fragmentist'  complains,  was  put  to  the  torture,  that  it  might  cease  to  bear 
witness  against  this  mode  of  division.  At  one  time  it  is  made  to  signify  the 
Jewish  nation  ;  ^^  at  another  the  adherents  of  Jesus ;  ^1  and  of  both  the  one 
and  the  other  Jesus  is  supposed  to  say  that  it  will  (how  many  generations 
hence  being  left  uncertain)  be  still  in  existence  on  the  arrival  of  that  cata- 
strophe. So  to  explain  the  verse  in  question,  that  it  may  not  contain  a 
determination  of  time,  is  even  maintained  to  be  necessary  on  a  consideration 
of  the  context,  v.  35  :  for  as  in  this  Jesus  declares  it  impossible  to  determine 
the  period  of  that  catastrophe,  he  cannot  immediately  before  have  given  such 
a  determination,  in  the  assurance  that  his  cotemporaries  would  yet  live  to  see 
all  of  which  he  had  been  speaking.  But  this  alleged  necessity  so  to  interpret 
the  word  ycvca,  has  long  been  dissipated  by  the  distinction  between  an  inexact 
indication  of  the  space  of  time,  beyond  which  the  event  will  not  be  deferred 
(ycvca),  and  the  precise  determination  of  the  epoch  (17^1^  koI  wpa)  at  which  it 
will  occur ;  the  former  Jesus  gives,  the  latter  he  declares  himself  unable  to 
give.^'  But  the  very  possibility  of  interpreting  ycvca  in  the  above  manner 
vanishes,  when  it  is  considered,  that  in  connexion  with  a  verb  of  time,  and 
without  anything  to  imply  a  special  application,  ycvca  cannot  have  any  other 
than  its  original  sense:  i.e.  generation,  age;  that  in  a  passage  aiming  to 
determine  the  signs  of  the  Messiah's  advent,  it  would  be  very  unsuitable  to 
introduce  a  declaration  which^  instead  of  giving  any  information  concerning 
the  arrival  of  that  catastrophe,  should  rather  treat  of  the  duration  of  the 
Jewish  nation,  or  of  the  Christian  community,  of  which  nothing  had  previously 
been  said;  that,  moreover,  already  at  v.  33,  in  the  words  v/icts  orav  tSiyre 
wdyra  ravro,  yivwrK€T€  k,  r.  X.,  Ye,  when  ye  shall  SEE  all  these  things,  know, 

^  Thus  Storr,  Opusc  acad.  3,  s.  34  flf.  ;  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  a,  s.  346  f.  402  f. 

•  Ut  sup.  s.  188. 
w  Storr,  ut  sup.  s.  39,  116  fT. 
1^  Paulus,  in  loc 
1*  Vid.  Kuinol  in  Matt,  s.  649. 
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etc,^  it  is  presupposed  that  the  parties  addressed  would  witness  the  approach 
of  the  event  in  question ;  and  lastly,  that  in  another  passage  (Matt  xvi.  28 
parall.)  the  certainty  of  living  to  see  the  coming  of  the  Son  of  man  is  asserted 
not  simply  of  this  generation^  ycvca  avny,  but  of  some  standing  here^  rtvcs  twv 
ASc  con/icoTcav,  whereby  it  is  shown  in  the  most  decisive  manner,  that  in  the 
present  passage  also,  Jesus  intended  by  the  above  expression  the  race  of  his 
cotemporaries,  who  were  not  to  have  become  extinct  before  that  catastrophe 
should  occur.  1*  Unable  to  deny  this,  and  yet  anxious  to  separate  as  widely 
as  possible  the  end  of  the  world  here  announced,  and  the  age  of  Jesus,  others 
would  find  in  the  declaration  before  us  nothing  more  than  this :  the  events 
hitherto  described  will  be^n  to  be  fulfilled  in  the  present  age,  though  their 
complete  fulfilment  may  yet  be  deferred  many  centuries.**  But  when  already 
at  v.  8  the  subject  is  said  to  be  the  banning  of  the  tribulation,  while  from 
V.  14  we  have  a  description  of  the  end  of  the  present  period  of  the  world, 
which  that  tribulation  would  introduce,  and  it  is  here  (v.  34)  said,  the  existing 
generation  shall  not  pass  away,  cu?  &v  irarra  ravra  7007x04,  untU  all  these  things 
be  fulfilled :  we  must  inevitably  understand  by  vavro.  ravro,  all  these  things, 
not  merely  the  beginning,  but  also  the  last-mentioned  events  at  the  end  of  the 
world. 

Thus  there  is  still  at  v.  34  something  which  must  be  referred  to  an  event 
very  near  to  the  time  of  Jesus :  hence  the  discourse  of  Jesus  cannot  firom  so 
early  a  point  as  v.  29,  refer  to  the  end  of  the  world,  an  epoch  so  far  distant ; 
and  the  division  must  be  made  somewhat  farther  on,  after  v.  35  or  42.1*  But 
on  this  plan,  expressions  are  thrown  into  the  first  part  of  the  discourse,  which 
resist  the  assigned  application  to  the  time  of  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  ; — 
the  glorious  advent  of  Christ  in  the  clouds,  and  the  assembling  of  all  nations 
by  angels  (v.  30  f.)  must  be  regarded  as  the  same  extravagant  figures,  which 
formerly  forbade  our  acceptance  of  another  mode  of  division. 

Thus  the  declaration  v.  34  which,  together  with  the  preceding  symbolical 
discourse  on  the  fig  tree  (v.  32  f.),  and  the  appended  asseveration  (v.  35), 
must  refer  to  a  very  near  event,  has,  both  before  and  after  it,  expressions  winch 
can  only  relate  to  the  more  distant  catastrophe :  hence  it  has  appeared  to  some 
as  a  sort  of  oasis  in  the  discourse,  having  a  sense  isolated  from  the  immediate 
context.  Schott,  for  instance,  supposes  that,  up  to  v.  26,  Jesus  had  been 
speaking  of  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem ;  that  at  v.  27  he  does  indeed  make 
a  transition  to  the  events  at  the  end  of  the  present  period  of  the  world ;  but 
that  at  V.  32,  he  reverts  to  the  original  subject,  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem; 
and  only  at  v.  36  proceeds  again  to  speak  of  the  end  of  the  world.*^  But  this 
is  to  hew  the  text  in  pieces,  out  of  desperation.  Jesus  cannot  possibly  have 
spoken  with  so  little  order  and  coherence ;  still  less  can  he  have  so  linked  his 
sentences  together  as  to  give  no  intimation  of  such  abrupt  transitions. 

"  Comp.  the  Wolfenbuttel  Fragmentist,  ut  sup.  s.  190  ff.    Schott,  ut  sup.  s.  127  ff. 

"  Kern,  ut  sup.  s.  141  f.  That  Jesus  conceived  the  epoch  at  which  he  spoke  to  be 
separated  from  the  end  of  the  world  by  a  far  longer  interval  than  would  elapse  before  the 
destruction  of  Jerusalem,  Kern  thinks  he  can  prove  in  the  shortest  way  from  v.  14,  of  the 
24th  chapter  of  Matthew,  where  Jesus  says,  And  this  gospel  of  the  kingdom  shall  bt  ^reached 
in  all  the  world  for  a  vfitness  unto  all  nations^  and  then  shall  the  end  come.  For  such  a 
promulgation  of  Christianity,  he  thinks,  it  is  **  beyond  contradiction  "  that  a  far  longer  space 
of  time  than  these  few  lustrums  would  be  requisite.  As  it  happens,  the  apostle  Paiu  himself 
presents  the  contradiction,  when  he  represents  the  gospel  as  having  been  already  preached  to 
that  extent  before  the  destruction  of^  Jerusalem,  e-g.  Col.  L  5  :  toO  cdaTTcXiou,  (6)  rov 
wap6trrot — iv  -waprl  rf  K6cfjufi^{2^) — toO  mtpvxOivTOt  iy  irdro  ^  xrlaei  to  (nrb  r^  obparbf, 
Comp.  Rom.  x,  13. 

"  The  former  is  chosen  by  Siiskind,  vermischte  Aufsatze,  s.  90  fE  ;  the  latter  by  Kuinol, 
in  Matth.,  p.  653  ff. 

*•  See  his  Commentarius,  in  loc. 
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Nor  is  this  imputed  to  him  by  the  most  recent  critics.  According  to  them, 
it  is  the  Evangelist  who  has  joined  together,  not  in  the  best  order,  distinct 
and  heterogeneous  declarations  of  Jesus.  Matthew,  indeed,  admits  Schuiz, 
imagined  that  these  discourses  were  spoken  without  intermission,  and  only 
arbitrariness  and  violence  can  in  this  respect  sever  them  from  each  other ; 
but  hardly  did  Jesus  himself  deliver  them  in  this  consecutive  manner,  and 
with  this  imprint  of  unity. ^^  The  various  phases  of  his  coming,  thinks 
Siefifert,  his  figurative  appearance  at  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  and  his 
literal  appearance  at  the  last  day,  though  they  may  not  have  been  expressly 
discriminated,  were  certainly  not  positively  connected  by  Jesus ;  but  subjects 
which  he  spoke  of  in  succession  were,  from  their  obscurity,  confused  together 
by  the  Evangelist.  ^^  And  as  in  this  instance  there  recurs  the  difference 
between  Matthew  and  Luke,  that  what  Matthew  represents  as  being  spoken 
on  a  single  occasion,  Luke  distributes  into  separate  discourses ;  to  which  it  is 
also  to  be  added,  that  much  of  what  Matthew  gives,  Luke  either  has  not,  or 
has  it  in  a  different  form :  therefore  Schleiermacher^^  believed  himself  war- 
ranted to  rectify  the  composition  of  Matthew  by  that  of  Luke,  and  to  maintain 
that  while  in  Luke  the  two  separate  discourses,  xviL  22  ff.  and  xxi.  5  ff.,  have 
each  their  appropriate  connexion  and  their  indubitable  application,  in  Matthew 
(chap.  xxiv.  and  xxv.),  by  the  blending  of  those  two  discourses,  and  the 
introduction  of  portions  of  other  discourses,  the  connexion  is  destroyed,  and 
the  application  obscured.  According  to  this,  the  discourse,  Luke  xxi.,  taken 
alone,  contains  nothing  which  outsteps  the  reference  to  the  capture  of  Jeru- 
salem and  the  accompanying  events.  Yet  here  also  (v.  27)  we  find  the 
declaration.  Then  shall  they  see  the  Son  of  Man  coming  in  a  cloudy  totc  oij/ovTai 
rov  vlov  rov  SLyOpwnrov  ipx6fji,€yqv  hf  vvf^ikri ;  and  when  Schleiermacher  explains 
this  as  a  mere  image  representing  the  revelation  of  the  religious  significance 
of  the  political  and  natural  events  before  described,  he  falls  into  a  violence  of 
interpretation  which  overturns  his  entire  opinion  as  to  the  mutual  relation  of 
these  accounts.  If,  then,  in  the  connexion  of  the  end  of  all  things  with  the 
destruction  of  Jerusalem,  Matthew  by  no  means  stands  alone,  but  is  coun- 
tenanced by  Luke — to  say  nothing  of  Mark,  whose  account  in  this  instance 
is  an  extract  from  Matthew :  we  may,  it  is  true,  conclude,  that  as  in  other 
discourses  of  Jesus,  so  perhaps  in  this  also,  many  things  which  were  uttered 
at  different  times  are  associated ;  but  there  is  nothing  to  warrant  the  supposi- 
tion, that  precisely  what  relates  to  the  two  events,  which  in  our  idea  are  so 
remote  from  each  other,  is  the  foreign  matter,  especially  since  we  see,  from 
the  unanimous  representation  of  the  remaining  New  Testament  writings,  that 
the  primitive  church  expected,  as  a  speedy  issue,  the  return  of  Christ,  together 
with  the  end  of  the  present  period  of  the  world  (i  Cor.  x.  11,  xv.  51 ;  PhiL 
iv.  5  ;  I  Thess.  iv.  15  ff. ;  James  v.  8 ;  i  Pet  iv.  7  ;  i  John  ii.  18 ;  Rev.  i.  i, 
3,  iiL  II,  xxii.  7,  10,  12,  20). 

Thus  it  is  impossible  to  evade  the  acknowledgment,  that  in  this  discourse, 
M  we  do  not  mutilate  it  ^o  suit  our  own  views,  Jesus  at  first  speaks  of  the 
(destniction  of  Jerusalem,  )and  farther  on  and  until  the  close,  of  his  return  at 
the  end  of  all  things,^  and  that  he  places  the  two  events  in  immediate 
coniiexion.  There  remains,  therefore,  but  one  expedient  for  vindicating  the 
correctness  of  his  announcement,  namely,  on  the  one  hand,  to  assign  the 
coming  of  which  he  speaks  to  the  future,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  to  bring  it 
at  the  same  time  into  the  present — instead  of  a  merely  future,  to  make  it  a 

*^  Ueber  das  Abendmahl,  s.  315  f. 

^  Ueber  den  Urspning  des  ersten  kanon.  Evingel.,  s.  119  ff.    Also  Weisse,  ut  sup. 
**  Ueber  den  Lokas,  s.  215  ff.,  265  ff.     Here  also  his  opinion  is  approved  by  Neander, 
s.  562. 


^  S90  PART  III.      CHAPTER  I.      §    II5. 

\-J  \  \  perpetual  coming.     The  wbele4H§tory  of  the  world,  it  is  said,  since  the  first 

\     '^  \  appearaoceof^-Ghrist^  is  an  invisible  retUffi  off  Ills' part,  a  spiritual  judgment 

'  which  he  holds  over  mankind.     Of  this,  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  (in  our 

passage  until  v.  28)  is  only  the  first  act ;  in  immediate  succession  (cv^oos,  v. 

29  if.)  comes  the  revolution  effected  among  mankind  by  the  publication  of  the 

'  gospel ;  a  revolution  which  is  to  be  carried  on  in  a  series  of  acts  and  epochs, 

until  the  end  of  all  things,  when  the  judgment  gradually  effected  in  the  history 

of  the  world,  will  be  made  known  by  an  all-comprehending,  final  revelation.*^ 

But  the  famous  utterance  of  the  poet,*  spoken  firom  the  inmost  depth  of 

)  modem  conviction,  is  ill-adapted  to  become  the  key  of  a  discourse,  which 
more  than  any  other  has  its  root  in  the  point  of  view  proper  to  the  ancient 
world.  To  regard  the  judgment  of  the  world,  the  coming  of  Christ,  as  some- 
thing successive,  is  a  mode  of  conception  in  the  most  direct  opposition  to  that 
of  the  New  Testament.  The  very  expressions  by  which  it  designates  that 
catastrophe,  as  tAat  day  or  the  last  day^  iKeCvrj  or  ia^orrf  ^/icpa,  show  that  it  is 
to  be  thought^ as  momentary ;  the  (rvvriKeui  rov  aUavoi,  end  of  the  age  (v.  3), 
concerning  the  signs  of  which  the  apostles  inquire,  and  which  Jesus  elsewhere 
(Matt  xiii.  39)  represents  under  the  image  of  the  harvest,  can  only  be  the 
final  close  of  the  course  of  the  world,  not  something  which  is  gradually 
effected  during  this  course ;  when  Jesus  compares  his  coming  to  lightning 
(xxiv.  27),  and  to  the  entrance  of  the  thief  in  the  night  (v.  43),  he  represents 
it  as  one  sudden  event,  and  not  as  a  series  of  events.^  If  we  consider  in 
addition  to  this  the  extravagant  figures,  which  it  is  not  less  necessary  to 
suppose  on  this  interpretation,  than  on  the  above-mentioned  reference  of  the 
24th  chapter  to  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,^  it  will  appear  necessary  to 
abstain  from  this  expedient,  as  firom  all  the  previous  ones.  * 

Thus  the  last  attempt  to  discover  in  the  discourse  before  us  the  immense 
interval  which,  looking  from  our  position  in  the  present  day,  is  fixed  between 
the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  and  the  end  of  all  things,  having  failed ;  we  are 
taught  practically  that  that  interval  lies  only  in  our  own  conception,  which  we  are 
not  justified  in  introducing  into  the  text  And  when  we  consider  that  we  owe 
our  idea  of  that  interval  only  to  the  experience  of  many  centuries,  which  have 
^lapsed  since  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem :  it  cannot  be  difficult  to  us  ^ 

(imagine  how  the  author  of  this  discourse,  who  had  not  had  this  experience, 
might  entertain  the  belief  that  shortly  after  the  fall  of  the  Jewish  sanctuary, 
the  world  itself,  of  which,  in  the  Jewish  idea,  that  sanctuary  was  the  centre, 
would  also  come  to  an  end,  and  the  Messiah  appear  in  judgment  ^ 

*^  Olshausen,  bibl.  Comm.  i,  s.  865  ;  Kern,  ut  sup.  s.  138  fT.  Comp.  Steudel  Glaubonsl. 
s.  479  ff. 

[*  **  Die  Weltgeschichte  ist  das  Weltgericht :  "  Schiller.     Tr.] 

'^  Comp.  especially  Weizel,  die  Zeit  des  jiingsten  Tags  u.  s.  f.  in  den  Studien  der  evang. 
Geistlichkeit  Wurtembergs,  9,  2,  s.  140  fT.,  154  fT. 

*'  According  to  Kern,  the  appearing  of  the  Son  of  Man  in  the  clouds,  signifies  "  the 
manifestation  of  everything  which  forms  so  great  an  epoch  in  the  development  of  the  history 
of  mankind,  that  from  it,  the  agency  of  ,Chnst,  who  is  the  governing  power  in  the  history  of 
mankind,  may  be  as  clearly  recognised  as  if  the  sign  of  Christ  were  seen  in  the  heavens. 
The  mourning  of  all  the  tribes  of  the  earth  is  to  be  understood  of  the  sorrow  with  which  men 
will  be  visited,  owing  to  the  judgment^  KpUrts,  which  accompanies  the  propagation  of  the 
kingdom  of  Christ,  as  consisting  in  an  expulsion  of  ungodliness  out  of  the  world,  and  the 
annihilation  of  the  old  man."  Still  further  does  Weisse  allow  himself  to  be  carried  away  by 
the  allegorizing  propensity  :  Christ  ''  commiserates  those  who  are  with  child  and  who  give 
suck,  i.e.  those  who  would  still  labour  and  produce  in  the  old  order  of  things  ;  he  further 
pities  those  whose  flight  falls  in  the  Mrinter,  i.e.  in  a  rude,  inhospitable  period,  which  bears 
no  fruit  for  the  spirit.^'    (Die  evang.  Gesch.  2,  s.  592.) 
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§  116. 
ORIGIN   OF   THE   DISCOURSES   ON   THE  SECOND   ADVENT. 

The  result  just  obtained  involves  a  consequence,  to  avoid  which  has  been 
the  object  of  all  the  futile  attempts  at  explanation  hitherto  examined :  if, 
namely,  Jesus  conceived  and  declared  that  the  fall  of  the  Jewish  sanctuary 
would  be  shortly  followed  by  his  visible  return  and  the  end  of  the  world,  while 
it  is  now  nearly  1800  years  since  the  one  catastrophe,  and  yet  the  other  has 
not  arrived;  it  follows  that  in  this  particular  he  was  mistaken.  Hence 
expositors,  who  so  far  yield  to  exegetical  evidence,  as  to  agree  with  us  in  the 
above  conclusion  concerning  the  meaning  of  the  discourse  before  us,  seek 
from  dogmatical  considerations  to  evade  this  legitimate  consequence. 

Hengstenberg,  as  is  well  known,  has  advanced,  in  relation  to  the  history  of 
the  Hebrew  prophets,  the  following  theory,  which  has  met  with  approval  from 
other  expositors.  To  the  spiritual  vision  of  these  men,  he  says,  future  things 
presented  themselves  not  so  much  through  the  medium  of  time  as  of  space — 
as  it  were,  ia  great  pictures  J  and  thus,  as  is  the  case  in  paintings  or  perspective 
views,  the  int>fit  distant  object  often  appeared  to  them  to  stand  immediately 
behind  the  nearest,  foreground  and  background  being  intermingled  with  each 
other :  and  this  theory  of  a  perspective  vision  we  are  to  apply  to  Jesus,  es- 
pecially in  regard  to  the  discourse  in  question.^  But  we  may  here  cite  the 
appropriate  remark  of  Paulus,^  that  as  one,  who  in  a  perspective  externally 
presented,  does  not  know  how  to  distinguish  distances,  labours  under  an 
optical  delusion,  i.e.  errs  :  so  likewise  in  an  internal  perspective  of  ideas,  if 
such  there  be,  the  disregard  of  distances  must  be  pronounced  an  error ;  con- 
sequently this  theory  does  not  show  that  the  above  men  did  not  err,  but  rather 
explains  how  they  easily  might  err. 

Even  Olshausen  considers  this  theory,  which  he  elsewhere  adopts,  in- 
sufficient in  the  present  case  to  remove  all  appearance  of  error  on  the  part  of 
Jesus ;  and  he  therefore  seeks  to  derive  special  grounds  of  justification,  from 
the  particular  nature  of  the  event  predicted.^  In  the  first  place  he  regards  it 
as  indispensable  to  the  full  moral  influence  of  the  doctrine  of  Christ's  return, 
that  this  catastrophe  should  be  regarded  as  possible,  nay  probable,  at  any 
moment  This  consideration  may  indeed  justify  such  enunciations  as  Matt 
xxiv.  37  ff.,  where  Jesus  admonishes  to  watchfulness,  because  no  one  can 
know  how  soon  the  decisive  moment  may  arrive ;  but  by  no  means  such  as 
xxiv.  34,  where  he  declares  that  within  the  term  of  the  existing  generation,  all 
will  be  fulfilled.  For  one  whose  mind  is  in  a  healthy  state,  conceives  the 
possible  as  possible,  the  probable  as  probable ;  and  if  he  wishes  to  abide 
by  the  truth,  he  so  exhibits  them  to  others  :  he,  on  the  contrary,  by  whom  the 
merely  possible  or  probable  is  conceived  as  the  real,  is  under  a  mistake ;  and 
he  who,  without  so  conceiving  it  himself,  yet  for  a  moral  or  religious  object, 
so  represents  it  to  others,  permits  himself  to  use  a  pious  fraud.  Olshausen 
further  avails  himself  of  a  position  already  noticed,  namely,  that  the  opinion 
that  the  advent  of  Christ  is  at  hand,  is  a  true  one,  inasmuch  as  the  entire 
history  of  the  world  is  a  coming  of  Christ ;  though  not  so  as  to  exclude  his 
final  coming  at  the  end  of  all  things.  But  if  it  is  proved  that  Jesus  represented 
his  literal,  final  coming  as  near  at  hand,  while,  in  fact,  only  his  figurative  per- 
petual coming  occurred  in  the  period  indicated  :  he  has  confused  these  two 

*  Hengstenberg,  Christologie  des  A.  T.,  i,  a,  s.  305  ff. 

*  Exeg.  Handb.  3,  a,  s.  403.     Comp.  also  Kern,  Hauptthatsachen,  ut  sup.  s.  137. 
>  Bibl.  Comm.  i,  s.  865  ff. 
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modes  of  his  coming.  The  last  argument  which  Olshausen  adduces — ^that 
because  the  acceleration  or  delay  of  the  return  of  Christ  depends  on  the  con- 
duct of  men,  consequently  on  their  free-will,  his  prophecy  is  only  to  be  under- 
stood conditionally — stands  or  falls  with  the  first ;  for  to  represent  something 
conditional  as  unconditional  is  to  create  a  false  impression. 

Sieffert,  likewise,  regards  the  grounds  on  which  Olshausen  seeks  to  free  the 
assertions  of  Jesus  concerning  his  return  from  the  imputation  of  error,  as  in- 
adequate; nevertheless  he  holds  it  an  impossibility  to  the  Christian  con- 
sciousness, to  ascribe  an  erroneous  expectation  to  Jesus.^  In  no  case  would 
this  furnish  a  warrant,  arbitrarily  to  sever  from  each  other  those  elements  in 
the  discourse  of  Jesus  which  refer  to  the  nearer  event,  from  those  which  in 
our  view  refer  to  the  more  remote  one  :  rather,  if  we  had  reasons  for  holding 
such  an  error  on  the  part  of  Jesus  inconceivable,  we  must  deny  in  general 
that  the  discourses  on  the  second  advent,  in  which  those  two  sets  of  materials 
are  so  inextricably  interwoven,  originated  with  him.  But,  looking  from  the 
orthodox  point  of  view,  the  question  is  not :  what  will  it  satisfy  the  Christian 
consciousness  of  the  present  day  to  believe  or  not  to  believe  concerning 
Christ  ?  but,  what  stands  written  concerning  Christ  ?  and  to  this  the  above 
consciousness  must  accommodate  itself  as  it  best  may.  Considering  the  sub- 
ject rationally,  however,  a  feeling  resting  on  presuppositions,  such  as  the  so- 
called  Christian  consciousness,  has  no  voice  in  matters  of  science ;  and  as 
often  as  it  seeks  to  intermeddle  with  them,  is  to  be  reduced  to  order  by  the 
simple  reprimand  :  mulier  taceat  in  ecdesid  I  ^ 

But  have  we  no  other  grounds  for  questioning  that  Jesus  really  uttered  the 
predictions  contained  in  Matt  xxiv.  and  xxv.  parall.  ?  In  pursuing  this  in- 
quiry, we  may  first  take  our  stand  on  the  assertion  of  supranaturalistic  theo- 
logians, that  what  Jesus  here  predicts,  he  could  not  know  in  the  natural  way 
of  reasonable  calculation,  but  only  in  a  supernatural  manner.*  Even  the  main 
fact,  that  the  temple  would  be  destroyed  and  Jerusalem  laid  waste,  could  not, 
according  to  this  opinion,  be  so  certainly  foreknown.  Who  could  conjecture, 
it  is  asked,  that  the  Jews  would  carry  their  frantic  obstinacy  so  far  as  to  render 
such  an  issue  inevitable  ?  Who  could  calculate,  that  precisely  such  emperors, 
would  send  such  procurators,  as  would  provoke  insurrection  by  their  baseness 
and  pusillanimity  ?  Still  more  remarkable  is  it,  that  many  particular  incidents 
which  Jesus  foretold  actually  occurred.  The  wars,  pestilence,  earthquakes, 
famines,  which  he  prophesied,  may  be  shown  in  the  history  of  the  succeeding 
times  j  the  persecution  of  his  followers  really  took  place  ;  the  prediction  that 
there  would  be  false  prophets,  and  even  such  as  would,  by  promises  of 
miracles,  allure  the  people  into  the  wilderness  (Matt,  xxiv,  ii,  24  ff.  parall.), 
may  be  compared  with  a  strikingly  similar  passage  from  Josephus,  describing 
the  last  times  of  the  Jewish  state;''  the  encompassing  of  Jerusalem  with 
armies,  mentioned  by  Luke,  with  the  trench,  X^P^y  which  he  elsewhere  (xix. 
43  ^')  speaks  of  as  being  cast  about  the  city,  may  be  recognized  in  the  circum- 
stance recorded  by  Josephus,  that  Titus  caused  Jerusalem  to  be  enclosed  by 
a  wall ;  ^  lastly  it  may  also  excite  astonishment  that  the  declarations,  there  shall 
not  be  left  one  stone  upon  another,  ovk  d^cft/o-crai  \i6o^  hrl  XiOwj  in  relation  to 

^  Ueber  den  Urspning  u.  s.  f.,  s.  119.    Weisse  advances  a  similar  opinion,  ut  sup. 

^  Compare  also  my  Streitschriften,  1,1,  conclusion. 

'  Comp.  e.g.  Gratz,  Comm.  zum  Matth.  2,  444  if. 

^  Antiq.  xx.  viii.  6  (comp.  bell.  jud.  ii.  xiii.  4.)  :  And  now  these  impostors  and  deceivers 
persuadeathe  multitude  to  follow  them  into  the  wildemess^  and  pretended  that  they  would 
exhihit  manifest  wonders  and  signs  that  should  be  performed  by  the  providence  of  God,  And 
many  that  were  prevculed  on  by  them^  suffered  the  punishments  of  their  folly  ;  for  Felix 
brought  them  back,  and  then  punished  them, 

"  BelL  jud.  V.  xii.  i,  2. 
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the  temple,  and  they  shall  lay  thee  even  with  the  ground^  iSa<f>iowri  a€,  (Luke 
xix.  44),  in  relation  to  the  city,  were  fulfilled  to  the  letter.^ 

When  on  the  orthodox  point  of  view,  from  the  impossibility  of  foreseeing 
such  particulars  in  a  natural  manner,  it  is  concluded  that  Jesus  had  a  super- 
natural insight  into  the  future  ;  this  conclusion  is  here  attended  not  only  with 
the  same  difficulty  as  above,  in  connection  with  the  announcement  of  his 
death  and  resurrection,  but  with  another  also.  In  the  Arst  place,  according 
to  Matthew  (xxiv.  15),  and  Mark  (xiii.  14),  Jesus  represented  the  first  stage  of 
the  catastrophe  as  a  fulfilment  of  the  prophecy  of  Daniel  concerning  an 
abomination  of  desolation,  and  consequently  referred vpan.  ix.  27/(comp.  xi.  31, 
xii.  11)  to  an  event  at  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  by  the  komans.  For 
what  Paulus  maintains, — namely,  that  Jesus  here  only  borrows  an  expression 
from  Daniel,  without  regarding  that  declaration  of  the  prophet  as  a  prophecy 
concerning  something  which  in  his  time  (the  time  of  Jesus)  was  still  future — 
is  here  rendered  especially  inconceivable  by  the  addition  :  let  him  that  readeth 
understand.  Now  it  may  be  regarded  as  an  established  point  in  the  modem 
criticism  and  explanation  of  the  Old  Testament,  that  the  above  passages  in 
Daniel  have  reference  to  the  desecration  of  the  temple  by  Antiochus 
Epiphanes ;  *®  consequently,  the  interpretation  of  them  which  the  Evangelists 
here  lend  to  Jesus  is  a  false  one.  But  to  proceed  to  the  difficulty  which  is 
peculiar  to  the  prophecy  in  Matt,  xxiv.,  xxv. :  only  one  side  of  it,  that  relating 
to  Jerusalem,  has  been  fulfilled ;  the  other,  that  relating  to  the  return  of 
Jesus  and  the  end  of  the  world,  remains  unfulfilled.  Such  a  liaU-truejjropheey^ 
as  this  cannot  have  been  drawn  by  Jesus  from  his  higher  nature,  and  he  must 
have  been  left  in  this  matter  to  his  human  faculties.  But  that  he  should 
be  able,  by  means  of  these,  to  foresee  a  result,  dependent  on  so  many  for- 
tuities as  was  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  with  its  particular  circumstances, 
appears  inconceivable ;  and  hence  the  conjecture  arises,  that  these  discourses, 
in  the  definiteness  which  they  now  possess,  were  not  uttered  prior  to  the 
issue,  consequently  not  by  Jesus,  but  that  they  may  have  been  put  into  his 
mouth  as  prophecies  after  the  issue.  Thus  Kaiser,  for  example,  is  of  opinion 
that  Jesus  threatened  a  terrible  fate  to  the  temple  and  the  nation  by  means  of 
the  Romans,  conditionally,  in  case  the  nation  did  not  accept  salvation  from 
the  Messiah,  and  described  this  fate  in  prophetic  types ;  but  that  the  uncon- 
ditional form  and  the  more  precise  delineations  were  given  to  his  discourse 
post  event  urn.  Credner  also  infers,  from  the  circumstances,  that  incidents  ac- 
companying the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  are  put  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus  as 
prophecies,  that  the  three  first  gospels  cannot  have  been  composed  before  this  j 
event. ^^  It  must  certainly  be  supposed  that  the  prophecy,  as  we  have  it  in  I 
the  two  first  gospels,  was  formed  immediately  after  or  even  during  the  issue,/ 
since  here  the  appearance  of  the  Messiah  is  predicted  as  an  event  that  woula 
^^immediately  succeed  the  fall  of  Jerusalem,  which  in  later  years  could  no  longer 
be  the  expectation.  As  this  immediate  chronological  connexion  of  the  two 
catastrophes  is  not  so  expressly  made  by  LAike,  it  has  been  supp>osed  that  this 
Evangelist  gives  the  prophecy  as  it  was  modified  by  experience,  that  the 
Messiah's  advent  and  the  end  of  the  world  had  in  nowise  followed  close  on 
the  destruction  of  Jerusalem.*^ 

In  opposition  to  these  two  opinions,  that  the  prophecy  in  question  had  a 


i^y 


\) 


*  More  ample  comparisons  of  the  results  mentioned  by  Josephus  and  others,  with  the 
prophecy,  see  in  Credner,  Einleit.  in  das  N.  T.  I,  s.  207. 

^^  Bertholdt,  Daniel  ubersetzt  und  erklart,  2,  s.  668  ff  ;    Paulus,  exeg.   Handb.  3^  a,  s. 
340  f.  ;  De  Wette,  Einleit.  in  das  A.  T.,  §  254  ff. 

"  Kaiser,  bibl.  Theol.  i,  s.  247 ;  Credner,  Einl.  in  das  N.  T.  I,  s.  206  f. 

^*  De  Wette,  Einl.  in  das  N.  T.,  §  97,  loi.     Exeg.  Handb.  i,  i,  s.  204,  i,  2,  s.  103. 
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supernatural  source,  and  that  it  was  only  made  after  the  issue ;  it  is  sought^ 
in  a  third  quarter,  to  show  thai  what  is  here  predicted,  Jesus  might  really  have 
known  in  a  natural  way.^*  While,  on  the  one  hand,  it  is  held  in  the  highest 
degree  astonishing  that  the  result  should  have  so  closely  corresponded  with 
the  most  minute  features  of  the  prophecy  of  Jesus ;  on  the  other  hand,  there 
are  expositors  by  whom  this  correspondence  is  called  in  question.  The 
encompassing  of  Jerusalem  with  armies^  say  they,  is  precisely  what  Titus, 
according  to  Josephus,  pronounces  impossible  to  be  effected;**  it  is  pre- 
dicted that  a  trench  xap«f  would  be  cast  about  the  city,  while  Josephus  in- 
forms us,  that  after  the  first  attempt  at  forming  an  embankment  x^H^  ^^  ^^^^^^ 
rendered  useless,  by  an  act  of  incendiarism  on  the  part  of  the  besieged,*^ 
Titus  desisted  from  his  scheme ;  of  false  Messiahs,  arising  in  the  interval 
between  the  death  of  Jesus  and  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  histoiy  says 
nothing ;  the  commotions  among  nations,  and  the  natural  phenomena,  in  that 
period,  are  far  from  being  so  important  as  they  are  here  represented ;  but 
above  all,  in  these  prophecies,  especially  as  they  are  given  in  Matthew  and 
Mark,  it  is  not  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  which  is  predicted,  but  solely 
that  of  the  temple :  plain  divergencies  of  the  prophecy  from  the  result,  which 
would  not  exist,  if  either  a  supernatural  glance  into  the  future,  or  a  vatidnium 
post  eventum  were  concerned. 

According  to  these  theologians,  we  are  on  the  wrong  track  in  seeking  the 
A  counterpart  of  these  prophecies  forwards,  in  the  result ;  since  it  was  back- 
wards,  on  types  presentedQn  the  pasU  that  the  authors  looked.  A  ifiass  of 
,  ^*  such  types  was  furnished  by  the  Jewisn  conception  of  the  circumstances  which 
V  I  would  precede  the  advent  of  the  Messiah. .  False  prophets  and  Messiahs, 
war,  famine  and  pestilence,  earthquakes  and  commotions  in  the  heavens, 
prevalent  corruption  of  manners,  persecution  of  the  faithful  servants  of 
Jehovah,  were  held  to  be  the  immediate  harbingers  of  the  messianic  kingdom. 
Moreover,  in  the  prophets  there  are  descriptions  of  the  tribulation  which 
would  presage  and  accompany  the  day  of  the  coming  of  Jehovah  (Isa.  xiii. 
9  ff. ;  Joel  i.  15,  ii.  i  ff.  10  if.,  iii.  3  if.,  iv.  15  f. ;  Zeph.  i.  14  ff. ;  Hagg.  iL 
7 ;  Zech,  xiv.  i  ff. ;  Mai.  iii.  i  ff),  or  which  would  precede  the  messianic 
kingdom  of  the  saints  (Dan.  viL-xiL),  as  also  expressions  in  later  Jewish 
writings,*®  so  analogous  with  our  evangelical  prediction,  as  to  put  it  beyond 
question,  that  the  description  which  it  gives  of  the  time  of  the  Messiah's 
\  advent  is  drawn  from  a  circle  of  ideas  which  had  long  been  current  among 
the  Jews. 

Another  question  is,  whether  the  principal  feature  in  the  picture  before  us, 
the  destruction  of  the  temple  and  the  devastation  of  Jerusalem,  as  introduc- 
tory to  the  coming  of  the  Messiah,  may  also  be  shown  to  have  made  part  of 
the.  popular  conception  in  the  time  of  Jesus.  In  Jewish  writings  we  find  the 
notion,  that  the  birth  of  the  Messiah  would  coincide  with  the  destruction  of 
the  sanctuary :  *''  but  this  idea  was  obviously  first  formed  after  the  &11  of  the 
temple,  in  order  that  a  fountain  of  consolation  might  spring  out  of  the  lowest 
depth  of  misery.  Josephus  finds  in  Daniel,  together  with  what  relates  to 
Antiochus,  a  prophecy  of  the  annihilation  of  the  Jewish  state  by  the 
Romans :  *^  but  as  this  is  not  the  primary  object  in  any  of  the  visions  in 

*•  Paulus,  Fritzsche,  De  Wctte  in  loc. 

^^  B.  j.  V.  xii.  I  :  To  encompass  the  whole  city  round  with  his  army^  was  net  very  easy, 
by  reason  of  its  magnitude  and  the  difficulty  of  the  situation;  and  on  other  accoutUs 
dangerous, 

"  B.  j.  V.  xL  I  ft,  xiL  I. 

>"  Vid.  Schottgen,  2,  s.  509  ff. ;  Bertholdt,  §  13  ;  Schmidt,  Biblioth.  i,  s.  24  ff. 

"  Vid.  Schottgen,  2,  s.  525  f. 

^  Antiq.  X.  xi.  7.     After  having  interpreted  the  little  horn  of  Antiochns,  he  briefly 
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Daniel,  Josephus  might  first  make  this  interpretation  after  the  issue,  in  which 
case  it  would  prove  nothing  as  to  the  time  of  Jesus.  Nevertheless,  it  is 
conceivable,  that  already  In  the  time  of  Jesus,  the  Jews  might  attribute  to 
the  prophecies  of  Daniejk  reference  to  events  yet  future,  although  these 
propTCcies  in  fact  related  to  a  far  earlier  period  ;  and  they  might  do  so  on 
the  same  grounds  as  those  on  which  the  Christians  of  the  present  age  still 
look  forward  to  the  full  realization  of.  Matt  xxiv.  and  xxv.  As  immediately 
after  the  fall  of  the  kingdom  made  of  iron  mixed  with  clay,  and  of  the  horn 
that  speaks  blasphemies  and  makes  war  against  the  saints,  the  coming  of  th*^ 
Son  of  man  in  the  clouds,  and  the  commencement  of  the  everlasting  kingdom 
of  the  saints,  is  prophesied,  while  this  result  had  not  by  any  means  succeeded 
the  defeat  of  Antiochus  :  there  was  an  inducement  still  to  look  to  thejuture^ 
not  only  for  the  heavenly  kingdom,  but  also,  since  they  were  niade  Irnmedi- 
ately  to  precede  it,  for  the  calamities  caused  by  the  kingdom  of  iron  and  clay ; 
among  which  calamities,  by  analogy  with  what  was  predicted  of  the  horn, 
the  desecration  of  the  temple  was  conspicuous.  But  while  the  prophecy  in 
Daniel  includes  only  the  desecration  of  the  temple  and  the  interruption  of 
the  worship,  together  with  (the  partial  ^^)  destruQtion  of  the  city :  in  the  dis- 
course before  us  complete  destruction  is  predicted  to  the  temple — and  like- 
wise to  the  city,  not  merely  in  Luke,  where  the  expressions  are  very  marked, 
but  undoubtedly  in  the  two  other  Evangelists  also,  as  appears  to  be  indicated 
by  the  exhortation  to  hasty  flight  from  the  city  ; — which  prediction  of  total 
destruction,  as  it  is  not  contained  in  the  type,  can  apparently  have  been 
gathered  only  from  the  result.  But  in  the  first  place,  the  description  in 
Daniel  with  the  expressions  DP^  and  n^ncpn  (ix.  26  f.,  xii.  11),  which  the 
LXX.  translates  by  i/D^/LUDo-ts,  desolation^  and  Sea^^etjpca,  /  destroy^  may  easily  be 
also  understood  of  a  total  destruction ;  and  secondly,  if  once,  in  connexion 
with  the  sins  of  the  nation,  the  temple  and  city  had  been  destroyed  and  the 
people  carried  away  captive,  every  enthusiastic  Israelite,  to  whom  the  religious 
and  moral  condition  of  his  fellow-countrymen  appeared  corrupt  and  irremedi- 
able, might  thenceforth  expect  and  predict  a  repetition  of  that  former  judgment. 
According  to  this,  even  those  particulars  in  which,  as  we  have  seen  in  the 
foregoing  section,  Luke  surpasses  his  fellow-narrators  in  definiteness,  are  not 
of  a  kind  to  oblige  us  to  suppose,  either  a  supernatural  foreknowledge,  or  a 
vaiicinium  post  eventum  :  on  the  contrary,  all  may  be  explained  by  a  close 
consideration  of  what  is  narrated  concerning  the  first  destruction  of  Jerusalem 
in  2  Kings  xxv. ;  2  Chron.  xxxvi. ;  and  Jer.  xxxix.  52. 

There  is  only  one  point  which  Jesus,  as  the  author  of  this  discourse,  coiHd 
not  have  gathered  from  any  types,  but  must  have  drawn  entirelyifrom  himsem: 
namely,  the  declaration  that  the  catastrophe  which  he  described  would  arrive 
within  the  present  generation.  This  prediction  we  must  hesitate  to  derive 
from  a  supernatural  knowledge,  for  the  reason,  already  noticed,  that  it  is  only 

adds  :  In  the  very  same  manner  Daniel  also  wrote  concerning  the  government  of  the  Romans^ 
and  that  our  country  should  be  made  desolate  by  them.  He  doubtless  supposed  ihat  the  fourth, 
iron  monarchy,  Dan.  ii.  40,  represented  the  Romans,  since,  besides  attributing  it  to  a 
dominion  over  all  the  earth,  he  explains  its  destruction  by  the  stone  as  some'hiag  stiU  future, 
Ant.  X.  X.  4  :  Daniel  did  also  declare  the  meaning  of  the  stone  to  the  King  ;  but  J  do  not  think 
proper  to  relate  it,  since  I  have  only  undertcUten  to  describe  things  past  or  things  present,  but 
not  things  that  are  future.  Now  Daniel  ii.  44  interprets  the  stone  to  mean  the  heavenly 
kingdom,  which  would  destroy  the  iron  one,  but  would  itself  endure  for  ever, — a  messianic 
particular,  on  which  Josephus  does  not  choose  to  dilate.  But  that,  correctly  interpreted,  the 
iron  legs  of  the  image  signify  the  Macedonian  empire,  and  the  feet  of  iron  mixed  with  clay, 
the  Syrian  empire  which  sprang  out  of  the  Macedonian,  see  De  Wette,  Einleit.  in  das  N.  T., 

8  254- 

'•  Vid.  Joseph.,  Antiq.  xii.  v. 


59^  PART   III.      CHAPTER   I.      §   u6. 

half  fulfilled  :  while  the  other  side  of  the  fact,  the  striking  fulfilment  of  at  least 
the  one  half  of  the  prophecy,  might  incline  us  to  distrust  the  supposition  of  a 
merely  natural  calculation,  and  to  regard  this  determination  of  time  as  a 
feature  introduced  into  the  discourse  of  Jesus  after  the  issue.  Meanwhile,  it 
is  clear  from  the  passages  cited  at  the  conclusion  of  the  last  section,  that  the 
apostles  themselves  expected  the  return  of  Christ  to  take  place  within  their 
lifetime ;  and  it  is  not  improbable  that  Jesus  also  belifived^^hat  this  event, 
together  with  the  ruin  of  the  city  and  temple,  which  according  to  Daniel  was 
to  precede  it,  was  very  near  at  hand.  The  more  general  part  of  the  expecta- 
I  tion,  namely,  the  appearing  at  some  future  time  in  the  clouds  of  heaven,  to 
:  awake  the  dead,  to  sit  in  judgment,  and  to  found  an  everlasting  kingdom, 
would  necessarily,  from  a  consideration  of  Daniel,  where  such  a  coming  is 
ascribed  to  the  Son  of  man,  be  contemplated  by  Jesus  as  a  part  of  his  own 
destiny,  so  soon  as  he  held  himself  to  be  the  Messiah ;  while,  with  regard  to 
the  time,  it  was  natural  that  he  should  not  conceive  a  very  long  interval  as 
destined  to  elapse  between  his  first  messianic  coming  in  humiliation,  and  his 
second,  in  glory. 

One  objection  to  the  genuineness  of  the  synoptical  discourses  on  the  second 
advent,  is  yet  in  reserve ;  it  has,  however,  less  weight  in  our  point  of  view 
than  in  that  of  the  prevalent  criticism  of  the  gospels.  This  objection  is  de- 
rived from  the  absence  of  any  detailed  description  of  the  second  advent  of 
Jesus  in  the  Gospet  of  John.*^  It  is  true  that  the  fundamental  elements  of  the 
doctrine  of  Christ's  return  are  plainly  discoverable  in  the  fourth  gospel  also.*^ 
Jesus  therein  ascribes  to  himself  the  offices  of  the  future  judgment,  and  the 
awaking  of  the  dead  (John  v.  21-30);  which  last  is  not  indeed  numbered 
among  the  concomitants  of  the  advent  of  Christ  in  the  synoptical  gospels,  but 
not  seldom  appears  in  that  connexion  elsewhere  in  the  New  Testament  (e.g. 
I  Cor.  XV.  23;  I  Thess.  iv.  16).  When  Jesus,  in  the  fourth  gospel,  some- 
times denies  that  he  is  come  into  the  world  for  judgment  (iii.  17,  viii.  15, 
xii.  47),  this  refers  only  to  his  first  presence  on  earth,  and  is  limited  by  oppo- 
site declarations,  in  which  he  asserts  that  he  is  come  into  the  world  for  judg- 
ment (ix.  39,  comp.  viii.  16),  to  the  sense  that  the  object  of  his  mission  is  not 
to  condemn  but  to  save,  and  that  his  judgment  is  not  individual  or  partial ; 
that  it  consists,  not  in  an  authoritative  sentence  proceeding  subjectively  from 
himself,  but  in  an  objective  act  proceeding  from  the  intrinsic  tendency  of 
things,  a  doctrine  which  is  significantly  expressed  in  the  declaration,  that  him 
who  hears  his  word  without  believing  Ae  judges  not,  but  M^  word,  which  he 
has  spoken,  shall  judge  him  in  the  last  day  (6  Xoyos,  Sv  cXoXiyo-a,  k/mvci  oxrrov  iv 
TQ  ia-xdry  rifkififi,^  xii.  48).  Further,  when  the  Jesus  of  John's  gospel  says  of 
the  believer :  ov  KptVcrai,  he  is  not  judged,  €19  Kpunv  ovk  ipxeraij  he  shall  not 
come  into  judgment  (iii.  18,  v.  24),  this  is  to  be  understood  of  a  judgment 
with  a  condemnatory  issue  \  when  on  the  contrary,  it  is  said  of  the  unbeliever : 
yfin)  KCKpirat,  he  is  judged  already  (iti.  18),  this  only  means  that  the  assigning 
of  the  merited  lot  to  each  is  not  reserved  until  the  future  judgment  at  the  end 
of  all  things,  since  each  one  in  his  inward  disposition  bears  within  himself  the 
fate  which  is  his  due.  This  does  not  exclude  a  future  solemn  act  of  judg- 
ment, wherein  that  whioh  has  at  present  only  a  latent  existence  will  be  made 
matter  of  awful  revelation  ;  for  in  the  very  passage  last  quoted  we  find  the 
consignment  to  condemnation,  and  elsewhere  the  awarding  of  future  blessed- 
ness (v.  28  f.,  vi.  39  f.,  54),  associated  with  the  last  day  and  the  resurrection. 

»  Vid.  Hasc.  L.  J.,  §  130. 

'^  The  passages  bearing  on  this  subject  are  collected  and  explained  in  Schott,  Commen- 
rarius,  etc. ,  p.  364  fT.  Comp.  Liicke,  in  loc.  and  Weizel,  urciiristl.  Unsterblichkeitslebre, 
in  the  Theol.  Studien,  1836,  s.  626  IT. 
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In  like  manner,  Jesus  says  in  Luke  also,  in  the  same  connexion  in  which  he 
describes  his  return  as  a  still  future,  external  catastrophe,  xvii.  20  f.  :  The 
kingdom  of  God  cometh  not  with  observation  ;  neither  shall  they  say^  lo  here  I  or^ 
lo  there  1  for  behold  the  kingdom  of  God  is  ivithin  you,     A  certain  interpreta- 
tion of  the  words  uttered  by  the  Jesus  of  John's  gospel,  supposes  him  even  to 
intimate  that  his  return  was  not  far  distant.     The  expressions  already  men*- 
lioned  in  the  farewell  discourses,  in  which  Jesus  promises  his  disciples  not  to 
leave  them  comfortless,  but,  after  having  gone  to  the  Father,  shortly  (xvii  r6) 
to  come  again  to  them  (xiv.  3,  18),  are  not  seldom  understood  of  the  return 
of  Christ  at  the  last  day ;  **  but  when  we  hear  Jesus  say  of  this  same  return, 
that  he  will  therein  reveal  himself  only  to  his  disciples,  and  not  to  the  world 
(xiv.  19,  comp.  22),  it  is  impossible  to  think  of  it  as  the  return  to  judgment, 
in  which  Jesus  conceived  that  he  should  reveal  himself  to  good  and  bad  with- 
out distinction.     There  is  a  particularly  enigmatical  allusion  to  the-  coming 
of  Christ  in  the  appendix  to  the  fourth  gospel,  chap.  xxi.     On  the  question  of 
Peter  as  to  what  will  become  of  the  apostle  John,  Jesus  here  replies,  If  I  will 
t/iat  he  tarry  till  I  come^  what  is  that  to  thee  ?  (v.  22)  whence,  as  it  is  added, 
the  Christians  inferred  that  John  would  not  die,  since  they  supposed  the 
coming  (epxta-dai)  here  spoken  of,  to  be  the  final  return  of  Christ,  in  which 
those  who  witnessed  it  were  to  be  changed,  without  tasting  death  (i  Cor.  xv. 
51  f.).     But,  adds  the  author  correctively,  Jesus  did  not  say,  the   disciple 
would  not  die,  but  only,  if  he  willed  that  he  should  tarry  till  he  came,  what 
was  that  to  Peter  ?     Hereby  the  Evangelist  may  have  intended  to  rectify  the 
inference  in  two  ways.     Either  it  appeared  to  him  erroneous  to  identify  the 
remaining  until  Jesus  came,  with  not  dying,  i.e.  to  take  the  coming  of  which 
Jesus  here  spoke  for  the  last,  which  would  put  an  end  to  death  ;  and  in  that 
case  he  must  have  understood  by  it  an  invisible  coming  of  Christ,  possibly  in 
the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  :  ^  or,  he  held  it  erroneous  that  what  Jesus  had 
only  said  hypothetically — even  if  he  willed  the  given  case,  that  was  no  con- 
cern of  Petei^s — should  be  understood  categorically,  as  if  such  had  really  been 
the  will  of  Jesus ;  in   which  case  the   ipxofjLoi  would   retain  its  customary 
sense.** 

If,  according  to  this,  all  the  main  features  of  the  doctrine  of  the  second 
advent  are  put  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus  in  the  fourth  gospel  also,  still  we  no- 
wh^ere  A[ld  anythiog  of  the  detailed,  graphic  description  of  the  external  event, 
which  we  read  in  the  synoptical  gospels.  This  relation  between  the  two 
representations,  creates  no  slight  difficulty  on  the  ordinary  view  of  the  origin 
of  the  gospels,  and  especially  that  of  the  fourth.  If  Jesus  really  spoke  of  his 
return  so  fully  and  solemnly  as  the  synoptists  represent  him  to  have  done,  and 
treated  of  the  right  knowledge  and  observation  of  the  signs  as  something  of 
the  highest  importance;  it  is  inconceivable  that  the  author  of  the  fourth  gos- 
]>el  could  pass  over  all  this,  if  he  were  an  immediate  disciple  of  Jesus.  The 
usual  mode  of  accounting  for  such  an  omission,  by  the  supposition  that  he 
believed  this  part  of  the  teaching  of  Jesus  to  be  sufficiently  known  from  the 
synoptical  gospels,  or  from  oral  tradition,  is  the  more  inadequate  here  in  pro- 
portion as  all  which  bears  a  prophetic  character,  especially  when  relating  to 
events  at  once  so  much  longed  for  and  dreaded,  is  exposed  to  misinterpreta- 
lion  ;  as  we  may  see  from  the  rectification  just  noticed,  which  the  author  of 
John  xxi.  found  it  necessary  to  apply  to  the  opinion  of  his  contemporaries 
concerning  the  promise  given  by  Jesus  to  John.  Thus,  in  the  present  case, 
an  explanatory  word  would  have  been  highly  seasonable  and  useful,  especi- 

«  Vid.  Tholuck,  in  loc. 

•*  Comp.  Tholuck,  ut  sup. 

**  Thus  Lucke,  and  also  Tholuck,  in  loc. ;  Schott,  p.  409. 


598  PART  III.     CHAPTER  I.     §   Il6. 

ally  as  the  representation  of  the  first  gospel,  which  made  the  end  of  all  things 
foUovir  immediately  on  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  must  be  the  more  an  oc- 
casion of  doubt  and  offence  the  nearer  the  latter  event  came,  and  in  a  still 
greater  degree  when  it  was  past  And  who  was  more  capable  of  affording 
such  enlightenment  than  the  favourite  disciple,  particularly  if,  according  to 
Mark  xiii.  3,  he  was  the  only  Evangelist  who  had  been  present  at  the  dis- 
course of  Jesus  on  this  subject  ?  Hence,  here  again,  a  special  reason  for  his 
silence  is  sought  in  the  alleged  destination  of  his  gospel  for  non-judaical, 
idealizing  Gnostics,  whose  point  of  view  those  descriptions  would  not  have 
suited,  and  were  therefore  omitted.**  But  precisely  in  relation  to  such 
readers,  it  would  have  been  a  culpable  compliance,  a  confirmation  in  their 
idealizing  tendency,  had  John,  out  of  deference  to  them,  suppressed  the  real 
side  of  the  return  of  Christ.  The  apostle  must  rather  have  withstood  the  pro- 
pensity of  these  people  to  evaporate  the  external,  historical  part  of  Christi- 

^/«nity,  by  giving  due  prominence  to  it ;  as,  in  his  epistle,  ip-opposition  to  their 

/  Docetism,  he  lays  stress  on  the  corporeality  of  Jesus :  so,  in  opposition  to 

their  idealism,  he  must  have  been  especially  assiduous  to  exhibilt  in  the  return 

.  of  Christ  the  external  facts  by  which  it  would  be  signalized.  >anstead  of  this, 
he  himself  speaks  nearly  like  a  Gnostic,  and  constantly  aims,  in  relation  to  the 
return  of  Christ,  to  resoive~fhe  external  and  the  future  into  the  internal  and 
the  present  Hence  there  is  not  so  much  exaggeration,  as  Olshausen  sup- 
poses, in  the  opinion  of  Fleck,  that  the  representation  of  tlie  doctrine  of  Jesus 
concerning  his  return  in  the  synoptical  gospels,  and  that  given  in  the  fourth, 
exclude  each  other ;  *®  for  if  the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel  be  an  apostle, 
the  discourses  on  the  second  advent  which  the  three  tirst  Evangelists  attribute 
to  Jesus,  cannot  have  been  so  delivered  by  him,  and  vice  versi.  We,  how- 
ever, as  we  have  said,  cannot  avail  ourselves  of  this  argument,  having  long 
renounced  the  pre-supposition  that  the  fourth  gospel  had  an  apostolic  origin. 
But  on  our  point  of  view,  we  can  fully  explain  the  relation  which  the  repre- 
sentation of  the  fourth  gospel  bears  to  that  of  the  synoptists.  In  Palestine, 
where  the  tradition  recorded  by  the  three  first  gospels  was  forme'dTthe  doc- 
trine of  a  solemn  advent  of  the  Messiah  which  was  there  prevalent  and  which 
Jesus  embraced,  was  received  in  its  whole  breadth  into  the  Christian  belief : 
whereas  in  the  Hellenistic-theosophic  circle  in  which  the  fourth  gospel  arose, 
this  idea  was  divested  of  its  material  envelopment,  and  the  return  of  Christ 
became  the  ambiguous  medium  between  a  real  and  an  ideal,  a  present  and  a 
future  event,  which  it  appears  in  the  fourth  gospel. 

*'  Olshausen,  I,  s.  870. 

*®  Fleck,  de  regno  divino,  p.  483. 


CHAPTER  IL 

MACHINATIONS  OF  THE  ENEMIES  OF  JESUS ;   TREACHERY  OF  JUDAS  ; 

LAST  SUPPER  WITH  HIS  DISCIPLES. 


§117. 
DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE   RELATION   OF  JESUS  TO  HIS   ENEMIES. 

In  the  three  first  gospels  the  principal  enemies  of  Jesus  are  the  Pharisees  and 
scribes,^  who  saw  in  him  the  most  ruinous  opponent  of  their  institutions ;  to- 
gether with  the  chief  priests  and  elders,  who,  as  the  heads  of  the  external 
temple-worship  and  the  hierarchy  founded  upon  it,  could  have  no  friendly 
feeling  towards  one  who  on  every  opportunity  represented  as  the  main  point, 
the  internal  service  of  God  with  the  devotion  of  the  mind.  Elsewhere  we 
find  among  the  enemies  of  Jesus  the  Sadducees  (Matt.  xvi.  i,  xxii.  23  if. 
parall.  comp.  Matt.  xvi.  6  fT.  parall.),  to  whose  materialism  much  in  his 
opinions  must  have  been  repugnant ;  and  the  Herodian  party  (Mark  iii.  6 ; 
Matt  xxii.  16  parall.)  who,  having  been  unfavourable  to  the  Baptist,  were 
naturally  so  to  his  successor.  The  fourth  gospel,  though  it  sometimes  men- 
tions the  chief  priests  and  Pharisees,  the  most  frequently  designates  the  ene- 
mies of  Jesus  by  the  general  expression  :  ol  'lovSatot,  the  Jews  \  an  expression 
which  proceeds  from  a  later,  Christian  point  of  view. 

The  four  Evangelists  unanimously  relate,  that  the  more  defined  machina- 
tions of  the  Pharisaic-hierarchical  party  against  Jesus,  took  their  rise  from  an 
offence  committed  by  the  latter  against  the  prevalent  rules  concerning  the 
observation  of  the  sabbath.  When  Jesus  had  cured  the  man  with  the  withered 
hand,  it  is  said  in  Matthew  :  the  Pharisees  went  out^  and  held  a  council  against 
him^  hmv  they  might  destroy  him  (xii.  14,  comp.  Mark  iii.  6  ;  Luke  vi.  11) ; 
and  in  like  manner  John  observes,  on  the  occasion  of  the  Sabbath  cure  at  the 
pool  of  Bethesda  :  tJurefore  did  the  Jews  persecute  Jesus^  and  after  mentioning 
a  declaration  of  Jesus,  proceeds  thus :  therefore  the  Jews  sought  the  more  to  kiU 
him  (v.  16,  18). 

But  immediately  after  this  commencing  point,  the  synoptical  account  of  the 
relation  in  question  diverges  from  that  of  John.  In  the  synoptists,  the  next 
oflfence  is  given  by  the  neglect  of  washing  before  meals  on  the  part  of  Jesus 
and  his  disciples,  with  the  sharp  invectives  which,  when  called  to  account  on 
the  subject,  he  launched  forth  against  the  spirit  of  petty  observance,  and  the 
hypocrisy  and  spirit  of  persecution  with  which  it  was  united  in  the  Pharisees 
and  lawyers ;  after  all  which  it  is  said,  that  the  latter  conceived  a  deep  ani- 
mosity against  him^  and  tried  to  sift  him  and  entrap  him  by  dangerous  ques- 
tions, in  order  to  obtain  grounds  of  accusation  against  him  (Luke  xL  37-54, 

^  Winer's  bibl.  Realworterb. 
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corap.  Matt.  xv.  i  fF. ;  Mark  vii.  i  flf.)*  On  his  last  journey  to  Jerusalem,  the 
Pharisees  gave  Jesus  a  warning  against  Herod  (Luke  xiii.  31),  which  appar- 
ently had  no  other  object  than  to  induce  him  to  leave  the  country.  The  next 
important  cause  of  offence  to  the  hierarchical  party,  was  the  striking  homage 
paid  to  Jesus  by  the  people  on  his  entrance  into  Jerusalem,  and  the  purifica- 
tion of  the  temple  which  he  immediately  undertook :  but  they  were  still  with- 
held from  any  violent  measures  towards  him  by  the  strength  of  his  interest 
with  the  people  (Matt  xxi.  15  f. ;  Mark  ix.  18;  Luke  xix.  39,  47  f.),  which 
was  the  sole  reason  why  they  did  not  possess  themselves  of  his  person,  after 
the  severe  manner  in  which  he  had  characterized  them,  in  the  parable  of  the 
husbandmen  of  the  vineyard  (Matt.  xxi.  45  £  paralL).  After  these  events,  it 
scarcely  needed  the  anti-Pharisaic  discourse  Matt  xxiii.  to  make  the  chief 
priests,  the  scribes  and  elders,  ue,  the  Sanhedrim,  assemble  in  the  palace  of 
the  high  priest,  shortly  before  the  passover,  for  a  consultation,  thtit  tfuy  might 
take  Jesus  by  subtlety  and  kill  him  (Matt  xxvi.  3  if.  paralL). 

In  the  fourth  gospel,  also,  the  great  number  of  the  adherents  of  Jesus 
among  the  people  is  sometimes,  it  is  true,  described  as  the  reason  why  his 
enemies  desired  to  seize  him  (vii.  32,  44,  comp.  iv.  i  ff.),  and  his  solemn  en- 
trance into  Jerusalem  embitters  them  here  also  (xii.  19) ;  sometimes  their 
murderous  designs  are  mentioned  without  any  motive  being  stated  (vii.  i,  19, 
25,  viii.  40) :  but  the  main  cause  of  offence  in  this  gospel,  lies  in  the  declar- 
ations of  Jesus  concerning  his  exalted  dignity.  Even  on  the  occasion  of  the 
cure  of  the  lame  man  on  the  Sabbath,  what  chiefly  irritated  the  Jews  was  that 
Jesus  justified  it  by  appealing  to  the  uninterrupted  agency  of  God  as  his 
Father,  which  in  their  opinion  was  a  blasphemous  making  of  himself  equal 
with  Gody  Itrov  cavrov  irotctv  tw  ^c<f  (v.  18) ;  when  he  spoke  of  his  divine 
mission,  they  sought  to  lay  hold  on  him  (vii.  30,  comp.  viii.  20) ;  on  his 
asserting  that  he  was  before  Abraham,  they  took  up  stones  to  cast  at  him 
(viii.  59) ;  they  did  the  same  when  he  declared  that  he  and  the  Father  were 
one  (x.  31),  and  when  he  asserted  that  the  Father  was  in  him  and  he  in  the 
Father,  they  again  attempted  to  seize  him  (x.  39).  But  that  which,  according 
to  the  fourth  gospel,  turns  the  scale,  and  causes  the  hostile  party  to  take  a  for- 
mal resolution  against  Jesus,  is  the  resuscitation  of  Lazarus.  When  this  act 
was  reported  to  the  Pharisees,  they  and  the  chief  priests  convened  a  council 
of  the  Sanhedrim,  in  which  the  subject  of  deliberation  was,  that  if  Jesus  con- 
tinued to  perform  so  many  signs^  (njfj^Laj  all  would  at  length  adhere  to  him, 
and  then  the  Roman  power  would  be  exerted  to  the  destruction  of  the  Jewish 
nation ;  whereupon  the  high  priest  Caiaphas  pronounced  the  momentous 
decision,  that.it  was  better  for  one  man  to  die  for  the  people  than  for  the 
whole  nation  to  perish.  His  death  was  now  determined  upon,  and  it  was 
enjoined  on  every  one  to  point  out  his  abode,  that  he  might  be  arrested  (xi. 
46  ff). 

With  regard  to  this  difference  modern  criticism  observes,  that  we  should 
not  at  all  comprehend  the  tragical  turn  of  the  fate  of  Jesus  from  the  synop- 
tical accounts,  and  that  John  alone  opens  to  us  a  glance  into  the  manner  in 
which,  step  by  step,  the  breach  between  the  hierarchical  party  and  Jesus  was 
widened;  in  short,  that  in  this  point  also  the  representation  of  the  fourth 
gospel  shows  itself  a  pragmatical  one,  which  that  of  the  other  gospels  is  not' 
But  what  it  is  in  which  the  Gospel  of  John  exhibits  superiority  in  gradation 
and  progress,  it  is  difficult  to  see,  since  the  very  first  definite  statement  con- 
cerning the  incipient  enmity  (v.  18)  contains  the  extreme  of  the  offence  (to-w 
iavTov  iroiMv  rw  ^ccjJ,  making  himself  equal  with  God)  and  the  extreme  of  the 

'  Schneckenburger,  iiber  den  Urspr.,  s.  9  f.     Lucke,  I,  s.  133,  159,  2,  s.  402. 
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enmity  (cfijrow  avrov  diroKrcivoi,  fhey  sought  to  kill  him)  ;  so  that  all  which  is 
narrated  further  concerning  the  hostility  of  the  Jews  is  mere  repetition,  and 
the  only  fact  which  presents  itself  as  a  step  towards  more  decided  measures 
is  the  resolution  of  the  Sanhedrim,  chap.  xi.  This  species  of  gradation, 
however,  is  not  wanting  in  the  synoptical  account  also :  here  we  have  the 
transition  from  the  indefinite  laying  wait  for  Jesus,  and  the  communing  what 
might  be  done  to  him  (Luke  xi.  54,  vi.  11),  or  as  it  is  more  precisely  given  in 
Matthew  (xii.  14),  and  in  Mark  (iii.  6),  the  taking  counsel  how  they  might 
destroy  him^  to  the  definite  resolve  as  to  the  manner  (8oAa>)  and  the  time  (/a^ 
Iv  rg  ioprg  Matt  xxvi.  4  f.  parail.). — But  it  is  especially  made  a  reproach  to 
three  first  Evangelists,  that  in  passing  over  the  resurrection  of  Lazarus,  they 
have  omitted  that  incident  which  gave  the  final  impulse  to  the  fate  of  Jesus.^ 
If  we,  on  the  contrary,  in  virtue  of  the  above  result  of  our  criticism  of  this 
miraculous  narrative,  must  rather  praise  the  synoptists,  that  they  do  not 
represent  as  the  turning  point  in  the  fate  of  Jesus,  an  incident  which  never 
really  happened :  so  the  fourth  Evangelist,  by  the  manner  in  which  he  relates 
the  murderous  resolve  to  which  it  was  the  immediate  inducement,  by  no 
means  manifests  himself  as  one  whose  authority  can  be  held  by  us  a  sufficient 
warrant  for  the  truth  of  bis  narrative.  The  circumstance  that  he  ascribes  to 
the  high  priest  the  gift  of  prophecy  (without  doubt  in  accordance  with  a 
superstitious  idea  of  his  age*^),  and  regards  his  speech  as  a  prediction  of  the 
death  of  Jesus,  would  certainly  not  by  itself  prove  that  he  could  not  have 
been  an  apostle  and  eye-witness.^  But  it  has  with  justice  been  held  a  diffi- 
culty, that  our  Evangelist  designates  Caiaphas  as  the  high  priest  of  that  year^ 
dpxi€pw  rov  eviavrov  ixtCvcv  (xi.  49),  and  thus  appears  to  suppose  that  this 
dignity,  like  many  Roman  magistracies,  was  an  annual  one ;  whereas  it  was 
originally  held  for  life,  and  even  in  that  period  of  Roman  ascendancy,  was 
not  a  regular  annual  office,  but  was  transferred  as  often  as  it  pleased  the  arbi- 
trariness of  the  Romans.  To  conclude  on  the  authority  of  the  fourth  gospel, 
in  opposition  to  the  general  custom,  and  notwithstanding  the  silence  of  Jose- 
phus,  that  Annas  and  Caiaphas,  by  a  private  agreement,  held  the  office  for  a 
year  by  turns,^  is  an  expedient  to  which  those  may  resort  whom  it  pleases ;  to 
take  iyiavTov  indefinitely  for  xp^^^f^  is,  from  the  twofold  repetition  of  the 
same  expression,  v.  51  and  xviii.  13,  inadmissible;  that  at  that  period  the 
high  priesthood  was  frequently  transferred  from  one  to  another,  and  some 
high  priests  were  not  allowed  to  remain  in  their  office  longer  than  a  year,®  did 
not  justify  our  author  in  designating  Caiaphas  as  the  high  priest  of  a  particular 
year,  when  in  fact  he  filled  that  post  for  a  series  of  years,  and  certainly  through- 
out the  duration  of  the  public  agency  of  Jesus ;  lastly,  that  John  intended 
to  say  that  Caiaphas  was  high  priest  in  the  year  in  which  Jesus  died,  without 
thereby  excluding  earlier  and  later  years,  in  which  he  also  held  the  office,^  is 
an  equally  untenable  position.  For  if  the  time  in  which  an  incident  occurs 
is  described  as  a  certain  year,  this  mode  of  expression  must  imply,  that  either 
the  incident  the  date  of  which  is  to  be  determined,  or  the  fact  by  which  that 
date  is  to  be  determined,  is  connected  with  the  term  of  a  year.  Thus  either 
the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel  must  have  been  of  the  opinion,  that  from  the 
death  of  Jesus,  to  which  this  decision  of  Caiaphas  was  the  initiative  step,  a 

*  Comp.  besides  the  critics  above  cited,  Hug,  Enleit.  in  das  N.  T.  2,  s.  215. 

*  For  the  most  correct  views  on  this  point  see  Liicke,  2,  s.  407  ff. 

*  As  the  author  of  the  Probabilia  thinks,  s.  94. 
'  Hug,  ut  sup.  s.  221. 

'  Kuinol,  in  loc. 

"  Paulus,  Comnu  4,  s.  579  f. 

*  Liicke,  in  loc 
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plenitude  of  spiritual  gifts,  including  the  gift  of  prophecy  to  the  high  priest  of 
that  period,  was  dispensed  throughout  that  particular  year,^^  and  no  longer ; 
or,  if  this  be  a  far-fetched  explanation,  he  must  have  imagined  that  Caiaphas 
was  high  priest  for  the  term  of  that  year  only.  Liicke  concludes  that  as, 
a<KX)rding  to  Josephus,  the  high  priest  of  that  period  held  his  office  for  ten 
years  successively,  therefore  John  cannot  have  meant,  by  the  expression 
d/ox^e/xvs  Tov  hfiaih-ov  ^icctvov,  that  the  office  of  high  priest  was  an  annual  one ; 
whereas  the  author  of  the  Probabilia,  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  of  this 
meaning  in  the  words  of  the  gospel,  is  fax  more  certain  than  that  John  is  its 
author,  reverses  this  proposition,  and  concludes,  that  as  the  fourth  gospel 
here  presents  an  idea  concerning  the  duration  of  the  office  of  high  priest 
which  could  not  be  entertained  in  Palestine,  therefore  its  author  cannot  have 
been  a  native  of  Palestine.*^ 

Of  the  further  statements  also,  as  to  the  points  in  which  Jesus  gave  offence 
to  the  hierarchy  of  his  nation,  those  which  the  synoptists  have  alone,  or  in 
common  with  John,  are  credible ;  those  which  are  peculiar  to  the  latter,  not 
so.  Among  those  i^Hiich  are  common  to  both  sides,  the  solemn  entrance  of 
Jesus  into  Jerusalem,  and  the  strong  attachment  of  the  people  to  him,  were 
equally  natural  causes  of  offence  with  his  discourses  and  actions  in  opposition 
to  the  sabbatical  institutions,  in  whatever  the  latter  may  have  consisted :  on 
the  contrary,  the  manner  in  which,  according  to  the  fourth  gospel,  the  Jews 
take  offence  at  the  declarations  of  Jesus  concerning  himself  as  the  Son  of 
God,  is,  according  to  our  earlier  analysis,^^  as  inconceivable,  as  it  is  consistent 
\*iih  the  common  order  of  things  that  the  polemical  tone  towards  the  Phari- 
sees which  the  first  Evangelists  all  lend  to  Jesus,  should  irritate  the  party 
attacked.  Thus  no  new  or  more  profound  insight  into  the  causes  and  motives 
of  the  reaction  against  Jesus,  is  to  be  obtained  from  the  fourth  gospel :  but 
the  information  which  the  synoptists  have  preserved  to  us  fully  suffices  to 
make  that  fact  intelligible. 

§  ii8. 

JESUS   AND   HIS   BETRAYER. 

Although  it  had  been  resolved  in  the  council  of  the  chief  priests  and  elders, 
that  the  feast  time  should  be  allowed  to  pass  over  before  any  measures  were 
taken  against  Jesus,  because  any  act  of  violence  against  him  in  these  days 
might  easily  excite  an  insurrection,  on  the  part  of  his  numerous  adherents 
among  the  visitants  to  the  feast  (Matt  xxvi.  5 ;  Mark  xiv.  2) :  yet  this  con- 
sideration was  superseded  by  the  facility  with  which  one  of  his  disciples  offered 
to  deliver  him  into  their  hands.  Judas,  surnamed  'lo-Kaptwnys,  doubtless  on 
account  of  his  origin  from  the  Jewish  city  of  Kerioth^  (Josh.  xv.  25),  went, 
according  to  the  synoptists,  a  few  days  before  the  passover,  to  the  heads  of 
the  priesthood,  and  volunteered  to  deliver  Jesus  quietly  into  their  hands,  for 
w  hich  service  they  promised  him  money,  according  to  Matthew,  thirty  pieces 
of  silver  {dpyvpta,  Matt  xxvi.  14  ff.  parall.).     Of  such  an  antecedent  transac- 

*°  Lightfoot,  in  loc. 

**  Probabil.,  ut  sup. 

"  Vol.  II.  §  62. 

^  Olshausen  gives  us  more  precise  information  concerning  the  descent  of  the  traitor, 
when  he  says  (bibl.  Comm.  2,  s.  458  Anm.) :  '*  Perhaps  the  passage.  Gen.  xlix.  17,  Dan 
shall  h  a  serpent^  an  adder  in  the  path^  that  fnteth  the  horse's  heels^  so  that  his  rider  shall  fall 
backtvardf  is  a  prophetic  intimation  of  the  treachery  of  Judas,  whence  we  might  conclude 
that  he  was  of  the  tribe  of  Dan.'' 
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tion  between  Judas  and  the  enemies  of  Jesus,  the  fourth  gospel  not  only  says 
nodiinfi^,  but  appears  moreover  to  represent  the  matter  as  if  Judas  had  not 
formed  the  determination  of  betraying  Jesus  to  the  priesthood,  until  the  last 
supi^er,  and  had  then  promptly  put  it  into  execution.  The  same  entering 
(eia-cX^ctv)  of  Satan  into  Judas,  which  Luke  (xxii.  3)  places  before  his  first 
interview  with  the  chief  priests,  and  before  any  preparation  had  been  made 
for  Jesus  and  his  disciples  to  eat  the  passover  together,  is  represented  by  the 
author  of  the  fourth  gospel  as  occurring  at  this  meal,  before  Judas  left  the 
company  (xiii.  27) :  a  proof,  as  it  appears,  that  in  the  opinion  of  this  Evan- 
gelist, Judas  now  made  his  first  traitorous  visit.  He  does  indeed  observe, 
before  the  meal  (xiii.  2),  that  the  devil  had  put  it  into  the  heart  of  Judas  to 
betray  Jesus,  and  this  rov  Sia^SoAov  ^ciSAiyicoTo?  €is  t^v  Kop^av  is  commonly 
regarded  as  the  parallel  of  Luke's  tlarjXOt  caTaya^  (Satan  entered  into  him), 
being  understood  to  imply  the  formation  of  the  treacherous  resolve,  in  conse- 
quence of  which  Judas  went  to  the  chief  priests:  but  if  he  had  previously 
been  in  treaty  with  them,  the  betrayal  was  already  completed,  and  it  is  then 
not  easy  to  perceive  what  can  be  meant  by  the  words  wrfjihSw  cts  avroi^  6 
(raTaFa9  on  the  occasion  of  the  last  meal,  since  the  summoning  of  those  who 
were  to  seize  Jesus  was  no  new  dial)oIical  resolution,  but  only  the  execution 
of  that  which  had  already  been  embraced.  The  expression  in  John  v.  27 
only  obtains  an  entirely  consistent  sense  in  distinction  from  v.  2,  when  the 
^oiOuiv  CIS  Tiyv  Kap^iav  in  the  latter,  is  understood  of  the  rising  of  the  thought, 
the  €la-€XO€iv  in  the  former,  of  the  ripening  of  this  thought  into  resolution, 
the  supposition  that  Judas  had  pledged  himself  to  the  chief  priests  before  the 
meal  being  thus  excluded*  In  this  manner,  however,  the  statement  of  the 
synoptists  that  Judas,  some  time  before  the  perpetration  of  his  treacherous 
act,  made  a  bargain  with  the  enemies  of  Jesus,  stands  in  contradiction  with 
that  of  John,  that  he  only  put  himself  in  league  with  them  immediately  before 
the  deed ;  and  here  Liicke  decides  in  favour  of  John,  maintaining  it  to  be 
after  his  departure  from  the  last  supper  (xiii.  30),  that  Judas  made  that  appli- 
cation to  the  chief  priests  which  the  synoptists  (Matt.  xxvi.  i4f.  parall.)  place 
before  the  meal.*  But  this  decision  of  Liicke's  is  founded  solely  on  deference 
to  the  presupposed  authority  of  John  ;  for  even  if,  as  he  remarks,  Judas  could 
very  well  obtain  an  interview  with  the  priests  when  night  had  commenced : 
still,  regarding  the  matter  apart  from  any  presuppositions,  the  probability  is 
beyond  comparison  stronger  on  the  side  of  the  synoptists,  who  allow  some 
time  for  the  affair,  than  on  that  of  John,  according  to  whom  it  is  altogether 
sudden,  and  Judas,  truly  as  if  he  were  possessed,  rushes  out  when  it  is  already 
night  to  treat  with  the  priests,  and  immediately  hurry  to  the  deed. 

Concerning  the  motives  which  induced  Judas  to  league  himself  with  the 
enemies  of  Jesus,  we  learn  from  the  three  first  gospels  no  more  than  that  he 
received  money  from  the  chief  priests.  This  would  indicate  that  he  was 
actuated  by  covetousness,  especially  according  to  the  narrative  in  Matthew, 
where  Judas,  before  he  promises  to  betray  Jesus,  puts  the  question.  What 
will  ye  give  me  ?  Clearer  light  is  thrown  on  this  subject  by  the  statement  of 
the  fourth  gospel  (xii.  4ff.),  that  on  the  occasion  of  the  meal  in  Bethany, 
Judas  was  indignant  at  the  anointing,  as  an  unnecessary  expenditure, — that 
he  carried  the  purse,  and  acted  the  thief  in  that  office ;  whence  it  might  be 
supposed  that  the  avarice  of  Judas,  no  longer  satisfied  by  his  peculations  on 
the  funds  of  the  society,  hoped  to  reap  a  more  considerable  harvest  by 

•  That,  according  to  the  account  in  John,  Judas  first  went  to  the  chief  priests  from  the 
meal,  is  acknowledged  by  Lightfoot  also  (horse,  p.  465),  but  he  on  this  account  regards  the 
meal  described  by  John  as  earlier  than  the  synoptical  one. 

*  Comm.  z.  Job.  2,  s.  484. 
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betraying  Jesus  to  the  rich  and  powerful  sacerdotal  party.  We  must  hold 
ourselves  under  obligation  to  the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel,  that  by  the 
preservation  of  these  particulars,  which  are  wanting  in  the  other  Evangelists, 
he  has  made  the  act  of  Judas  somewhat  more  comprehensible, — so  soon  as 
his  statements  are  shown  to  have  an  historical  foundation.  We  have  shown 
above,  however,  how  improbable  it  is  that,  had  that  censure  really  proceeded 
from  Judas,  the  legend  should  have  lost  this  trait  j*^  how  probable,  on  the 
other  hand,  a  legendary  origin  of  it,  it  is ^ easy  to  discern.  The  meal  at 
Bethany  stood  in  the  evangelical  tradition  near  to  the  end  of  the  life  of  Jesus, 
an  end  brought  about  by  the  treachery  of  Judas; — how  easily  might  the 
thought  arise  in  some  one,  that  the  narrow-minded  censure  of  a  noble  prodi- 
gality could  only  come  from  the  covetous  Judas?  That  the  censure  at  the 
same  time  turned  upon  the  propriety  of  selling  the  ointment  for  the  benefit 
of  the  poor,  could  in  the  mouth  of  Judas  be  only  a  pretext,  behind  which  he 
concealed  his  selfishness :  but  advantage  to  himself  from  the  sale  of  the  oint- 
ment could  not  be  expected  by  him,  unless  he  allowed  himself  to  purloin 
some  of  the  money  saved ;  and  this  again  he  could  not  do  unless  he  were  the 
purse-bearer.  If  it  thus  appear  possible  for  the  statement  that  Judas  was  a 
thief  and  had  the  bag^  to  have  had  an  unhistorical  origin :  we  have  next  tn 
inquire  whether  there  are  any  reasons  for  supposing  that  such  was  actually 
the  case. 

Here  we  must  take  into  consideration  another  point  on  which  the  synoptists 
and  John  differ,  namely,  the  foreknowledge  of  Jesus  that  Judas  would  betray 
him.  In  the  synoptical  gospels,  Jesus  first  manifests  this  knowledge  at  the 
last  supper,  consequently  at  a  time  in  which  the  deed  of  Judas  had  virtually 
been  perpetrated  ;  and  apparently  but  a  short  time  before,  Jesus  had  so  little 
presentiment  that  one  of  the  twelve  would  be  lost  to  him,  that  he  promised 
them  all,  without  exception,  the  honour  of  sitting  on  twelve  thrones  of  judg- 
ment in  the  palingenesia  (Matt.  xix.  28).  According  to  John,  on  the  contrary, 
Jesus  declares  shortly  before  the  time  of  the  last  passover  but  one,  conse* 
quently  a  year  before  the  result,  that  one  of  the  twelve  is  a  detnl,  hidpoko^^ 
meaning,  according  to  the  observation  of  the  Evangelist,  Judas,  as  his  future 
betrayer  (vi.  70)  j  for,  as  it  had  been  observed  shortly  before  (v.  64),  Jesus 
knew  from  the  beginnings — who  should  betray  him.  According  to  this,  Jesus 
knew  from  the  commencement  of  his  acquaintance  with  Judas,  that  this  dis- 
ciple would  prove  a  traitor ;  and  not  merely  did  he  foresee  this  external  issue, 
but  also,  since  he  knew  what  was  in  man  (John  ii.  25),  he  must  have  pene- 
trated the  motives  of  Judas,  namely,  covetousness  and  love  of  money.  And,  if 
so,  would  he  have  made  him  purse-bearer,  i.e.  placed  him  in  a  position  in  which 
his  propensity  to  seek  gain  by  any  means,  even  though  dishonest,  must  have 
had  the  most  abundant  nourishment  ?  Would  he  have  made  him  a  thief  by 
giving  him  opportunity,  and  thus,  as  if  designedly,  have  brought  up  in  him 
a  betrayer  for  himself?  Considered  simply  in  an  economical  point  of  view, 
who  entrusts  a  purse  to  one  of  whom  he  knows  that  he  robs  it?  Then,  in 
relation  to  the  idea  of  Jesus  as  a  moral  teacher,  who  places  the  weak  in  a 
situation  which  so  constantly  appeals  to  his  weak  point,  as  to  render  it  certain 
that  he  will  sooner  or  later  give  way  to  the  temptation  ?  No  truly :  Jesus 
assuredly  did  not  so  play  with  the  souls  immediately  entrusted  to  him,  did  not 
exhibit  to  them  so  completely  the  opposite  of  what  he  taught  them  to  pray 
for,  lead  us  not  into  temptation  (Matt.  vi.  13),  as  to  have  made  Judas,  of  whom 
he  foreknew  that  he  would  become  his  betrayer  out  of  covetousness,  the 
purse-bearer  of  his  society ;  or,  if  he  gave  him  this  office,  he  cannot  have  had 
such  a  foreknowledge. 

<  Vol.  II.  §  89. 
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In  order  to  arrive  at  a  decision  in  this  alternative,  we  must  consider  that 
foreknowledge  separately,  and  inquire  whether,  apart  from  the  treasurership 
of  Judas,  it  be  probable  or  not?  We  shall  not  enter  on  the  question  of  the 
psychological  possibility,  because  there  is  always  freedom  of  appeal  to  the 
divine  nature  of  Jesus ;  but  with  regard  to  the  moral  possibility  it  is  to  be 
asked,  whether  presupposing  that  foreknowledge,  it  be  justifiable  in  Jesus  to 
have  chosen  Judas  among  the  twelve,  and  to  have  retained  him  within  this 
circle  ?  As  it  was  only  by  this  vocation  that  his  treachery  as  such  could  be 
rendered  possible ;  so  Jesus  appears,  if  he  foresaw  this  treachery,  to  have 
designedly  drawn  him  into  the  sin.  It  is  urged  that  intercourse  with  Jesus 
afforded  Judas  the  possibility  of  escaping  that  abyss  :^  but  Jesus  is  supposed 
to  have  foreseen  that  this  possibility  would  not  be  realized.  It  is  further  said 
that  even  in  other  circles  the  evil  implanted  in  Judas  would  not  the  less  have 
developed  itself  in  a  different  form :  a  proposition  which  has  a  strong  tinge  of 
fatalism.  Again ^  when  it  is  said  to  be  of  no  avail  to  a  man  that  the  evil,  the 
germ  of  which  lies  within  him,  should  not  be  developed,  this  appears  to  lead 
to  consequences  which  are  repudiated  by  the  apostle  Paul,  Rom.  iii.  8,  vi.  if. 
And  regardii^g  the  subject  in  relation  to  feeling  merely, — how  could  Jesus 
endure  to  have  a  man,  of  whom  he  knew  that  he  would  be  his  betrayer,  and 
that  all  instruction  would  be  fruitless  to  him,  as  his  constant  attendant  through- 
out the  whole  period  of  his  public  life?  Must  not  the  presence  of  such  a 
person  have  every  hour  interfered  with  his  confidential  intercourse  with  the 
rest  of  the  twelve  ?  Assuredly  they  must  have  been  weighty  motives,  for  the 
sake  of  which  Jesus  imposed  on  himself  anything  so  repugnant  and  difficult. 
Such  motives  or  objects  must  either  have  had  relation  to  Judas,  and  thus  have 
consisted  in  the  design  to  make  him  better — which  however  was  precluded 
by  the  decided  foreknowledge  of  his  crime ;  or  they  must  have  had  relation 
to  Jesus  himself  and  his  work,  i.e.  Jesus  had  the  conviction  that  if  the  work 
of  redemption  by  means  of  his  death  were  to  be  effected,  there  must  be  one  to 
betray  him.*  But  for  the  purpose  of  redemption,  according  to  the  Christian 
theory,  the  death  of  Jesus  was  the  only  indispensable  means :  whether  this 
should  be  brought  about  by  a  betrayal,  or  in  any  other  way,  was  of  no  mo- 
ment, and  that  the  enemies  of  Jesus  must,  earlier  or  later,  have  succeeded  in 
getting  him  into  their  power  without  the  aid  of  Judas,  is  undeniable.  That 
the  betrayer  was  indispensable  in  order  to  bring  about  the  death  of  Jesus 
exactly  at  the  passover,  which  was  a  type  of  himself  ^ — with  such  trivialities 
it  will  scarcely  be  attempted  to  put  us  off  in  these  days. 

If  then  we  are  unable  to  discover  any  adequate  motive  which  could  induce 
Jesus  advertently  to  receive  and  retain  in  his  society  his  betrayer  in  the 
person  of  Judas  :  it  appears  decided  that  he  cannot  beforehand  have  known 
him  to  be  such.  Schleiermacher,  in  order  that  he  may  not  infringe  on  the 
authority  of  John  by  denying  this  foreknowledge,  prefers  doubting  that  Jesus 
chose  the  twelve  purely  by  his  own  act,  and  supposes  that  this  circle  was 
rather  formed  by  the  voluntary  adherence  of  the  disciples :  since  it  would  be 
more  easy  to  justify  the  conduct  of  Jesus,  if  he  merely  refrained  from  rejecting 
Judas  when  he  spontaneously  offered  himself  than  if  he  drew  him  to  himself  by 
free  choice.®  But  hereby  the  authority  of  John  is  still  endangered,  for  it  is  he 
who  makes  Jesus  say  to  the  twelve  :  Ye  have  not  chosen  me,  but  I  have  chosen 
you  (xv.  16,  comp.  vi.  76) ;  moreover,  even  dismissing  the  idea  of  a  decided  act 
of  election,  still  for  any  one  to  remain  constantly  with  Jesus  there  needed  his 

^  See  these  and  the  following  reasons  in  Olshausen,  2,  s.  458  if. 

^  Olshausen,  ut  sup. 

'  Such  an  argument  may  be  gathered  from  what  Olshausen  says,  2,  s.  387,  388. 

*  Ueber  den  Lukas,  s.  88. 
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permissicn  and  sanction,  and  even  these  he  could  not,  acting  humanly,  give  to 
a  man  of  whom  he  knew  that,  by  means  of  this  relation  to  himself,  he  would  be 
enabled  to  mature  the  blackest  crime.  It  is  said,  however,  that  Jesus  put  him- 
self entirely  into  the  Divine  point  of  view,  and  admitted  Judas  into  his  society, 
for  the  sake  of  the  possibility  of  reformation  which  he  yet  foreknew  would 
never  be  realised ;  but  this  would  be  a  Divine  inhumanity, — not  the  conduct 
of  the  God-man.  If,  according  to  this,  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  maintain  as 
historical  the  statement  of  the  fourth  gospel,  that  Jesus  from  the  beginning 
knew  Judas  to  be  his  betrayer  :  so  it  is  equally  easy  to  discern  what  even  with- 
out historical  foundation  might  lead  to  such  a  representation. 

It  would  be  natural  to  suppose,  that  the  fact  of  Jesus  being  betrayed  by 
one  of  his  own  disciples,  would  be  injurious  to  him  in  the  eyes  of  his  enemies, 
even  if  we  did  not  know  that  Celsus,  in  the  character  of  a  Jew,  reproached 
Jesus  that  he  was  betrayed  by  one  of  those  whom  fie  called  his  disciples^  on  h^ 
viv  uiv6fiai€  iia^yjfrCav  irpoihoOyi^  as  a  proof  that  he  was  less  able  to  attach  his 
followers  to  himself  than  every  robber-chief.®  Now  as  the  injurious  conse- 
quences to  be  drawn  from  the  ignominious  death  of  Jesus,  appeared  to  be 
most  completely  obviated  by  the  assertion  that  he  had  long  foreknown  his 
death  :  so,  the  arguments  against  Jesus  derived  from  the  treachery  of  Judas, 
might  seem  to  be  most  effectually  repelled  by  the  statement,  that  he  had 
penetrated  into  the  character  of  the  traitor  from  the  first,  and  could  have 
escaped  what  his  treason  prepared  for  him  ;  since  this  would  involve  the 
inference  that  he  had  exposed  himself  to  the  effects  of  his  faithlessness  by  his 
own  free  will,  and  out  of  higher  considerations.^^  This  method  included  a 
second  advantage^  which  attaches  to  the  enunciator  of  every  prediction 
alleged  to  be  fulfilled,  and  which  the  fourth  Evangelist  naively  makes  his 
Jesus  express,  when,  after  the  exposure  of  the  betrayer,  he  puts  into  his 
mouth  the  words  :  Now  I  tell  you  before  it  come,  that  when  it  is  come  to  pass, 
ye  may  believe  that  I  am  he  (xiii.  19)— In  fact,  the  best  motto  for  every 
vaticinium  post  eventum.  These  two  objects  were  the  more  completely 
attained,  the  earlier  the  period  in  the  life  of  Jesus  to  which  this  foreknowledge 
was  referred  ;  whence  it  is  to  be  explained  why  the  author  of  the  fourth 
gospel,  not  satisfied  with  the  ordinary  representation,  that  Jesus  predicted  his 
betrayal  by  Judas  at  the  last  supper,  placed  his  knowledge  on  this  subject  in 
the  commencement  of  the  connexion  between  him  and  Judas. ^^ 

This  early  knowledge  on  the  part  of  Jesus  concerning  the  treachery  of 
Judas  being  dismissed  as  unhistorical,  there  would  be  room  for  the  statement 
that  Judas  carried  the  purse  of  the  society ;  since  this  particular  only  appeared 
incompatible  with  the  above  foreknowledge,  while,  if  Jesus  was  in  general 
mistaken  in  Judas,  he  might,  under  this  error,  have  entrusted  the  funds  to 
him.  But  by  the  proof  that  the  represenution  of  John,  in  relation  to  the 
knowledge  of  Jesus  concerning  his  betrayer,  is  a  fictitious  one,  its  credibility 
in  this  matter  is  so  shaken,  that  no  confidence  can  be  placed  in  the  other 
statement.  If  the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel  has  embellished  the  relation 
between  Jesus  and  Judas  on  the  side  connected  with  Jesus,  he  can  scarcely 

'  Orig.  c«  Cels.,  ii.  11  f, 

'•  Comp.  Probabil.,  p.  139. 

^^  Stiii  farther  back  we  find,  not  the  knowledge  of  Jesus  concerning  his  betrayer,  but  an 
important  meeting  between  them,  in  the  apocryphal  Evangelium  infatttia  arabicum^  c 
XXXV.  ap.  Fabricius  i,  p.  197  f.,  ap.  Thilo,  i,  p.  108  f.  Here  a  demoniacal  boy,  who  in  his 
attacks  bit  violently  at  everything  around  him,  is  brought  to  the  child  Jesus,  attempts  to 
bite  him,  and  because  he  cannot  reach  him  with  his  teeth  gives  him  a  blow  on  the  right  side, 
whereupon  the  child  Jesus  weeps,  while  Satan  comes  out  of  the  boy  in  the  form  of  a  furious 
dog.  Hie  autemptur^  quijesum  percussii  et  ex  quo  Stitanas  sub  forma  cants  txivityfuit 
fudas  Ischariotes,  qui  iUutn  fudais  prodidit. 
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have  left  the  side  of  Judas  unadorned  ;  if  he  has  introduced  the  fact,  that 
Jesus  was  betrayed^  by  making  Jesus  foresee  this  part  of  his  destiny,  his 
other  statement,  that  Judas  had  beforehand  exhibited  his  avarice  by  a  dis- 
honest use  of  the  common  purse,  may  easily  he  only  an  introduction  to  the 
fact,  that  Jesus  was  betrayed   by  Judas, 

But  even  though  we  renounce  the  information  given  by  John  concerning 
the  character  and  motives  of  Judas :  we  still  retain,  in  the  forementioned 
statement  of  the  synoptists,  the  most  decided  intimation  that  the  chief  motive 
of  his  deed  was  covetousness. 


§  119. 

DIFFERENT  OPINIONS   CONCERNING  THE  CHARACTER   OF  JUDAS,   AND   THE 

MOTIVES   OF   HIS   TREACHERY. 

From  the  earliest  to  the  latest  times  there  have  been  persons,  who  have 
held  opinions  at  issue  with  this  view  of  the  New  Testament  writers  concern- 
ing the  motives  of  Judas,  and  with  their  entirely  reprobatory  judgment  upon 
them  (comp.  Acts  i.  16  ff.)  ;  and  this  divergency  has  arisen  partly  out  of  an 
exaggerated  supranaturalism,  and  partly  out  of  a  rationalistic  bias. 

An  over-strained  supranaturalism,  proceeding  from  the  point  of  view  pre- 
sented in  the  New  Testament  itself,  namely,  that  the  death  of  Jesus,  decreed 
in  the  Divine  plan  of  the  world  for  the  salvation  of  mankind^  might  even 
regard  Judas,  by  whose  treachery  the  death  of  Jesus  was  brought  about,  as  a 
blameless  instrument  in  the  hand  of  Providence,  a  co-operator  in  the  re- 
demption of  mankind.  He  might  be  placed  in  this  light  by  the  supposition 
that  he  had  knowledge  of  that  Divine  decree,  and  that  its  fulfilment  was  the 
object  at  which  he  aimed  in  betraying  Jesus.  We  actually  find  this  mode  of 
viewing  the  subject  on  the  part  of  the  gnostic  sect  of  the  Cainites,  who, 
according  to  the  ancient  writers  on  heresies,  held  that  Judas  had  liberated 
himself  from  the  narrow  Jewish  opinions  of  the  other  disciples  and  attained 
to  the  gnosis,  and  accordingly  betrayed  Jesus  because  he  knew  that  by  his 
death  the  kingdom  of  the  inferior  spirits  who  ruled  the  world  would  be  over- 
thrown.^ Others  in  the  early  church  admitted  that  Judas  betrayed  Jesus  out 
of  covetousness;  maintaining,  however,  that  he  did  not  anticipate  the  death 
of  Jesus  as  a  consequence  of  his  betrayal,  but  supposed  that  he  would,  as  lie 
had  often  previously  done,  escape  from  his  enemies  by  an  exertion  of  his 
supernatural  power  : '  an  opinion  which  forms  the  transition  to  the  modern 
methods  of  justifying  the  traitor. 

As  the  above  mentioned  supranaturalistic  exaltation  of  Judas  by  the 
Cainites  immediately  proceeded  from  their  antagonistic  position  with  respect 
to  Judaism,  in  virtue  of  which  they  had  made  it  a  principle  to  honour  all  who 
were  blamed  by  the  Jewish  authors  of  the  Old  Testament,  and  the  judaizing 
authors  of  the  New,  and  vice  versi :  so  Rationalism  especially  in  its  first 
indignation  at  the  long  subjection  of  the  reason  to  the  fetters  of  authority, 

^  lT«n.  adv.  hser.  I.  35  :  Judam  proditorem — solum  pra  ceteris  cognaueniem  veritatem 
perfecisse  proditionis  mysterium,  per  quern  ei  terrena  et  ccelestia  omnia  dissoluia  dicunt, 
Epiphan.  xxxviii.  3  :  Some  Cainites  say^  that  Judas  betrayed  Jesus  becctuse  he  regarded  him  as 
a  wicked  man  ropffp^^  who  meant  to  destroy  the  good  law :  dWoi  8k  rC^  a&rwiTj  odxt  i/Kuru^, 
dXXd  dyaB^  abrbw  tma  rap48iaKe  Kordi  Hfy  irovpdjfiou  ywQau^  (ypwrw  ydp,  ^^oiWt  ol  Sipxorres, 
dri,  idif  6  Xpurrht  TopeuMi  oravpipf  Ktvovrat,  airrCiw  ^  (LrtfeH^s  Hvpaiur  koX  Twr6f  4"iai  yvvOs  6 
'lovSat^  (ffrewre  Kcd  rdtn-a  ixlpi^tp  Store  rapaSovfou  tubrbvj  dyoBin^  (pyop  Toii^irat  ^/u2>  els 
ffwrripUuf,  kqX  Set  ^ifuLt  imtMeuf  koI  dvodiddrcu  a^iprby  ^Tcuror,  ffri  dc'  airrov  xareoKevdo^  rjfiu' 
ij  ToO  oravpoO  fftarrfpia  xal  1^  Bid  rijs  roia&nit  twoOitrevt  Tiow  dw  droicdXu^ts. 

'  Tbeophylact,  in  Mattb.  xxvii.  4. 
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felt  a  certain  delight  both  in  divesting  of  their  nimbus  those  biblical  persor- 
ages  who  according  to  its  views  had  been  too  zealously  deified  by  orthodoxy, 
and  also  in  defending  and  elevating  those  who  were  condemned  *  or  de- 
preciated by  the  latter.     Hence,  in  the  Old   Testament,  the  exaltation  of 
Esau  over  Jacob,  of  Saul  over  Samuel ;  in  the  New,  of  Martha  over  Mary, 
the  eulogiums  on  the  doubting  Thomas,  and  now  the  apology  even  for  the 
traitor  Judas.     According  to  some,  he  became  a  criminal  out  of  injured 
honour :  the  manner  in  which  Jesus  reproved  him  at  the  meal  at  Bethany, 
and,  in  general,  the  inferior  degree  of  regard  which  he  experienced  in  com- 
parison with  other  disciples,  converted  his  love  for  his  teacher  into  hatred  and 
revenge.'*     Others  have  preferred  the  conjecture  preserved  by  Theophylact, 
that  Judas  may  have  hoped  to  see  Jesus  this  time  also  escape  from   his 
enemies.    Some  have  taken  up  this  idea  in  the  supranaturalistic  sense,  supposing 
it  to  be  the  expectation  of  Judas  that  Jesus  would  set  himself  at  liberty  by  an 
exertion  of  his  miraculous  power ;  *   others  consistently  with  their  point  of 
view  have  supposed  that  Jndas  may  probably  have  expected  that  if  Jesus  were 
taken  prisoner  the  people  would  raise  an  insurrection  in  his  favour  and  set 
him  at  liberty.^     These  opinions  represent  Judas  as  one  who,  in  common  with 
the  other  disciples,  conceived   the   messianic  kingdom   as  an   earthly   and 
political  one,  and  hence  was  discontented  that  Jesus  so  long  abstained  from 
availing  himself  of  the  popular  favour,  in  order  to  assume  the  character  of  the 
messianic  ruler.     Instigated  either  by  attempts  at  bribery  on  the  part  of  the 
Sanhedrim,  or  by  the  humour  of  their  plan  to  seize  Jesus  in  secret  after  the 
feast,  Judas  sought  to  forestall  this  project,  which  must  have  been  fatal  to 
Jesus,  and  to  bring  about  his  arrest  before  the  expiration  of  the  feast  time,  in 
which  he  might  certainly  hope  to  see  Jesus  liberated  by  an  insurrection,  by 
which  means  he  would  be  compelled  at  last  to  throw  himself  into  the  arms  of 
the  people,  and  thus  take  the  decisive  step  towards  the  establishment  of  his 
dominion.     When  he  heard  Jesus  speak  of  the  necessity  of  his  being  captured, 
and  of  his  rising  again  in  three  days,  he  understood  these  expressions  as  an 
intimation  of  the  concurrence  of  Jesus  in  his  plan ;  under  this  mistake,  he 
partly  failed  to  hear,  and  partly  misinterpreted,  his  additional  admonitory 
discourse;    and  especially    understood    the   words:     What  thou  doest^   do 
quickly^  as  an  actual  encouragement  to  the  execution  of  his  design.     He  took 
the  thirty  pieces  of  silver  from  the  priests  either  to  conceal  his  real  intentions 
under  the  appearance  of  covetousness,  and  thus  to  lull  every  suspicion  on 
their  part ;  or,  because,  while  he  expected  an  exaltation  to  one  of  the  first 
places  in  the  kingdom  of  his  master,  he  was  not  unwilling  to  combine  with  it 
even  that  small  advantage.     But  Judas  had  miscalculated  in  two  points : 
first,  in  not  considering  that  after  the  feasting  of  the  paschal  ni^ht,  the  people 
would  not  be  early  on  the  alert  for  an  insurrection  \  secondly,  m  overlooking 
the  probability,  that  the  Sanhedrim  would  hasten  to  deliver  Jesus  into  the 
hands  of  the  Romans,  from   whom  a  popular  insurrection   would  hardly 
suffice  to  deliver  him.     Thus  Judas  is  supposed  to  be  either  an  honest  man 
misunderstood,^  or  a  deluded  one,  who  however  was  of  no  common  character, 
but  exhibited  even  in  his  despair  the  wreck  of  apostolic  greatness ;  ^  or,  he 
is  supposed,  by  evil  means,  indeed,  to  have  sought  the  attainment  of  an 

*  Kaiser,  bibl.  Theol.  I,  s.  249.     Klopstock  gives  a  similar  representation  in  his  Messias. 
^  K.  Ch.  L.  Schmidt,  exeg.  Beitriige,  i,  Thl.  2ter  Versuch,  s.  18  ff. ;  comp.  Schmidt*s 

Bibliothek,  3,  i,  s.  163  ff. 

•  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  b,  s.  451  ff.     L.  J.  I,  b,  s.  143  ff. ;  Hase,  L.  J.|  §  132.     Comp. 
Theile,  zur  Biographie  Jesu,  S  33. 

'  Schmidt,  ut  sup. 
'  Hase. 
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object,  which  was  nevertheless  good.**  Neander  imagines  the  two  opposite 
opinions  concerning  Jesus,  the  supernatural  and  the  natural,  to  have  pre- 
sented themselves  to  the  mind  of  Judas  in  the  form  of  a  dilemma,  so  that  he 
reasoned  thus :  if  Jesus  is  the  Messiah,  a  delivery  into  the  hands  of  his 
enemies  will,  owing  to  his  supernatural  power,  in  no  way  injure  him,  but 
will,  on  the  contrary,  serve  to  accelerate  his  glorification :  if,  on  the  other 
hand,  he  is  not  the  Messiah,  he  deserves  destruction.  According  to  this,  the 
betrayal  was  merely  a  test,  by  which  the  doubting  disciple  meant  to  try  the 
messiahship  of  his  master.® 

Among  these  views,  that  which  derives  the  treachery  of  Judas  from 
wounded  ambition,  is  the  only  one  which  can  adduce  a  positive  indication  in 
its  favour :  namely,  the  repulse  which  the  traitor  drew  on  himself  from  Jesus 
at  the  meal  in  Bethany.  But  against  such  an  appeal  to  this  reproof  we  have 
already,  on  another  occasion,  applied  the  remark  of  the  most  recent  criticism, 
that  its  mildness,  especially  as  compared  with  the  far  more  severe  rebuke 
administered  to  Peter,  Matt.  xvi.  23,  must  forbid  our  attributing  to  it  such  an 
effect  as  the  rancour  which  it  is  supposed  to  have  engendered  in  Judas ;  ^® 
while  that  in  other  instances  he  was  less  considered  than  his  fellow-disciples, 
we  have  nowhere  any  trace. 

All  the  other  conjectures  as  to  what  was  properly  the  motive  of  the  deed  of 
Judas,  can  only  be  supported  by  negative  grounds,  i.e.  grounds  which  make 
it  improbable  in  general  that  his  project  had  a  bad  aim,  and  in  particular, 
that  his  motive  was  covetousness ;  a  positive  proof,  that  he  intended  to 
further  the  work  of  Jesus,  and  especially  that  he  was  actuated  by  violent 
political  views  of  the  Messiah's  kingdom,  is  not  to  be  discovered. — That 
Judas  had  in  general  no  evil  designs  against  Jesus  is  argued  chiefly  from  the 
fact,  that  after  the  delivery  of  Jesus  to  the  Romans,  and  the  inevitableness  of 
his  death  had  come  to  his  knowledge,  he  fell  into  despair ;  this  being  re- 
garded as  a  proof  that  he  had  expected  an  opposite  result  But  not  only 
does  the  unfortunate  result  of  crime,  as  Paulus  thinks,  but  also  its  fortunate 
result,  that  is,  its  success,  "  exhibit  that  which  had  before  been  veiled  under 
a  thousand  extenuating  pretexts,  in  all  the  blackness  of  its  real  form.''  Crime 
once  become  real,  once  passed  into  act,  throws  off  the  mask  which  it  might 
wear  while  it  remained  merely  ideal,  and  existed  in  thought  alone ;  hence,  as 
little  as  the  repentance  of  many  a  murderer,  when  he  sees  his  victim  lie  before 
him,  proves  that  he  did  not  really  intend  to  commit  the  murder ;  so  little 
can  the  anguish  of  Judas,  when  he  saw  Jesus  beyond  rescue,  prove  that  he 
had  not  beforehand  contemplated  the  death  of  Jesus  as  the  issue  of  his  deed. 

But,  it  is  further  said,  covetousness  cannot  have  been  the  motive  of  Judas ; 
for  if  gain  had  been  his  object,  he  could  not  be  blind  to  the  fact  that  the 
continued  charge  of  the  purse  in  the  society  of  Jesus,  would  yield  him  more 
than  the  miserable  thirty  pieces  of  silver  (from  20  to  25  thalers,*  of  our 
money),  a  sum  which  among  the  Jews  formed  the  compensation  for  a  wounded 
slave,  being  four  months'  wages.  But  these  thirty  pieces  of  silver  are  in  vain 
sought  for  in  any  other  narrator  than  Matthew.  John  is  entirely  silent  as  to 
any  reward  offered  to  Judas  by  the  priests  ;  Mark  and  Luke  speak  indefinitely 
of  money  apyvpioVf  which  they  had  promised  him ;  and  Peter  in  the  Acts  (i.  iS) 
merely  mentions  a  reward,  fUfrOo^,  which  Judas  obtained.  Matthew,  however, 
who  alone  has  that  definite  sum,  leaves  us  at  the  same  time  in  no  doubt  as  to 
the  historical  value  of  his  statement.  After  relating  the  end  of  Judas  (xxvii. 
9  f.),  he  cites  a  passage  from  2^chariah  (xi.  12  f. ;  he  ascribes  it  by  mistake 

•  Paulus.  •  Neander,  L.  J.  Chr.,  s.  578  f. 

><>  Vol.  II.  §  88  ;  comp.  Hase,  ut  sup. 
[*  The  German  Thaler  (Rixtbaler)  is  equivalent  to  about  three  shillings.    Tr.] 

Q  Q 
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to  Jeremiah),  wherein  likewise  thirty  pieces  of  silver  appear  as  a  price  at 
which  some  one  is  valued.     It  is  true  that  in  the  prophetic  passage  the  thirty 
pieces  of  silver  are  not  given  as  purchase  money,  but  as  hire ;  he  to  whom 
they  are  paid  is  the  prophet,  the  representative  of  Jehovah,  and  the  small ness 
of  the  sum  is  an  emblem  of  the  slight  value  which  the  Jews  s^t  upon  the 
divine  benefits  so  plentifully  bestowed  on  them.^^     But  how  easily  might 
this  passage,  where  there  was  mention  of  a  shamefully  low  price  (ironically  a 
goodly  price  ■^i?!^  ^^^\  at  which  the  Israelites  had  rated  the  speaker  in  the 
prophecy,  remind  a  Christian  reader  of  his  Messiah,  who,  in  any  case,  had 
been  sold  for  a  paltry  price  compared  with  his  value,  and  hence  be  led  to 
determine  by  this  passage,  the  price  which  was  paid  to  Judas  for  betraying 
Jesus.**     Thus  the  thirty  pieces  of  silver^  rpidKovra  d^vpia,  present  no  support 
to  those  who  would  prove  that  it  could  not  be  the  reward  which  made  Judas  a 
traitor ;  for  they  leave  us  as  ignorant  as  ever  how  great  or  how  small  was  the 
reward  which  Judas  received.     Neither  can  we,  with  Neander,  conclude  that 
the  sum  was  trifling  from  Matt,  xxvii.  6  ff. ;  Acts  i.  18,  where  it  is  said  that 
a  ^e/d,  dypos  or  x^P*-^^^  ^^^  purchased  with   the   reward   assigned   to   the 
treachery  of  Judas  ;  since,  even  apart  from  the  historical  value  of  that  state- 
ment, hereafter  to  be  examined,  the  two  expressions  adduced  may  denote  a 
larger  or  a  smaller  piece  of  land,  and  the  additional  observations  of  Matthew, 
that  it  was  destined  to  bury  strangers  in^  €ts  ratf^rfv  roh  (evoi^  will  not  allow  us 
to  think  of  a  very  small  extent.     How  the  same  theologian  can  discover  in 
the  statement  of  the  two  intermediate  Evangelists,  that  the  Jewish  rulers  had 
promised  Judas  moneys  d^pyvpiav,  an  intimation  that  the  sum  was  small,  it  is 
impossible  to  conceive. — Far  more  weighty  is  the  observation  above  made  with 
a  different  aim,  that  Jesus  would  scarcely  have  appointed  and  retained  as  purse- 
bearer  one  whom  he  knew  to  be   covetous   even   to  dishonesty ;    whence 
Neander  directly  infers  that  the  fourth  Evangelist,  when  he  derived  the  re- 
mark of  Judas  at  the  meal  in   Bethany  from  his  rovetousness,  put  a  false 
construction  upon  it,  in  consequence  of  the  idea  which  ultimately  prevailed 
respecting  Judas,  and  especially  added  the  accusation,  that  Judas  robbed  the 
common  fund,  out  of  his  own  imagination.^^     But  in  opposition  to  this  it  is 
to  be  asked,  whether  in  Neander^s  point  of  view  it  be  admissible  to  impute 
to  the  apostle  John,  who  is  here  understood  to  be  the  author  of  the  fourth 
gospel,  so  groundless  a  calumny — for  such  it  would  be  according  to  Neander*s 
supposition  ;  and,  in  our  point  of  view,  it  would  at  least  be  more  natural  to 
conclude,  that  Jesus  indeed  knew  Judas  to  be  fond  of  money,  but  did  not 
until  the  last  believe  him  to  be  dishonest,  and  hence  did  not   consider  him 
unfit  for  the  post  in  question.     Neander  observes  in  conclusion  :  if  Judas 
could  be  induced  by  money  to  betray  Jesus,  he  must  have  long  lost  all  true 
faith  in  him.     This  indeed  follows  of  necessity,  and  must  be  supposed  in 
every  view  of  the  subject ;  but  this  extinction  of  faith  could  of  itself  only  lead 
him  to  go  back^  i.-rrtKBtlv  tU  ra  omcrta  (John  vi.  66) ;  in  order  to  prompt  him 
to  meditate  treachery  there  must  be  a  further,  special  incitement,  which,  in- 
trinsically,  might  just  as   well  be  covetousness,   as   the  views  which  are 
attributed  to  him  by  Neander  and  others. 

That  covetousness,  considered  as  such  an  immediate  motive,  suffices  to 
explain  the  deed  of  Judas,  I  will  not  maintain  ;  I  only  contend  that  any 
other  motives  are  neither  stated  nor  anywhere  intimated  in  the  gospels,  and 
that  consequently  every  hypothesis  as  to  their  existence  is  built  on  the  air.^^ 

"  Rosenmiiller,  Schol.  in  V.  T.  7,  4,  s.  318  ff. 

^'  Even  Neander  thinks  this  a.  possible  origin  of  the  above  statement  in  the  first  gospel,  s. 
574,  Anm. 
**  L.  J.  Chr.,  s.  573.  "  Comp.  also  Fritische,  in  Mallh.,  p.  759  f. 
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§  120. 
PREPARATION   FOR  THE   PASSOVER. 

On  the  first  day  of  unleavened  bread,  in  the  evening  of  which  the  paschal 
lamb  was  to  be  slain,  consequently,  the  day  before  the  feast  properly  speak- 
ing, which  however  commenced  on  that  evening,  i.e.  the  14th  of  Nisan,  Jesus, 
according  to  the  two  first  Evangelists,  in  comph'ance  with  a  question  ad- 
dressed to  Him  by  the  disciples,  sent — Matthew  leaves  it  undecided  which 
and  how  many,  Mark  says,  two  disciples,  whom  Luke  designates  as  Peter  and 
John — to  Jerusalem  (perhaps  from  Bethany),  to  bespeak  a  place  in  which 
iie  might  partake  of  the  passover  with  them,  and  to  make  the  further  arrange- 
ments (Matt.  xxvi.  17  if.  parall.).  The  three  narrators  do  not  altogether  agree 
as  to  the  directions  which  Jesus  gave  to  these  disciples.  According  to  all,  he 
sends  them  to  a  man  of  whom  they  had  only  to  desire,  in  the  name  of  their 
master  StSao-KoXo?,  a  place  in  which  to  celebrate  the  passover,  in  order  at  once 
to  have  their  want  supplied  :  but  first,  this  locality  is  more  particularly  de- 
scribed by  the  two  intermediate  Evangelists  than  by  Matthew,  namely  as  a 
large  upper  room^  which  was  already  furnished  and  prepared  for  the  reception 
of  guests  ;  and  secondly,  the  manner  in  which  they  were  to  find  the  owner, 
is  described  by  the  former  otherwise  than  by  the  latter.  Matthew  makes 
Jesus  merely  say  to  the  disciples,  that  they  were  to  go  to  such  a  man,  T^pm  rov 
htlva :  the  others,  that,  being  come  into  the  city,  they  would  meet  a  man 
bearing  a  pitcher  of  water ^  whom  they  were  to  follow  into  the  house  which  he 
should  enter,  and  there  make  their  application  to  the  owner. 

In  this  narrative  there  have  been  found  a  multitude  of  difficulties,  which 
Gabler  has  assembled  in  a  special  treatise.^  At  the  very  threshold  of  the 
narrative  it  occasions  surprise,  that  Jesus  should  not  have  thought  of  any 
preparation  for  the  passover  until  the  last  day,  nay,  that  he  should  even  then 
have  needed  to  be  reminded  of  it  by  the  disciples,  as  the  two  first  Evangelists 
tell  us  :  for  owing  to  the  great  influx  of  people  at  the  time  of  the  passover 
(2,700,000,  according  to  Josephus),^  the  accommodations  in  the  city  were  soon 
disposed  of,  and  the  majority  of  the  strangers  were  obliged  to  encamp  in  tents 
before  the  city.  It  is  the  more  remarkable,  then,  that,  notwithstanding  all 
this  the  messengers  of  Jesus  find  the  desired  chamber  disengaged,  and  not  only 
so,  but  actually  kept  in  reserve  by  the  owner  and  prepared  for  a  repast,  as  if 
he  had  had  a  presentiment  that  it  would  be  bespoken  by  Jesus.  And  so 
confidently  is  this  reckoned  on  by  Jesus  that  he  directs  his  disciples  to  ask 
the  owner  of  the  house, — not  whether  h^  can  obtain  from  him  a  room  in 
which  to  eat  the  passover,  but  merely — where  the  guest-chamber  appropriated 
to  this  purpose  may  be  ?  or,  if  we  take  Matthew's  account,  he  directs  them  to 
say  to  him  that  he  will  eat  the  passover  at  his  house ;  to  which  it  must  be 
added  that,  according  to  Mark  and  Luke,  Jesus  even  knows  what  kind  of 
chamber  will  be  assigned  him,  and  in  what  part  of  the  house  it  is  situated. 
But  the  way  in  which,  according  to  these  two  Evangelists,  the  two  disciples 
were  to  find  their  way  to  the  right  house,  is  especially  remarkable.  The 
words  v3ray€T€  tU  Trjv  voKlv  wpo^  rov  Sctva  in  Matthew  (v.  18),  sound  as  if  Jesus 
had  named  the  person  to  whom  the  disciples  were  to  go,  but  that  the  narrator 
either  would  not  or  could  not  repeat  it :  whereas  in  the  two  other  Evan- 
gelists, Jesus  indicates  the  house  into  which  they  were  to  enter,  by  means  of 

^  Ueberdie  Anordnung  des  letzten  Paschamahls  Jesu,  in  his  Deust.  theol.  Journal,  2,  5, 
s.  441  ff. 

*  Bell.  jud.  vi.  ix.  3. 
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a  person  whom  they  would  meet  carrying  a  vessel  of  water.  Now  how  could 
Jesus  in  Bethany,  or  wherever  else  he  might  be,  foreknow  this  accidental 
circumstance,  unless,  indeed,  it  had  been  pre-concerted  that  at  this  particular 
time  a  servant  from  the  house  should  appear  with  a  vessel  of  water,  and  thus 
await  the  messengers  of  Jesus  ?  To  the  rationalistic  expositors  everything  in 
our  narrative  appeared  to  point  to  a  preconcerted  arrangement;  and  this 
being  presupposed,  they  believed  that  all  its  difficulties  would  at  once  be 
solved.  The  disciples,  dispatched  so  late,  could  only  find  a  room  disengaged  if 
it  had  been  previously  bespoken  by  Jesus;  he  could  only  direct  them  to  address 
the  owner  of  the  house  so  categorically,  if  he  had  already  previously  made  an 
arrangement  with  him  ;  this  would  explain  the  precise  knowledge  of  Jesus  as 
to  the  locality,  and,  lastly,  (the  point  from  which  this  explanation  sets  out), 
his  certainty  that  the  disciples  would  meet  a  man  carrying  water  from  that 
particular  house.  This  circumlocutory  manner  of  indicating  the  house,  which 
might  have  been  avoided  by  the  simple  mention  of  the  owner's  name,  is  sup- 
posed to  have  been  adopted  by  Jesus,  that  the  place  where  he  intended  to 
keep  the  passover  might  not  be  known  before  the  time  to  the  betrayer,  who 
would  otherwise  perhaps  have  surprised  him  there,  and  thus  have  disturbed 
the  repast* 

But  such  is  not  at  all  the  impression  produced  by  the  evangelical  narrative. 
Of  a  preconcerted  arrangement,  of  a  previous  bespeaking  of  the  apartmept,  it 
says  nothing ;  on  the  contrary,  the  words,  they  found  as  ht  had  said  unto  them^ 
in  Mark  and  Luke,  seem  intended  to  convey  the  idea  that  Jesus  was  able  to 
predict  everything  as  they  afterwards  actually  found  it ;  a  solicitous  foresight 
is  nowhere  indicated,  but  rather  a  miraculous  foreknowledge.  Here,  in  fact, 
as  above  in  the  procuring  of  the  animal  for  the  entrance  into  Jerusalem,  we 
have  a  twofold  miracle  :  first,  the  fact  that  everything  stands  ready  to  supply 
the  wants  of  Jesus,  and  that  no  one  is  able  to  withstand  the  power  of  his 
name ;  secondly,  the  ability  of  Jesus  to  take  cognizance  of  distant  circum- 
stances, and  to  predict  the  merest  fortuities.^  It  must  create  surprise  that, 
forcibly  as  this  supranaturalistic  conception  of  the  narrative  before  us  urges 
itself  upon  the  reader,  Olshausen  himself  seeks  to  elude  it,  by  arguments  which 
would  nullify  most  of  the  histories  of  miracles,  and  which  we  are  accustomed 
to  hear  only  from  rationalists.  To  the  impartial  expositor,  he  says,'  the  nar- 
rative does  not  present  the  slightest  warrant  for  a  miraculous  interpretation 
(we  almost  fancy  ourselves  transported  into  the  commentary  of  Paulus) ;  if 
the  narrators  intended  to  recount  a  miracle,  they  must  have  expressly 
observed  that  no  previous  arrangement  had  been  made  (precisely  the  rational- 
istic demand — ^if  a  cure  were  meant  to  be  recognised  as  a  miracle,  the  appli- 
cation of  natural  means  must  have  been  expressly  denied) ;  moreover  the 
object  of  such  a  miracle  is  not  to  be  discerned,  a  strengthening  of  the  faith 
of  the  disciples  was  not  then  necessary,  nor  was  it  to  be  effected  by  this  un- 
important miracle,  after  the  more  exalted  ones  which  had  preceded  it : — 
grounds  on  which  the  thoroughly  similar  narrative  of  the  procuring  of  the  ass 
for  the  entrance,  which  Olshausen  upholds  as  a  miracle,  would  be  equally 
excluded  from  the  sphere  of  the  supernatural. 

The  present  narrative,  indeed,  is  so  strikingly  allied  to  the  earlier  one  just 

*  Thus  Gabler,  ut  sup.  ;  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.,  3,  b,  s.  781  ;  Kern,  Hauptthatsachen, 
Tiib.  Zeitschr.  1836,  3,  s.  3  f. ;  Neander,  s.  583. 

^  Beza,  in  Matth.  xxvi.  18,  correctly,  save  that  he  supposes  too  special  a  reference  to  the 
approaching  sufferings  of  Jesus,  thus  represents  the  object  of  this  prediction :  ut  tnagis  ac 
magis  itUdligermt  discipuli^  nihil  temere  in  urbe  magistro  ezfeniurum^  sedqua  ad  minuttssi- 
mas  usque  circumstantitis  penitus  perspecta  habereL 

'  Bibl.  Comm.  2,  s.  385  f.     Comp.  in  opposition  to  this  De  Wette,  in  loc. 
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mentioned,  that  in  relation  to  their  historical  reality,  the  same  judgment  must 
be  passed  on  both.  In  the  one  as  in  the  other,  Jesus  has  a  want,  the  speedy 
supply  of  which  is  so  cared  for  by  God,  that  Jesus  foreknows  to  the  minutest 
particular  the  manner  in  which  it  is  to  be  supplied ;  in  the  one  he  needs  a 
guest  chamber,  as  in  the  other  an  animal  on  which  to  ride ;  in  the  one  as  in 
the  other,  he  sends  out  two  disciples,  to  bespeak  the  thing  required  ;  in  the 
one  he  gives  them  as  a  sign  by  which  to  find  the  right  house — b,  man  carrying 
water  whom  they  are  to  meet^  as  in  the  other  they  have  a  sign  in  the  circum- 
stance of  the  ass  being  tied  where  two  roads  meet ;  in  the  one  as  in  the 
other,  he  directs  his  disciples  simply  to  mention  him  to  the  owner,  in  the  one 
case  as  the  master,  ScSao-KoAo?,  in  the  other,  as  the  /ord^  tcvpvo^,  in  order  to 
ensure  unhesitating  compliance  with  his  demand ;  in  both  instances  the 
result  closely  corresponds  to  his  prediction.  In  the  narrative  more  imme- 
diately under  our  consideration,  as  in  the  earlier  one,  there  is  wanting  an 
adequate  object,  for  the  sake  of  which  so  manifold  a  miracle  should  have  been 
ordained ;  while  the  motive  which  might  occasion  the  development  of  the 
miraculous  narrative  in  the  primitive  Christian  legend  is  obvious.  An  Old 
Testament  narrative,  to  which  we  have  already  had  occasion  to  refer  in  con- 
nexion with  the  earlier  miracle,  is  still  more  strikingly  recalled  by  the  one 
before  us.  After  disclosing  to  Saul  that  he  was  destined  to  be  King  of  Israel, 
Samuel,  as  a  sign  of  the  truth  of  this  more  remote  announcement,  foretells 
whom  Saul  will  meet  on  his  return  homewards  :  namely,  first  two  men  with  the 
information  that  his  father's  asses  are  found ;  then  three  others,  who  will  be 
carrying  animals  for  sacrifice,  bread  and  wine,  and  will  offer  him  some  of  the 
bread,  etc.  (i  Sam.  x.  i  f£) :  whence  we  see  by  what  kind  of  predictions  the 
Hebrew  legend  made  its  prophets  attest  their  inspiration. 

As  regards  the  relation  of  the  gospels  to  each  other,  the  narrative  of 
Matthew  is  commonly  placed  far  below  that  of  the  two  other  synoptists,  and 
regarded  as  the  later  and  more  traditional.^  The  circumstance  of  the  man 
carrying  water,  especially,  is  held  to  have  belonged  to  the  original  fact,  but 
to  have  been  lost  in  tradition  before  the  narrative  reached  Matthew,  who 
inserted  in  its  place  the  enigmatical  virayerc  vpo^  rov  StZva,  go  to  such  a  man. 
But  we  have  seen,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  8cim  presents  no  difficulty  ;  while 
the  circumstance  of  the  water-bearer  is  in  the  highest  degree  enigmatical.^ 
Still  less  is  the  omission  of  Matthew  to  designate  the  two  commissioned  dis- 
ciples as  Peter  and  John,  an  indication  that  the  narrative  of  the  third  gospel 
is  the  more  original  one.  For  when  Schleiermacher  says  that  this  trait  might 
easily  be  lost  in  the  course  of  transmission  through  several  hands,  but  that  it 
could  scarcely  have  been  added  by  a  later  hand, — the  latter  half  of  his  pro- 
position, at  least,  is  without  foundation.  There  is  little  probability  that  Jesus 
should  have  assigned  so  purely  economical  an  ofhce  to  the  two  most  eminent 
disciples;  whereas  it  is  easy  to  conceive  that  in  the  first  instance  it  was 
simply  narrated,  as  by  Matthew,  that  Jesus  sent  the  disciples  or  some  disciples^ 
that  hereupon  the  number  was  fixed  at  twOy  perhaps  from  the  narrative  of  the 
procuring  of  the  ass,  and  that  at  length,  as  the  appointment  had  relation  to  a 
task  which  was  ultimately  of  high  importance, — the  preparing  of  the  last 
meal  of  Jesus, — these  places  were  filled  by  the  two  chief  apostles,  so  that  in 
this  instance  even  Mark  appears  to  have  kept  nearer  to  the  original  fact,  since 
he  has  not  adopted  into  his  narrative  the  names  of  the  two  disciples,  which 
are  presented  by  Luke. 

*  Schulz,  iiber  das  Abendmahl,  s.  321 ;  Schleiermacher,  Uber  dea  Lukas,  s.  280 ;  Weisse, 
die  evang.  Gesch.,  s.  600  f. 

'  Vid.  Theile.  uber  die  letzte  Mahlzfcii  Jesu,  in  \Viner*s  and  Engelhardt*s  neuem  krit. 
Journal,  2,  s.  169,  Anns.,  and  rar  Biographie  Jesu,  §  31. 
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§  121. 
DIVERGENT  STATEMENTS   RESPECTING  THE  TIME  OF  THE   LAST  SUPPER. 

Not  only  does  the  fourth  Evangelist  omit  all  mention  of  the  above  arrange- 
ments for  the  paschal  meal ;  he  also  widely  diverges  from  the  synoptists  in 
relation  to  the  meal  itself.  Independently  of  the  difference  which  runs 
throughout  the  description  of  the  scene,  and  which  can  only  be  hereafter 
considered,  he  appears,  in  regard  to  the  time  of  the  meal,  to  represent  it  as 
occurring  before  the  passover,  as  decidedly  as  it  is  represented  by  the  synop- 
tists to  be  the  paschal  meal  itself. 

When  we  read  in  the  latter,  that  the  day  on  which  the  disciples  were 
directed  by  Jesus  to  prepare  for  the  meal,  was  already  the  first  day  of  un- 
leavened bready  17  trfmni  ru>F  d^vftcoK,  w?un  the  passover  must  be  killed^  cv  ^  13a 
6v€frB{u  TO  TTao-xa  (Matt.  xxvi.   17   parall.) :  we  cannot  suppose  the  meal  in 
question  to  have  been  any  other  than  the  paischal ;  further,  when  the  disciples 
ask  Jesus,  Wliere  unit  thou  that  we  prepare  for  thee  to  eat  the  passover^    vov 
^cXcis  iTOifidatafiiv  cot  <t>ay€iv  to  Trcur^a ;  when  it  is  hereupon   said   of  the 
disciples,  that  they  made  ready  the  passover^  '^oifiaxrav  to  iracrxa  (Matt.  v.  19 
parall),  and  of  Jesus,  that  when  et'ening  was  come,  he  sat  down  with  the  twelve y 
wj/Ca^  y€yofi€yrf^  ay€K€iro  fiera  rtay  BioBtKa  (v.  20)  :  the  meal  to  which  they  here 
sat  down  appears  to  be  marked  out  even  to  the  superfluity  as  the  paschal,  even 
if  Luke  (xxii.  15)  did  not  make  Jesus  open  the  repast  with  the  words :   JVlth 
desire  I  have  desired  to  eat  this  passover  with  you^  iinOvfiiti.  iTr^Ovfirfa-a  tovto  to 
TTtto-xa  <l>ay€Lv  fuff  vfuav, — When,  on  the  other  hand,  the  fourth  gospel  com- 
mences its  narrative  of  the  last  meal  with  the  statement  of  time  :  be/ore  the 
feast  of  the  passover  J  wpo  3c  r^s  copras  rov  irda^a,  (xiii.  i) ;  the  suppen  Stiirvovy 
which  is  mentioned  immediately  after  (v.  2),  appears  also  to  happen  before 
the  passover;  especially  as  throughout  John's  description  of  this  evening, 
which,  especially  in  relation  to  the  discourses  accompanying  the  meal,  is  very 
ample,  there  is  not  any  notice  or  even  allusion,  to  indicate  that  Jesus  was  on 
this  occasion  celebrating  the  passover.     Further,  when  Jesus  after  the  meal 
addresses  the  traitor  with  the  summons,  what  thou  doest,  do  quickly^  this  is 
misunderstood  by  the  rest  of  the  disciples  to  mean.  Buy  those  things  that  we 
have  need  of  against  thefeast^  tUryfv  loprqy  (v.  29).    Now  the  requirements  for 
the  feast  related  chiefly  to  the  paschal  meal,  and  consequendy  the  meal  just 
concluded  cannot  have  been  the  paschal.     Again,  it  is  said,  xviii.  28,  that  on 
the  following  morning,  the  Jews  would  not  enter  the  Gentile  praetorium,  lest 
they  should  be  defiled ;  but  that  they  might  eat  the  passover ^  tva  fn;  /uav^akru^, 
dAA'  ii^o,  <l>aywn  to  wdtrxa :  whence  it  would  seem  that  the  paschal  meal  was 
yet  in  prospect     To  this  it  may  be  added  that  this  same  succeeding  day,  on 
which  Jesus  was  crucified,  is  called  the  preparation  of  the  passover^  vctpaa-Ktm] 
rov  vdaxfh  ^'^'  ^^^  ^^V  ^^  ^^^  evening  of  which  the  paschal  lamb  was  to  be 
eaten ;  moreover,  when  it  is  said  of  the  second  day  after  the  meal  in  question, 
being  that  which  Jesus  passed  in  the  grave :  that  sabbath  day  was  an  high  day, 
rjy  yap  luyaXtj  iy  i^/xcpa  ckcifovtov  fyafi^aTov  (xix.  31)  ;  this  peculiar  solemnity 
appears  to  have  proceeded  from  the  circumstance,  that  on  that  sabbath  fell 
the  first  day  of  the  passover,  so  that  the  paschal  lamb  was  not  eaten  on  the 
evening  on  which  Jesus  was  arrested,  but  on  the  evening  of  his  burial. 

These  divergencies  are  so  important,  that  many  expositors,  in  order  to  pre- 
vent the  Evangelists  from  falling  into  contradiction  with  each  other,  have 
here  also  tried  the  old  expedient  of  supposing  that  they  do  not  speak  of  the 
same  thing — that  John  intends  to  describe  an  altogether  different  repast  from 
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that  of  the  synoptists.  According  to  this  view,  the  Scmtvov  of  John  was  an 
ordinary  evening  meal,  doubtless  in  Bethany ;  on  this  occasion  Jesus  washed 
the  disciples'  feet,  spoke  of  the  betrayer,  and  after  Judas  had  left  the  com- 
pany, added  other  discourses  of  a  consoling  and  admonitory  tendency,  until 
at  length,  on  the  morning  of  the  14th  of  Nisan,  he  summoned  the  disciples  to 
depart  from  Bethany  and  proceed  to  Jerusalem,  in  the  words  :  Artu,  let  us  go 
funce  (xiv.  31).  Here  the  synoptical  account  may  be  interposed,  since  it 
represents  the  two  disciples  as  being  sent  forward  to  Jerusalem  to  prepare  for 
the  paschal  meal,  and  then  records  its  celebration,  concerning  which  John 
is  silent,  and  only  takes  up  the  thread  of  the  narrative  at  the  discourses  de- 
livered after  the  paschal  meal  (xv.  i  ff.).*  But  this  attempt  to  avoid  contra- 
diction by  referring  the  respective  narratives  to  totally  different  events,  is 
counteracted  by  the  undeniable  identity  of  many  features  in  the  two  meals. 
Independently  of  isolated  particulars  which  are  found -alike  in  both  accounts, 
it  is  plain  that  John,  as  well  as  the  synoptists,  intends  to  describe  the  last 
meal  of  which  Jesus  partook  with  his  disciples.  This  is  implied  in  the  intro- 
duction to  John's  narrative ;  for  the  proof  which  is  there  said  to  be  given  of 
Jesus  having  loved  his  own  unto  the  end,  tU  tcXos,  may  be  the  most  suitably 
referred  to  his  last  moments  of  companionship  with  them.  In  like  manner, 
the  discourses  after  the  meal  point  to  the  prospect  of  immediate  separation ; 
and  the  meal  and  discourses  are,  in  John  also,  immediately  followed  by  the 
departure  to  Gethsemane  and  the  arrest  of  Jesus.  It  is  true  that,  according 
to  the  above  opinion,  these  last-named  incidents  are  connected  only  with 
those  discourses  which  were  delivered  on  the  occasion  of  the  later  meal, 
omitted  by  John  (xv.  17)  :  but  that  between  xiv.  31  and  xv.  i  the  author  of 
the  fourth  gospel  intentionally  omitted  the  whole  incident  of  the  paschal 
meal,  is  a. position  which,  although  it  might  appear  to  explain  with  some 
plausibility  the  singular  ^yctpca^c,  aymiitv  ci^cv^cv,  Artse^  let  us  go  hence,  no  one 
will  now  seriously  maintain.  But  even  admitting  such  an  ellipsis,  there  still 
remains  the  fact  that  Jesus  (xiii.  38)  foretells  to  Peter  his  denial  with  this 
determination  of  time  :  ov  fii7  dXcKroip  ^v^oi;,  the  cock  shall  not  crow,  which 
he  could  only  make  use  of  at  the  last  meal,  and  not,  as  is  here  presupposed, 
at  an  earlier  one.* 

Thus  this  expedient  must  be  relinquished,  and  it  must  be  admitted  that  all 
the  Evangelists  intend  to  speak  of  the  same  meal,  namely,  the  last  of  which 
Jesus  partook  with  his  disciples.  And  in  making  this  admission,  the  fairness 
which  we  owe  to  every  author,  and  which  was  believed  to  be  due  in  a  peculiar 
degree  to  the  authors  of  the  Bible,  appeared  to  demand  an  enquiry  whether, 
although  they  represent  one  and  the  same  event  with  great  divergencies  in 
several  respects,  yet  nevertheless  both  sides  may  not  be  correct.  To  obtain 
an  affirmative  result  of  this  inquiry  it  must  be  shown,  as  regards  the  time, 
either  that  the  three  first  Evangelists,  as  well  as  the  fourth,  do  not  intend  to 
describe  a  paschal  meal,  or  that  the  latter,  as  well  as  the  former,  does  so  in- 
tend. 

In  an  ancient  Fragment '  it  is  sought  to  solve  the  problem  in  the  first 
method,  by  denying  that  Matthew  places  the  last  meal  of  Jesus  at  the  proper 
time  for  the  paschal  meal,  the  evening  of  the  14th  of  Nisan,  and  his  passion 
on  the  first  day  of  the  feast  of  the  passover,  the  15  th  of  Nisan  ;  but  one  does 


^  Thus  Lightfoot,  horse,  p.  463  ff. ;  Hess,  Geschichte  Jesu,  2,  s.  273  ft ;  also  Venturini 
3,  s.  634  ff. 
.    *  An  insofficient  outlet  from  this  difficulty  is  pointed  out  by  Lightfoot,  p.  482  f. 

'  Fragm.  ex  Claudii  Apollinaris  libro  de  Paschate,  in  Chron.  Paschal  ed.  da  Fresne. 
Paris,  1688,  p.  6  f.  prsef. 
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not  see  how  the  express  indications  respecting  the  passover  in  the  synoptists 
can  be  neutralized. 

Hence  it  has  been  a  far  more  general  attempt  in  recent  times,  to  draw  John 
to  the  side  of  the  other  Evangelists.^      His  expression  before  the  feast  of  the 
passover^  irph  t^s  copr^  tov  iracrxa  (xiii.  i),  was  thought  to  be  divested  of  its 
difficulty  by  the  observation  that  it  is  not  immediately  connected  with  the 
supper  ScMTvoF,  but  only  with  the  statement  that  Jesus  knew  that  his  hour  was 
come,  and  that  he  loved  his  own  unto  the  end ;   it  is  only  in  the  succeeding 
verse  that  there  is  any  mention  of  the  meal,  to  which  therefore  that  determin- 
ation of  time  does  not  refer.     But  to  what  then  can  it  refer  ?  to  the  knowledge 
that  his  hour  was  come  ?   this  is  only  an  incidental  remark  ;   or  to  the  love 
which  endured  to  the  end  ?  but  to  this  so  special  a  determination  of  time  can 
only  refer,  if  an  external  proof  of  love  be  intended,  and  such  an  one  is  pre- 
sented in  his  conduct  at  the  meal,  which  consequently  remains  the  point  to 
which  that  determination  of  the  day  must  apply.     It  is  therefore  conjectured 
farther  that  the  words  irpo  r^  kofrnj^  were  used  out  of  accommodation  to  the 
Greeks  for  whom  John  wrote  :  since  that  people  did  not,  like  the  Jews,  begin 
their  day  with  the  evening,  the  meal  taken  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  day  of 
the  passover,  would  appear  to  them  to  be  taken  on  the  evening  before  the 
passover.     But  what  judicious  writer,  if  he  supposes  a  misconstruction  possible 
on  the  part  of  the  resuder,  chooses  language  which  can  only  serve  to  encourage 
that  misconstruction  ?    A  still  more  formidable  difficulty  is  presented  by  xviii. 
28,  where  the  Jews,  on  the  morning  after  the  imprisonment  of  Jesus,  will  not 
enter  the  judgment  hall  lest  they  should  be  defiled^  but  that  they  may  eat  the 
passover^  dAA'  fya  <t>dytocri  to  ir<urxa.      Nevertheless  it  was  supposed  that  pas- 
sages such  as  Deut.  xvi.  i,  2,  where  all  the  sacrifices  to  be  killed  during  the 
time  of  the  passover  are  denoted  by  the  expression  np^,  authorise  the  inter- 
pretation of  TO  vafTxa  in  this  place  of  the  remaining  sacrifices  to  be  offered 
during  the  paschal  week,  and  especially  of  the  Chagiga,  which  was  to  be  con- 
sumed towards  the  end  of  the  first  feast  day.      But  as  Mosheim  has  correctly 
remarked,  from  the  fact  that  the  paschal  lamb,  together  with  the  rest  of  the 
sacrifices  to  be  offered  during  the  feast  of  the  passover  was  designated  irwrx<h 
it  by  no  means  follows  that  these  can  be  so  designated  with  the  exclusion  of 
I  he  paschal  lamb.^      On  the  other  hand,  the  friends  of  the  above  view  have 
sought  to  show  the  necessity  of  their  mode  of  interpretation,  by  observing 
that  for  the  eating  of  the  passover  which  was  celebrated  late  in  the  evening, 
consequently  at  the  commencement  of  the  succeeding  day,  the  entering  of  a 
Gentile  house  in  the  morning,  being  a  defilement  which  lasted  only  through 
the  current  day,  would  have  been  no  disqualification ;  but  that  it  would  have 
been  such  for  the  partaking  of  the  Chagiga,  which  was  eaten  in  the  afternoon, 
consequently  on  the  same  day  on  which  the  defilement  was  contracted  ;   so 
that  only  this,  and  not  the  passover,  can  have  been  intended.      But  first,  we 
do  not  know  whether  entrance  into  a  Gentile  house  was  a  defilement  for  the 
day  merely ;   secondly,  if  such  were  the  case,  the  Jews,  by  a  defilement  con- 
tracted in  the  morning,  would  still  have  disqualified  themselves  from  partici- 
pating in  the  preparatory  proceedings,  which  fell  on  the  afternoon  of  the  14th 
of  Nisan ;  as,  for  example,  the  slaying  of  the  lamb  in  the  outer  court  of  the 
temple.     Lastly,  in  order  to  interpret  the  passage  xix.    14  in  consistency 
with  their  own  view,  the  harmonists  understand  the  preparation  of  the  passover^ 
vapaj(rK€VTj  tov  irdarxa,  to  mean  the  day  of  preparation  for  the  sabbath  in  the 
Easter  week ;  a  violence  of  interpretation  which  at  least  finds  no  countenance 

*  See  especially  Tholuck  and  Olshausen,  in  loc. ;  Kern,  Hauptthatsachen,  Tiib.  Zeitsdir. 

1836,  3.  «.  5  ff- 

*  Diss,  de  verat  notione  ocense  Domini,  annexed  to  Cud  worth,  syst.  intelU  p.  22,  not.  i. 
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in  xix.  31,  where  the  wapaa'K€vrf  is  said  to  be  the  preparation  for  the  sabbath, 
since  from  this  passage  it  only  appears,  that  the  Evangelist  conceived  the  first 
day  of  the  passover  as  occurring  that  year  on  the  sabbath.* 

These  difficulties,  which  resist  the  reference  of  the  narrative  in  John  to  a 
real  paschal  meal^  appeared  to  be  obviated  by  a  presupposition  derived  from 
Lev.  xxiii.  5  ;  Num.  ix.  3 ;  and  a  passage  in  Josephus ;  ^  namely,  that  the 
paschal  lamb  was  eaten,  not  on  the  evening  from  the  14th  to  the  15th,  but  on 
that  from  the  13th  to  the  14th  of  Nisan,  so  that  between  the  paschal  meal  and 
the  first  feast  day,  the  15th  of  Nisan,  there  fell  a  working  day,  the  14th.  On 
this  supposition,  it  would  be  correct  that  the  day  following  the  last  paschal 
meal  taken  by  Jesus,  should  be  called,  as  in  John  xix.  14,  fAe  preparation  of 
the  passover^  irapa(rK€Wf  rov  irourxo,  because  it  was  actually  a  day  of  preparation 
for  the  feast  day ;  it  would  also  be  correct  that  the  following  sabbath  should 
be  called  fie/dXr)  (xix.  31),  since  it  would  coincide  with  the  first  day  of  the 
feast^  But  the  greatest  difficulty,  which  lies  in  John  xviii.  28,  remains  un- 
solved ;  for  on  this  plan  the  words,  t/uit  they  might  eat  the  passover^  Iva,  ^aytMn 
TO  vuaxih  must,  since  the  paschal  meal  would  be  already  past,  be  understood 
of  the  unleavened  bread,  which  was  eaten  also  during  the  succeeding  feast 
days :  an  interpretation  which  is  contrary  to  all  the  usages  of  language.  If  to 
this  it  be  added,  that  the  supposition  of  a  working  day  falling  between  the 
passover  and  the  first  feast  day,  has  no  foundation  in  the  Pentateuch  and 
Josephus,  that  it  is  decidedly  opposed  to  later  custom,  and  is  in  itself  ex- 
tremely improbable ;  this  expedient  cannot  but  be  relinquished.* 

Perceiving  the  impossibility  of  effecting  the  reconciliation  of  the  synoptists 
with  John  by  this  simple  method,  other  expositors  have  resorted  to  a  more 
artificial  expedient.  The  appearance  of  the  Evangelists  having  placed  the 
last  meal  of  Jesus  on  different  days,  is  alleged  to  have  its  truth  in  the  fact, 
that  either  the  Jews  or  Jesus  celebrated  the  passover  on  another  than  the 
usual  day.  The  Jews,  say  some,  in  order  to  avoid  the  inconvenience  arising 
from  the  circumstance,  that  in  that  year  the  first  day  of  the  passover  fell  on  a 
Friday,  so  that  two  consecutive  days  must  have  been  solemnized  as  a  sabbath, 
deferred  the  paschal  meal  until  the  Friday  evening,  whence  on  the  day  of  the 
crucifixion  they  had  still  to  beware  of  defilement ;  Jesus,  however,  adhering 
strictly  to  the  law,  celebrated  it  at  the  prescribed  time,  on  the  Thursday  even- 
ing :  so  that  the  synoptists  are  right  when  they  describe  the  last  meal  of  Jesus 
as  an  actual  celebration  of  the  passover ;  and  John  also  is  right  when  he  re- 
presents the  Jews  as,  the  day  after,  still  looking  forward  to  the  eating  of  the 
)jaschal  lamb.'^  In  this  case,  Mark  would  be  wrong  in  his  statement,  that  on 
the  day  when  they  killed  the  passover^  ore  to  iroxrya  t$vov  (v.  1 2),  Jesus  also 
caused  it  to  be  prepared ;  but  the  main  point  is,  that  though  in  certain  cases 
the  passover  was  celebrated  in  a  later  month,  it  was  still  on  the  15th  day ; 
there  is  nowhere  any  trace  of  a  transference  to  a  later  day  of  the  same  month. 
— It  has  therefore  been  a  more  favourite  supposition  that  Jesus  anticipated  the 
usual  time  of  eating  the  passover.  From  purely  personal  motives,  some  have 
thought,  foreseeing  that  at  the  proper  time  of  the  paschal  supper  he  should  be 
already  lying  in  the  grave,  or  at  least  not  sure  of  life  until  that  period,  he,  like 

*  See  these  counter  observations  particularly  in  Liicke  and  de  Wette,  in  loc. ;  in  SiefTert 
Uber  den  Ursprung,  s.  127  ff.,  and  Winer,  bibl.  Realworterb.  2,  s.  238  ff. 

f  Antiq.  II.  xiv.  16. 

*  Fritzsche,  vom  Osterlamm ;  more  recenlly,  Rauch,  in  the  theol.  Studien  und  Kritikeu, 

1832,  3.  s-  537  f- 
>  Comp.  De  Wette,  theol.  Studien  und  Krit.  1834,  4,  s.  939  f. ;  Tholuck,  Comm.  z.  Job. 

8.  245  f. ;  Winer,  ut  sup. 

^  Calvin,  in  Matth.  xxvi.  17. 
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those  Jews  who  were  prevented  from  journeying  to  the  feast,  and  like  all  the 
Jews  of  the  present  day,  without  a  sacrificed  lamb,  and  with  mere  substitutes 
for  it,  celebrated  a  commemorative  passaver,  vdcrxo-  fjLvrifiov€VTucov.^^  But  in 
the  first  place,  Jesus  would  not  then,  as  Luke  says,  have  kept  the  passover  on 
the  day  on  which  the  passover  must  be  killed^  iv  ^  cSct  6v€<r6ai  ro  Tracrxa;  and 
secondly,  in  the  merely  commemorative  celebration  of  the  passover,  though 
the  prescribed  locality  (Jerusalem)  is  dispensed  with,  the  regular  time  (the 
evening  from  the  14th  to  the  15th  Nisan)  is  inviolably  observed:  whereas  in 
the  case  of  Jesus  the  reverse  would  hold,  and  he  would  have  celebrated  the 
passover  at  the  usual  place,  but  at  an  unusual  time,  which  is  without  example. 
To  shield  the  alleged  transposition  of  the  passover  by  Jesus  from  the  charge 
of  being  unprecedented  and  arbitrary,  it  has  been  maintained  that  an  entire 
party  of  his  cotemporaries  joined  in  celebrating  the  passover  earlier  than  the 
great  body  of  the  nation.  It  is  known  that  the  Jewish  sect  of  the  Caraites  or 
Scripturalists  differed  from  the  Rabbinites  or  Traditionalists  especially  in  the 
determination  of  the  new  moon,  maintaining  that  the  practice  of  the  latter  in 
fixing  the  new  moon  according  to  astronomical  calculation  was  an  innovation, 
whereas  they,  true  to  the  ancient,  legal  practice,  determined  it  according  to 
an  empirical  observation  of  the  phase  of  the  new  luminary.  Now  in  the  time 
of  Jesus,  we  are  told,  the  Sadducees,  from  whom  the  Caraites  are  said  to  have 
sprung,  determined  the  time  of  the  new  moon,  and  with  it  that  of  the  festival 
of  the  passover,  which  was  dependent  upon  it,  differently  from  the  Pharisees  ; 
and  Jesus,  as  the  opponent  of  tradition  and  the  friend  of  scripture,  favoured 
their  practice  in  this  matter. ^^  But  not  to  insist  that  the  connexion  of  the 
Caraites  with  the  ancient  Sadducees  is  a  mere  conjecture ;  it  was  a  well- 
founded  objection  put  forth  by  the  Caraites,  that  the  determination  of  the 
new  moon  by  calculation  did  not  arise  until  after  the  destruction  of  the  temple 
by  the  Romans  ;  so  that  at  the  time  of  Jesus  such  a  difference  cannot  have 
existed  ;  nor  is  there  besides  any  indication  to  be  discovered  that  at  that  time 
the  passover  was  celebrated  on  different  days  by  different  parties.*'  Suppos- 
ing, however,  that  the  above  difference  as  to  the  determining  of  the  new  moon 
already  prevailed  in  the  time  of  Jesus,  the  settling  of  it  according  to  the  phase, 
which  Jesus  is  supposed  to  have  followed,  would  rather  have  resulted  in  a 
later  than  an  earlier  celebration  of  the  passover ;  whence  some  have  actually 
conjectured  that  more  probably  Jesus  followed  the  astronomical  calculation.^^ 
Besides  what  may  thus  be  separately  urged  against  every  attempt  at  an 
amicable  adjustment  of  the  differences  between  the  Evangelists,  as  to  the  time 
of  the  last  supper ;  there  is  one  circumstance  which  is  decisive  against  all,  and 
which  only  the  most  recent  criticism  has  adequately  exposed.  With  respect, 
namely,  to  this  contradiction,  the  case  is  not  so  that  among  passages  for  the 
most  part  harmonious,  there  appear  only  one  or  two  statements  of  an  appar- 
ently inconsistent  sense,  of  which  it  might  be  said  that  the  author  had  here 
used  an  inaccurate  expression,  to  be  explained  from  the  remaining  passages : 
but,  that  a/i  the  chronological  statements  of  the  synoptists  tend  to  show  that 
Jesus  must  have  celebrated  the  passover,  aU  those  of  John,  on  the  contrary, 
that  he  cannot  have  celebrated  it.*^  Thus  there  stand  opposed  to  each  other 
two  differing  series  of  evangelical  passages,  which  are  manifestly  based  on  two 
different  views  of  the  fact  on  the  part  of  the  narrators :   hence,  as  Sieffert  re- 

'^  Grotius,  in  Matth.  xxvi.  18. 
**  Iken,  Diss,  philol.  theol.,  voL  2,  p.  416  If. 
*'  Vid.  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  a,  s.  486  ff. 
'^  Micbaelis,  Anm.  zu  Joh.  13. 

'*  SiefTert,  ut  sup. ;  Hase,  L.  J.,  §  124 ;  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  I,  3,  s.  149  ff;  Thcile, 
zur  Biographie  Jesu,  §  31. 
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marks,  to  persist  in  disputing  the  existence  of  a  divergency  between  the  Evan- 
gelists, can  no  longer  be  regarded  as  scientific  exposition,  but  only  as  unscien- 
titic  arbitrariness  and  obstinacy. 

Modern  criticism  is  therefore  constrained  to  admit,  that  on  one  side  or  the 
other  there  is  an  error;   and,  setting  aside  the  current  prejudices  in  favour  of 
the  fourth  gospel,  it  was  really  an  important  reason  which  appeared  to  necessi- 
tate the  imputation  of  this  error  to  the  synoptists.     The  ancient  Fragmen- 
attributed  to  Apollinaris,  mentioned  above,  objects  to  the  opinion  that  Jesus 
suffered  on  the  great  day  of  unleavened  breads  tq  /*€yaA?7  17/iicp^  rCtv  a^v/MUK  cira- 
^cv,  that  this  would  have  been  contrary  to  the  law  aj(rvfk<^vo^  na  vofit^ ;  and  in 
recent  times  also  it  has  been  observed,  that  the  day  following  the  last  meal  of 
Jesus  is  treated  on  all  sides  so  entirely  as  a  working  day,  that  it  cannot  be 
supposed  the  first  day  of  the  passover,  nor,  consequently,  the  meal  of  the  pre- 
vious evening,  the  paschal  meal.     Jesus  does  not  solemnize  the  day,  for  he 
goes  out  of  the  city,  an  act  which  was  forbidden  on  the  night  of  the  passover ; 
nor  do  his  friends,  for  they  begin  the  preparations  for  his  burial,  and  only 
leave  them  unfinished  jdti  account  of  the  arrival  of  the  next  day,  the  sabbath  ; 
still  less  do  the  members  of  the  Sanhedrim  keep  it  sacred,  for  they  not  only 
send  their  servants  out  of  the  city  to  arrest  Jesus,  but  also  personally  under- 
take judicial  proceedings,  a  trial,  sentence,  and  accusation  before  the  Procu- 
rator ;  in  general,  there  appears,  throughout,  only  the  fear  of  desecrating  the 
following  day,  which  commenced  on  the  evening  of  the  crucifixion,  and  no- 
where any  solicitude  about  the  current  one :   clear  signs  that  the  synoptical 
representation  of  the  meal  as  a  paschal  one,  is  a  later  error^  since  in  the  re- 
maining narrative  of  the  synoptists  themselves,  there  is  evidence,  not  easy  to 
be  mistaken,  of  the  real  fact,  that  Jesus  was  crucified  before  the  passover.'^ 
These  observations  are  certainly  of  weight      It  is  true  that  the  first,  relative 
to  the  conduct  of  Jesus,  might  perhaps  be  invalidated  by  the  contradiction 
existing  between  the  Jewish  decisions  as  to  the  law  cited  ;  ^^    while  the  last 
and  strongest  may  be  opposed  by  the  fact,  that  trying  and  giving  sentence  on 
the  sabbaths  and  feast  days  was  not  only  permitted  among  the  Jews,  but 
there  was  even  a  larger  place  for  the  administration  of  justice  on  such  da)s, 
on  account  of  the  greater  concourse  of  people ;  so,  also,  according  to  the  New 
Testament  itself,  the  Jews  sent  out  officers  to  seize  Jesus  on  the  great  day 
'^fitpa  fiTfaX-q  of  the  Feast  of  Tabernacles  (John  viL  44  f.),  and  at  the  Feast 
of  Dedication  they  were  about  to  stone  him  (John  x.  31),  while  Herod  caused 
Peter  to  be  imprisoned  during  the  days  of  unleavened  dread ;  though  indeed  he 
intended  to  defer  the  public  sentencing  and  execution  until  after  the  passover 
(Acts  xii.  2  f.).     In  proof  that  the  crucifixion  of  Jesus  might  take  place  on  the 
feast  of  the  passover,  it  is  urged  that  the  execution  was  performed  by  Roman 
soldiers ;   and  that  moreover,  even  according  to  Jewish  custom,  it  was  usual 
to  reserve  the  execution  of  important  criminals  for  a  feast  time,  in  order  to 
make  an  impression  on  a  greater  multitude. ^^     But  only  thus  much  is  to  be 
proved  :  that  during  the  feast  time,  and  thus  during  the  passover,  on  the  five 
intermediate  and  less  solemn  days,  criminals  were  tried  and  executed, — not 
that  this  was  admissible  also  on  the  first  and  last  days  of  the  passover,  which 


'*  Theile,  in  Winer's  Krit*  Journal,  2,  s.  157  fT.  ;  Sie/fert  and  Liicke,  ut  sup. 

^7  Pesachin  f.  Ixv.  2,  ap.  Lightfoot,  p.  654  :  Paschate  prima  tenetur  quispiam  ad  pemoc- 
tationem.  Gloss, :  Faschatinafu  tenetur  ad  pernoctandutn  in  Hierosolyma  nocte  prima.  On 
the  other  hand,  Tosaphoth  ad  tr.  Pesachin  8  :  In  Paschate  Aegyptiaco  dicitur :  nemo  exeat — 
tisque  ad  mane,  Sed  sie  nonfuit  in  sequent  thus  generationibusy — quibus  eomedebatur  id  uno 
loco  et  pemoctabant  in  alio,     Comp.  Schneckenburger,  Beitrage,  s.  9. 

^  Iract.  Sanhedr.  f.  Ixxxix.  i,  ap.  Schottgen,  i.  p.  221  ;  comp.  Faulus,  ut  sup.  s.  492. 
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ranked  as  sabbaths ;  ^*  and  thus  we  read  in  the  Talmud  that  Jesus  was  cruci- 
fied on  the  nOD  3ty,  i.e.  the  evening  before  the  passover.*®  It  would  be 
another  thing  if,  as  Dr.  Baur  stnves  to  prove,  the  execution  of  crinninals,  as  a 
sanguinary  expiation  for  the  people,  belonged  to  the  essential  significance  of 
the  passover,  as  a  feast  of  expiation,  and  hence  the  custom,  noticed  by  the 
Evangelists,  of  liberating  a  prisoner  at  the  feast  had  been  only  the  reverse 
side  to  the  execution  of  another,  presenting  the  same  relation  as  that  between 
the  two  goats  and  the  two  sparrows  in  the  Jewish  offerings  of  atonement  and 
purification.*^ 

It  is  certainly  very  possible  that  the  primitive  Christian  tradition  might  be 
led  even  unhistorically  to  associate  the  last  supper  of  Jesus  with  the  paschal 
lamb,  and  the  day  of  his  death  with  the  feast  of  the  passover.  As  the 
Christian  supper  represented  in  its  form,  the  passover,  and  in  its  import,  the 
death  of  Jesus  :  it  was  natural  enough  to  unite  these  two  points — to  place  the 
execution  of  Jesus  on  the  first  day  of  the  passover,  and  to  regard  his  last 
meal,  at  which  he  was  held  to  have  founded  the  Christian  supper^  as  the 
paschal  meal.  It  is  true  that  presupposing  the  author  of  the  first  gospel  to 
have  been  an  apostle  and  a  participator  in  the  last  meal  of  Jesus,  it  is  difllicult 
to  explain  how  he  could  fall  into  such  a  mistake.  At  least  it  is  not  enough 
to  say,  with  Theile,  that  the  more  the  last  meal  partaken  with  their  master 
transcended  all  paschal  meals  in  interest  to  the  disciples,  the  less  would  they 
concern  themselves  as  to  the  time  of  it,  whether  it  occurred  on  the  evening  of 
the  passover,  or  a  day  earlier.**  For  the  first  Evangelist  does  not  leave  this 
undetermined,  but  speaks  expressly  of  a  paschal  meal,  and  to  this  degree  a 
real  participator,  however  long  he  might  write  after  that  evening,  could  not 
possibly  deceive  himself.  Thus  on  the  above  view,  the  supposition  that  the 
first  Evangelist  was  an  eye-witness  must  be  renounced,  and  he  must  be  held, 
in  common  with  the  two  intermediate  ones,  to  have  drawn  his  materials  from 
tradition.*^  The  difficulty  arising  from  the  fact,  that  all  the  synoptists,  and 
consequently  all  those  writers  who  have  preserved  to  us  the  common  evan- 
gelical tradition,  agree  in  such  an  error,*^  may  perhaps  be  removed  by  the 
observation,  that  just  as  generally  as  in  the  Judseo-Christian  communities,  in 
which  the  evangelical  tradition  was  originally  formed,  the  Jewish  passover 
was  still  celebrated,  so  generally  must  the  effort  present  itself  to  give  that 
feast  a  Christian  import,  by  referring  it  to  the  death  and  the  last  meal  of 
Jesus. 

But  it  is  equally  easy,  presupposing  the  correctness  of  the  synoptical  deter- 
mination of  time,  to  conceive  how  John  might  be  led  erroneously  to  place  the 
death  of  Jesus  on  the  afternoon  of  the  14th  of  Nisan,  and  his  last  meal  on 
the  previous  evening.  If,  namely,  this  Evangelist  found  in  the  circumstance 
that  the  legs  of  the  crucified  Christ  were  not  broken,  a  fulfilment  of  the  words 
Not  a  bone  of  him  shall  be  broken^  hfrrwnf  ov  orwrptjSiycrerat  avr^  (Exod.  xii. 
46)  :  this  supposed  relation  between  the  death  of  Jesus  and  the  paschal 
lamb  might  suggest  to  him  the  idea^  that  at  the  same  time  in  which  the 
paschal  lambs  were  killed,  on  the  afternoon  of  the  14th  of  Nisan,  Jesus 

*'  Fritzsche,  in  Matth.,  p.  763  f. ;  comp.  755 ;  Liicke,  2,  s.  614. 

3^  Sanhedr.  f.  xliii.  i,  ap.  Schottgeir,  ii.  p.  70a 

'*  Ueber  die  urspriinghche  Bedeutung  aes  Passahfestes  u.  s.  w.,  TUbinger,  Zeitschrift  f. 
Theol.  1833,  I,  s.  90  if. 

«*  Ut  sup.  s.  167  if. 

>*  Sieflfert,  ut  sup.  s.  X44  IT. ;  Liicke,  s.  628  ff. ;  Theile,  zur  Biogr.  Jesu,  §  31  ;  De  Wette, 
exeg.  Handb.  i,  3,  s.  149  fT.  ;  comp.  Neander,  L.  J.  Chr.,  s.  580  flf.  Anm. 

**  Fritzsche,  in  Matth.,  p.  763 ;  Kern,  uber  den  Urepr.  des  £v.  Mattb.  in  der  Tiib.  Zeit- 
schrift,  1834,  2,  s.  98. 
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suffered  on  the  cross  and  gave  up  the  ghost  ;'^  in  which  case  the  meal  taken 
the  evening  before  was  not  the  paschal  meal.^* 

Thus  we  can  conceive  a  possible  cause  of  error  on  both  sides,  and  since 
the  internal  difficulty  of  the  synoptical  determination  of  time,  namely,  the 
manifold  violations  of  the  first  day  of  the  passover,  is  in  some  degree  removed 
by  the  observations  above  cited,  and  is  counterpoised  by  the  agreement  of 
three  Evangelists :  our  only  course  is  to  acknowledge  an  irreconcilable  con- 
tradiction between  the  respective  accounts,  without  venturing  a  decision  as  to 
which  is  the  correct  one. 

§    122. 

DIVERGENCIES   IN   RELATION  TO  THE  OCCURRENCES  AT  THE   LAST  MEAL  OF 

JESUS. 

Not  only  in  relation  to  the  time  of  the  last  meal  of  Jesus,  but  also  in  re- 
lation to  what  passed  on  that  occasion,  there  is  a  divergency  between  the 
Evangelists.  The  chief  difference  lies  between  the  synoptists  and  the  fourth 
gospel :  but,  on  a  stricter  comparison,  it  is  found  that  only  Matthew  and 
Mark  closely  agree,  and  that  Luke  diverges  from  them  considerably,  though 
on  the  whole  he  is  more  accordant  with  his  predecessors  than  with  his 
successor. 

Besides  the  meal  itself,  the  following  features  are  common  to  all  the 
accounts :  that,  during  the  meal,  the  coming  betrayal  by  Judas  is  spoken  of; 
and  that,  during  or  after  the  meal,  Jesus  predicts  to  Peter  his  denial.  As 
minor  differences  we  may  notice,  that  in  John,  the  mode  of  indicating  the 
traitor  is  another  and  more  precise  than  that  described  by  the  other  Evan* 
gelists,  and  has  a  result  of  which  the  latter  are  ignorant ;  and  that,  further,  in 
the  fourth  gospel  the  meal  is  followed  by  prolonged  farewell  discourses,  which 
are  not  found  in  the  synoptists :  but  the  principal  difference  is,  that  while 
according  to  the  synoptists  Jesus  instituted  the  Lord's  supper  at  this  final  meal, 
in  John  he  instead  of  this  washes  the  disciples'  feet. 

The  three  synoptists  have  in  common  the  instituting  of  the  Lord's  supper, 
together  with  the  announcement  of  the  betrayal,  and  the  denial;  but  there 
exists  a  divergency  between  the  two  first  and  the  third  as  to  the  order  of 
these  occurrences,  for  in  the  former  the  announcement  of  the  betrayal  stands 
first,  in  the  latter,  the  instituting  of  the  Supper ;  while  the  announcement  of 
Peter's  denial,  in  Luke,  apparently  takes  place  in  the  room  in  which  the  re- 
past had  been  held,  in  the  two  other  Evangelists,  on  the  way  to  the  Mount 
of  Olives.  Again,  Luke  introduces  some  passages  which  the  two  first  Evan- 
gelists either  do  not  give  at  all,  or  not  in  this  connexion  :  the  contention  for 
pre-eminence  and  the  promise  of  the  twelve  thrones,  have  in  their  narratives 
a  totally  different  position  ;  while  what  passes  in  Luke  on  the  subject  of  the 
swords  is  in  them  entirely  wanting. 

In  his  divergency  from  the  two  first  Evangelists,  Luke  makes  some  approxi- 
mation to  the  fourth.  As  John,  in  the  washing  of  the  disciples'  feet,  presents 
a  symbolical  act  having  reference  to  ambitious  contention  for  pre-eminence, 
accompanied  by  discourses  on  humility :  so  Luke  actually  mentions  a  con- 
tention for  pre-eminence,  and  appends  to  it  discourses  not  entirely  without 
affinity  with  those  in  John ;  further,  it  is  in  common  with  John  that  Luke 
makes  the  observations  concerning  the  betrayer  occur  at  the  opening  of  the 

^  G>mp.  Suicer,  thesaur.  2,  s.  6n. 

^  Another  view  as  to  the  cause  01  the  error  in  the  fourth  gospel  is  given  in  the  Probabilia, 
s.  100  ff.  i  comp.  Weisse,  die  evang.  Gesch.  i,  s.  446  f.  Anm. 
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repast,  and  after  a  symbolical  act ;  and  lastly,  that  he  represents  the  announce- 
ment of  Peter's  denial  as  having  been  delivered  in  the  room  where  the  repast 
had  been  held. 

The  greatest  difficulty  here  naturally  arises  from  the  divergency,  that  the 
institution  of  the  Lord's  supper,  unanimously  recorded  by  the  synoptists,  is 
wanting  in  John,  who  in  its   stead  relates  a  totally  different  act  of  Jesus, 
namely,  the  washing  of  the  disciples'  feet.    Certainly,  by  those  who,  in  similar 
cases,  throughout  the  whole  previous  course  of  the  evangelical  narrative,  have 
found  a  sufficient  resource  in  the  supposition,  that  it  was  the  object  of  John 
to  supply  the  omissions  of  the  earlier  gospels,  the  present  difficulty  is  sur- 
mounted as  well,  or  as  ill,  as  any  other.     John,  it  is  said,  saw  that  the  insti- 
tution of  the  Supper  was  already  narrated  in  the  three  first  Evangelists  in  a 
way  which  fully  agreed  with  his  own  recollection ;  hence  he  held  a  repetition 
of  it  superfluous.^     But  if,  among  the  histories  already  recorded  in  the  three 
first  gospels,  the  fourth  Evangelist  really  intended  to  reproduce  only  those  in 
the  representation  of  which  he  found  something  to  rectify  or  supply :  why 
does  he  give   another  edition  of  the  history  of  the  miraculous   feeding,  in 
which  he  makes  no  emendation  of  any  consequence,  and  at  the  same  time 
omit  the  institution  of  the  Lord's  supper?     For  here  the  divergencies  between 
the  synoptists  in  the  arrangement  of  the  scene,  and  the  turn  given  to  the 
words  of  Jesus,  and  more  especially  the  circumstance  that  they,  according  to 
his  representation,  erroneously,  make  that  institution  occur  on  the  evening  of 
the  passover,  must  have  appeared  to  him  a  reason  for  furnishing  an  authentic 
account.     In  consideration  of  this  difficulty,  the  position  that  the  author  of 
the  fourth  gospel  was  acquainted  with  the  synoptical  writings,  and  designed  to 
<*omplete  and  rectify  them,  is  now,  indeed,  abandoned  ;  but  it  is  still  main- 
tained that  he  was  acquainted  with  the  common  oral  tradition,  and  supposed 
it  known  to  his  readers  also,  and  on  this  ground,  it  is  alleged,  he  passed  over 
the  institution  of  the  Supper  as  a  history  generally  known.*    But  that  it  should 
be  the   object  of  an  evangelical  writing  to   narrate  only  the  less   known, 
omitting  the  known,  is  an  idea  which  cannot  be  consistently  entertained. 
Written  records  imply  a  mistrust  of  oral  tradition  ;  they  are  intended  not 
merely  as  a  supplement  to  this,  but  also  as  a  means  of  fixing  and  preserving  it, 
and  hence  the  capital  facts,  being  the  most  spoken  of,  and  therefore  the  most 
exposed  to  misrepresentation,  are  precisely  those  which  written  records  can 
the  least  properly  omit.     Such  a  fact  is  the  founding  of  the  Lord's  supper, 
and  we  find,  from  a  comparison  of  the  different  New  Testament  accounts,  that 
the  expressions  with  which  Jesus  instituted    it    must  have  early  received 
additions  or  mutilations  ;  consequently,  it  is  the  last  particular  which  John 
should  have  omitted.     But,  it  is  further  said,  the  narrating  of  the  institution 
of  the  Lord's  supper  was  of  no  importance  to  the  object  of  the  fourth  gospel.* 
How  so?    With  regard  to  its  general  object,  the  convincing  of  its  readers 
ihdLi/f sus  is  the  Christ  the  Son  of  Godiym.  31),  was  it  of  no  importance  to 
communicate  a  scene  in  which  he  appears  as  the  founder  of  a  new  covenant^ 
KCLiv^  StaByKYj?  and  in  relation  to  the  special  object  of  the  passage  in  question, 
namely,  the  exhibiting  of  the  love  of  Jesus  as  a  love  which  endured  unto  the 
end  (xiii.  i),  would  it  have  contributed  nothing  to  mention  how  he  offered 
his  body  and  blood  as  meat  and   drink  to  his  followers,  and  thus  realized  his 
words  in  John  vi.  ?     But,  it  is  said,  John  here  as  elsewhere,  only  concerns 
himself  with  the  more  profound  discourses  of  Jesus,  for  which  reason  he 
jiasses  over  the  institution  of  the  Supper,  and  begins  his  narrative  with  the 

^  Paulas,  3,  b,  s.  499;  Olshausen,  2,  s.  294. 
,  '  Liicke,  2,  s.  484  f. ;  Neander,  L.  J.  Chr.,  s.  583,  Anm. 

'  Olbhausen,  ut  sup. 
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discourse  connected  with  the  washing  of  the  disciples'  feet*  Nothing,  how- 
ever, but  the  most  obdurate  prejudice  in  favour  of  the  fourth  gospel,  can 
make  this  discourse  on  humility  appear  more  profound  than  what  Jesus  says 
of  the  partaking  of  his  body  and  blood,  when  instituting  the  Lord's  supper. 

But  the  main  point  is  that  harmonists  should  show  us  in  what  part  of  John's 
narrative,  if  we  are  to  believe  that  he  presupposed  Jesus  to  have  instituted 
the  Supper  at  this  last  meal,  he  can  have  made  the  alleged  omission — that 
they  should  indicate  the  break  at  which  that  incident  may  be  suitably  intro- 
duced. On  looking  into  the  different  commentaries,  there  appears  to  be 
more  than  one  place  excellently  adapted  to  such  an  insertion.  According  to 
Olshausen,  the  end  of  the  13th  chapter,  after  the  announcement  of  Peter's 
denial,  presents  the  interval  in  which  the  institution  of  the  Supper  must  be 
supposed  to  occur ;  herewith  the  repast  closed,  and  the  succeeding  discourses 
from  xiv.  i  were  uttered  by  Jesus  after  the  general  rising  from  table,  and 
while  standing  in  the  chamber.^  But,  here,  it  appears  as  if  Olshausen,  for 
the  sake  of  obtaining  a  resting  place  between  xiii.  38  and  xiv.  i,  had  resigned 
himself  to  the  delusion  of  supposing  that  the  words  Arise,  lei  us  go  hence,  at 
which  he  makes  Jesus  rise  from  table  and  deliver  the  rest  of  his  discourse 
standing,  are  found  at  the  end  of  the  13th  chapter,  whereas  they  do  not 
occur  until  the  end  of  the  14th.  Jesus  had  been  speaking  of  going  whither 
his  disciples  could  not  follow  him,  and  had  just  rebuked  the  rashness  of  Peter, 
in  volunteering  to  lay  down  life  for  his  sake,  by  the  prediction  of  his  denial : 
here,  at  xiv.  i  ff.,  he  calms  the  minds  of  the  disciples,  whom  this  prediction 
had  disturbed,  exhorting  them  to  faith,  and  directing  their  attention  to  the 
blessed  effects  of  his  departure. — Repelled  by  the  firm  coherence  of  this 
part  of  the  discourse,  other  commentators,  e.g.  Paulus,  retreat  to  xiii.  30, 
and  are  of  opinion  that  the  institution  of  the  Supper  may  be  the  most  fitly 
introduced  siifter  the  withdrawal  of  Judas,  for  the  purpose  of  putting  his 
treachery  into  execution,  since  this  circumstance  might  naturally  excite  in 
Jesus  those  thoughts  concerning  his  death  which  lie  at  the  basis  of  the  insti- 
tution.^ But  even  rejecting  the  opinion  of  Liicke  and  others,  that  ore  i^A^c, 
when  he  went  out,  should  be  united  to  Acy«  6  'Ii/trov?,  Jesus  said,  it  is  un- 
questionable that  the  words  of  Jesus  v.  31,  Now  is  the  Son  of  man  glorified, 
etc.,  and  what  he  says  farther  on  (v.  33)  of  his  speedy  departure,  have  an 
immediate  reference  to  the  retiring  of  Judas.  For  the  verb  Sofafctv  in  the 
fourth  gospel  always  signifies  the  glorification  of  Jesus,  to  which  he  is  to  be  led 
by  suffering ;  and  with  the  departure  of  the  apostate  disciple  to  those  who 
brought  suffering  and  death  on  Jesus,  his  glorification  and  his  speedy  death 
were  decided. — The  verses  31-33  being  thus  inseparably  connected  with  v. 
30 ;  the  next  step  is  to  carry  the  institution  of  the  Supper  somewhat  lower, 
and  place  it  where  this  connexion  may  appear  to  cease  :  accordingly,  Liicke 
makes  it  fall  between  v.  33  and  34,  supposing  that  after  Jesus  (v.  31-33)  had 
composed  the  minds  of  the  disciples,  disturbed  and  shocked  by  the  departure 
of  the  traitor,  and  had  prepared  them  for  the  sacred  meal,  he,  at  v.  34  f., 
annexes  to  the  distribution  of  the  bread  and  wine  the  new  commandment  of 
love.  But,  as  it  has  been  elsewhere  remarked,'''  since  at  v.  36  Peter  asks 
Jesus,  in  allusion  to  v.  33,  whither  he  will  go,  it  is  impossible  that  the  Supper 
can  have  been  instituted  after  the  declaration  of  Jesus  v.  33  ;  for  otherwise 
Peter  would  have  interpreted  the  expression  /  go,  vsrayw,  by  the  body  given 
aStfjia  Si^fjL€voy  and  the  d/ood  shed  al/xu  ck  ;(wo/x€vov,  or  in  any  case  would 

*  Sieffert,  iiber  den  Urspr.,  s.  152. 

*  Bibl.  Comm.  2,  s.  310,  381  f. 

*  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  b,  s.  497. 

^  Meyer,  Comm.  iiber  den  Job.,  ip  loc. 


624  PART  III.     CHAPTER  II.     §   122. 

rather  have  felt  prompted  to  ask  the  meaning  of  these  latter  expressions. — 
Acknowledging  this,  Neander  retreats  a  verse,  and  inserts  the  Supper  between 
V.  32  and  33  ;  ®  but  he  thus  violently  severs  the  obvious  connexion  between 
the  words  cu^us  Sofao-ct  avrbv  shall  straightivay  glorify  him  in  the  former 
verse,  and  the  words  m  fUKpov  \lS  vfiMv  €l/u  yet  a  little  while  I  am  nnth  you 
in  the  latter. — It  is,  therefore,  necessary  to  retreat  still  farther  than  Neander, 
or  even  Paulus  :  but  as  from  v.  30  up  to  v.  18,  the  discourse  turns  uninter- 
ruptedly on  the  traitor,  and  this  discourse  again  is  inseparably  linked  to  the 
washing  of  the  disciples'  feet  and  the  explanation  of  that  act,  there  is  no 
place  at  which  the  institution  of  the  Supper  can  be  inserted  until  the  begin- 
ning of  the  chapter.  Here,  however,  according  to  one  of  the  most  recent 
critics,  it  may  be  inserted  in  a  way  which  perfectly  exonerates  the  author  of 
the  gospel  from  the  reproach  of  misleading  his  reader  by  an  account  which  is 
apparently  continuous,  while  it  nevertheless  passes  over  the  Supper.  For, 
says  this  critic,  from  the  very  commencement  John  does  not  profess  to  nar- 
rate anything  of  the  meal  itself,  or  what  was  concomitant  with  it,  but  only 
what  occurred  after  the  meal ;  inasmuch  as  the  most  natural  interpretation  of 
SciTTKov  ycvo/i.cFov  is :  after  the  meal  was  ended^  while  the  words  lytiprrax  Ik  rov 
hwrvav^  he  riseih  from  supper^  plainly  show  that  the  washing  of  the  disciples' 
feet  was  not  commenced  until  after  the  meal'  But  after  the  washing  of  the 
feet  is  concluded,  it  is  said  of  Jesus,  that  he  sat  down  again  (dvaireo-wF  TraXiv 
v.  12),  consequently  the  meal  was  not  yet  ended  when  he  commenced  that 
act,  and  by  the  words  he  riseth  from  supper^  it  is  meant  that  he  rose  to  wash 
the  disciples'  feet  from  the  yet  unfinished  meal,  or  at  least  after  the  places 
had  been  taken  preparatory  to  the  meal.  Again,  SctWov  ycvoftci^ov  does  not 
mean  :  after  a  meal  was  endedy  any  more  than  the  words  toS  'I.  ycvoficVov  cv 
Brfiaviff,  (Matt.  xxvi.  6)  mean  :  after  Jesus  had  been  in  Bethany :  as  the  latter 
expression  is  intended  by  Matthew  to  denote  the  time  during  the  residence 
of  Jesus  in  Bethany,  so  the  former  is  intended  by  John  to  denote  the  course 
of  the  meal  itself.^®  Hence  he  thereby  professes  to  inform  us  of  every  re- 
markable occurrence  connected  with  that  meal,  and  in  omitting  to  mention 
the  institution  of  the  Lord's  supper,  which  was  one  of  its  features,  he  incurs 
the  reproach  of  having  given  a  deficient  narrative,  nay  of  having  left  out  pre- 
cisely what  is  most  important. — Instead  of  this  highest  extremity  of  John's 
account,  Kern  has  recently  taken  the  lowest,  and  has  placed  the  institution 
of  the  Supper  after  the  words,  Arise^  let  us  go  hence^  xiv.  31 ;"  whereby  he 
assigns  to  it  the  improbable  and  indeed  unworthy  position,  of  an  act  only 
occurring  to  Jesus  when  he  is  preparing  to  depart. 

Thus,  viewing  the  subject  generally,  there  is  no  conceivable  motive  why 
John,  if  he  spoke  of  this  last  evening  at  all,  should  have  omitted  the  insti- 
tution of  the  Lord's  supper ;  while,  on  descending  to  a  particular  consider- 
ation, there  is  in  the  course  of  his  narrative  no  point  where  it  could  be 
inserted :  hence  nothing  remains  but  to  conclude  that  he  does  not  mention 
it  because  it  was  unknown  to  him.  But  as  a  means  of  resisting  this  con- 
clusion, theologians,  even  such  as  acknowledge  themselves  unable  to  explain 
the  omission  of  the  institution,  rely  on  the  observation,  that  a  rite  so  univer- 
sally prevalent  in  the  primitive  church  as  was  the  Lord's  supper,  cannot 
possibly  have  been  unknown  to  the  fourth  Evangelist,  whoever  he  may  have 
been.^^    Certainly,  he  knew  of  the  Lord's  supper  as  a  Christian  rite,  for  this 

•  L.  J.  Qir.,  s.  587,  Anm. 

*  Sienert,  s.  152  fT. 

*®  Comp.  Liicke,  s.  468. 

'^  Die  Hauptthatsachen  der  evang.  Gesch.  Tiib.  Zettschr.  1836,  3,  s.  12. 

**  Hase,  L.  J.,  §  133  ;  Kern,  Hauptthatsachen,  s.  ii  ;  Theile,  zur  Biographie  Jesu,  §  31. 
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may  be  inferred  from  his  6th  chapter,  and  unavoidably  he  must  have  known 
ofit  j  it  may,  however,  have  been  unknown  to  him  under  what  circumstances 
Jesus  formally  instituted  this  observance.  The  referring  of  so  revered  an 
usage  to  the  authority  of  Jesus  himself  was  an  object  of  interest  to  this 
Evangelist;  but  from  unacquaintance  with  the  synoptical  scene,  and  also 
from  a  partiality  for  the  mysterious,  which  led  him  to  put  into  the  mouth  of 
Jesus  expressions  unintelligible  at  the  moment,  and  only  to  be  explained  by 
the  issue,  he  effected  this  purpose,  not  by  making  Jesus  actually  institute  the 
rite,  but  by  attributing  to  him  obscure  expressions  about  the  necessity  of 
eating  his  flesh  and  drinking  his  bloody  which,  being  rendered  intelligible  only 
by  the  rite  of  the  Lord's  supper  introduced  into  the  church  after  his  death, 
might  be  regarded  as  an  indirect  institution  of  that  rite. 

As  John  omits  the  institution  of  the  Lord's  supper,  so  the  synoptists  omit 
the  washing  of  the  disciples'  feet :  but  it  cannot  be  maintained  with  equal 
decision  that  they  were  therefore  ignorant  of  this  incident ;  partly  on  account 
of  its  inferior  importance  and  the  more  fragmentary  character  of  this  part  of 
the  synoptical  narrative  ;  and  partly  because,  as  has  been  above  remarked, 
the  contention  for  pre-eminence  in  Luke  v.  24  ff.  has  appeared  to  many  ex- 
positors to  be  connected  with  the  washing  of  the  disciples'  feet,  as  the  induce- 
ment to  that  action  on  the  part  of  Jesus. ^^  But  as  regards  this  contention 
for  pre-eminence,  we  have  shown  above,  that  being  unsuited  to  the  tenor  of 
the  scene  before  us,  it  may  owe  its  position  only  to  a  fortuitous  association  of 
ideas  in  the  narrator :  **  while  the  washing  of  the  disciples*  feet,  in  John, 
might  appear  to  be  a  legendary  development  of  a  synoptical  discourse  on 
humility.  In  Matthew  (xx.  26  ff.)  Jesus  admonishes  his  disciples  that  he 
among  them  who  would  be  great  must  be  the  minister  Siokovos  of  the  others, 
just  as  he  himself  came  not  to  de  ministered  unto  but  to  minister  SiaKovrjdrjvai^ 
akXa  SiaKovTJa-ai ;  and  in  Luke  (xxii.  27)  he  expresses  the  same  thought  in  the 
question :  Whether  is  greater^  he  that  sitteth  at  meat  or  he  that  that  serveth  ? 
ris  yap  fi€ii,iov;  6  dvoxci/xcvos,  ^  6  Scaicovcov;  and  adds,  dut  /  am  among  you  as 
he  that  serveth^  iym  8c  ci/u  iy  fiia^  vfjJov  a»9  6  huucovwv.  Now  it  is  certainly 
probable  that  Jesus  might  see  fit  to  impress  this  lesson  on  the  disciples 
through  the  medium  of  their  senses,  by  an  actual  serving  Sccucovciv  among 
them,  while  they  played  the  part  of  those  sitting  at  meat  (dvaxci/xcvm) ;  but  it 
is  equally  probable,  since  the  synoptists  are  silent  respecting  such  a  measure, 
that  either  the  legend,  before  it  reached  the  fourth  Evangelist,  or  this  writer 
himself,  spun  the  fact  out  of  the  dictum.^^  Nor  is  it  necessary  to  suppose 
that  the  above  declaration  came  to  him  as  having  been  uttered  at  the  last 
meal  of  Jesus,  in  accordance  with  the  representation  of  Luke ;  for  it  naturally 
resulted  from  the  expressions  dvaK€i<rO€u  (to  recline  at  meat\  and  8iaicovc(v  {to 
serve\  that  this  symbolizing  of  the  relation  which  they  denote  should  be 
attached  to  a  meal,  and  this  meal  might  on  easily  conceivable  grounds  appear 
to  be  the  most  appropriately  represented  as  the  last. 

According  to  Luke's  representation,  Jesus  on  this  occasion  addresses  the 
disciples  as  those  who  had  continued  with  him  in  his  temptations,  and  as  a 
reward  for  this  fidelity  promises  them  that  they  shall  sit  with  him  at  table  in 
his  kingdom,  and  seated  on  thrones,  judge  the  twelve  tribes  of  Israel 
(v.  28-30).  This  appears  incongruous  with  a  scene  in  which  he  had  imme- 
diately before  announced  his  betrayal  by  one  of  the  twelve,  and  in  which  be 

^*  SiefTert,  s.  153 ;  Paulus  and  Okhausen,  in  loc  For  the  opposite  opinion  oomp. 
De  Wette,  i,  1,8.  222,  i,  2,  s.  107. 

"  Vol.  II.  §  83. 

^*  Tlie  conjecture  as  to  the  origin  of  this  anecdote  in  the  Probabilia,  s.  70  f.  is  too  far- 
fetched. 
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fmmediately  after  predicted  his  denial  by  another ;  at  a  time,  moreover,  in 
which  the  temptations  ireipaa-fiol  properly  so  called,  were  yet  future.  Aifter 
what  we  have  already  observed  in  relation  to  the  entire  character  of  the  scene 
in  Luke,  we  can  hardly  seek  the  reason  for  the  insertion  of  this  fragment  of 
a  discourse,  in  anything  else  than  a  fortuitous  association  of  ideas,  in  which 
the  contention  about  rank  among  the  disciples  might  suggest  the  rank  pro- 
mised to  them  by  Jesus,  and  the  discourse  on  sitting  at  table  and  serving, 
the  promise  that  the  disciples  should  sit  at  table  with  Jesus  in  his  messianic 
kingdom.^^ 

In  the  succeeding  conversation  Jesus  says  to  his  disciples  figuratively,  that 
now  it  will  be  necessary  to  buy  themselves  swords,  so  hostilely  will  they  be 
met  on  all  sides,  but  is  understood  by  them  literally,  and  is  shown  two  swords 
already  in  the  possession  of  the  society.  Concerning  this  passage  I  am  in- 
clined to  agree  with  Schleiermacher,  who  is  of  opinion  that  Luke  introduced 
it  here  as  a  prelude  to  Peter's  use  of  the  sword  in  the  ensuing  narrative.  ^^ 

The  other  divergencies  in  relation  to  the  last  meal  will  come  under  review 
in  the  course  of  the  following  investigations. 

§  123. 

ANNOUNCEMENT  OF  THE   BETRAYAL  AND  THE  DENIAL. 

In  the  statement  that  Jesus  from  the  beginning  knew  who  would  be  his 
betrayer,  the  fourth  gospel  stands  alone ;  but  all  four  of  the  Evangelists  con- 
cur in  testifying  that  at  his  last  meal  he  predicted  his  betrayal  by  one  of  his 
disciples. 

But  in  the  first  place  there  is  this  difference  :  while  according  to  Matthew 
and  Mark  the  discourse  respecting  the  betrayer  opens  the  scene,  and  in  par- 
ticular precedes  the  institution  of  the  Lord's  supper  (Matt.  xxvi.  21  ff. ; 
Mark  xiv.  18  ff.) ;  Luke  represents  Jesus  as  not  speaking  of  the  betrayer  until 
after  the  commencement  of  the  meal,  and  the  institution  of  the  commemora- 
tive rite  (xxii.  21  ff.);  and  in  John  what  relates  to  the  betrayer  goes  forward 
during  and  after  the  washing  of  the  disciples'  feet  (xiiL  10-30).  The  intrinsi- 
cally trivial  question,  which  Evangelist  is  here  right,  is  extremely  important  to 
theologians,  because  its  decision  involves  the  answer  to  another  question, 
namely,  whether  the  betrayer  also  partook  of  the  ritual  Supper.  It  neither 
appeared  consistent  with  the  idea  of  that  supper  as  a  feast  of  the  most  intimate 
love  and  union,  that  a  virtual  alien  like  Judas  should  participate  in  it,  nor  did 
it  seem  to  accord  with  the  love  and  compassion  of  the  Lord,  that  he  should 
have  permitted  an  unworthy  disciple  by  this  participation  to  aggravate  his 
guilt.  1  So  undesirable  a  view  of  the  facts  was  believed  to  be  avoided  by 
following  the  arrangement  of  Matthew  and  Mark,  and  making  the  designation 
of  the  betrayer  precede  the  institution  of  the  Supper  :  for  as  it  was  known 
from  John,  that  as  soon  as  Judas  saw  himself  detected  and  exposed,  he  with- 
drew from  the  company,  it  would  thence  appear  that  Jesus  did  not  institute 
the  Supper  until  after  the  retirement  of  the  traitor.*  But  this  expedient  is 
founded  on  nothing  but  an  inadmissible  incorporation  of  the  narrative  of 
John  with  that  of  the  synoptists.  For  the  withdrawal  of  Judas  is  mentioned 
only  by  the  fourth  Evangelist ;  and  he  alone  needs  the  supposition  of  such  a 
circumstance,  because,  according  to  him,  Judas  now  first  entered  into  his 

!•  Comp.  De  Wctte,  in  loc. 
^'  Ueber  den  Lukas,  s.  275. 

^  Olshausen,  2,  &  38a 

*  Thus  Lticke,  Paulas,  Olshausen. 
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transactions  with  the  enemies  of  Jesus,  and  thus,  in  order  to  come  to  terms 
with  them,  and  obtain  the  requisite  force,  needed  a  somewhat  longer  time. 
In  the  synoptists  there  is  no  trace  of  the  betrayer  having  left  the  company  ; 
on  the  contrary,  everything  in  their  narrative  appears  to  imply  that  Judas, 
first  on  the  general  departure  from  the  room  in  which  the  repast  had  been 
taken,  instead  of  going  directly  to  the  garden,  went  to  the  chief  priests,  of 
whom  he  at  once,  the  agreement  having  been  made  beforehand,  received  the 
necessary  force  for  the  arrest  of  Jesus.  Thus  whether  Luke  or  Matthew  be 
right  in  the  arrangement  of  the  scene,  all  the  synoptists  intimate  that  Judas 
did  not  leave  the  company  before  the  general  departure,  and  consequently 
that  he  partook  of  the  ritual  Supper. 

But  also  as  to  the  manner  in  which  Jesus  pointed  out  his  betrayer,  there 
exists  no  slight  divergency  between  the  Evangelists.  In  Luke  Jesus  only 
makes  the  brief  remark  that  the  hand  of  his  betrayer  is  with  him  on  the  table, 
whereupon  the  disciples  ask  among  themselves,  who  it  can  be  that  is  capable 
of  such  a  deed  ?  In  Matthew  and  Mark  he  says,  first,  that  one  of  those, 
who  are  present  will  betray  him  ;  and  when  the  disciples  individually  ask  him. 
Lord,  is  it  I  ?  he  replies  :  Ae  that  dippeih  his  hand  with  me  in  the  dish ;  until 
at  last,  after  a  woe  has  been  denounced  on  the  traitor,  according  to  Matthew, 
Judas  also  puts  that  question,  and  receives  an  affirmative  answer.  In  John, 
Jesus  alludes  to  the  betrayer  during  and  after  the  washing  of  the  disciples' 
feet,  in  the  observations,  that  not  all  the  disciples  present  are  clean,  and  that 
on  the  contrary  the  scripture  must  be  fulfilled  :  he  that  eateth  bread  with  me, 
hath  lifted  up  his  heel  against  me.  Then  he  says  plainly,  that  one  of  them 
will  betray  him ;  the  disciples  look  inquiringly  at  each  other,  wondering  of 
whom  he  speaks,  when  Peter  prompts  John,  who  is  lying  next  to  Jesus,  to  ask 
who  is  the  traitor  ?  Jesus  replies,  he  to  whom  he  shall  give  a  sop,  which  he 
immediately  does  to  Judas,  with  an  admonition  to  hasten  the  execution  of  his 
project ;  whereupon  Judas  leaves  the  company. 

Here  again  the  harmonists  are  at  once  ready  to  incorporate  the  different 
scenes  with  each  other,  and  render  them  mutually  consistent.  According  to 
them,  Jesus,  on  .the  question  of  each  disciple  whether  he  were  the  traitor, 
first  declared  aloud  that  one  of  his  companions  at  table  would  betray  him 
(Matthew) ;  hereupon  John  asked  in  a  whisper  which  of  them  he  meant,  and 
Jesus  also  in  a  whisper  made  the  answer,  he  to  whom  he  should  give  the  sop 
(John) ;  then  Juda&,  likewise  in  a  whisper,  asked  whether  it  were  he,  and 
Jesus  in  the  same  manner  replied  in  the  affirmative  (Matthew) ;  lastly,  after 
an  admonition  from  Jesus  to  be  speedy,  the  betrayer  left  the  company  (John).^ 
But  that  the  question  and  answer  interchanged  between  Jesus  and  Judas  were 
spoken  in  a  whisper,  Matthew,  who  alone  communicates  them,  gives  no  inti- 
mation, nor  is  this  easily  conceivable  without  presupposing  the  improbable 
circumstance,  that  Judas  reclined  on  the  one  side  of  Jesus,  as  J  ohn  did  on 
the  other :  if,  however,  the  colloquy  were  uttered  aloud,  the  disciples  could  not, 
as  John  narrates,  have  so  strangely  misunderstood  the  words,  what  thou  doest, 
do  quickfyy — and  the  supposition  of  a  stammering  question  on  the  side  of 
Judas,  and  a  low- toned  answer  from  Jesus,  cannot  be  seriously  held  a  satis- 
factory explanation.^  Nor  is  it  probable  that  Jesus,  after  having  already  made 
the  declaration  :  he  who  dippeth  with  me  in  the  dish  will  betray  me,  would 
for  the  more  precise  indication  of  the  traitor  have  also  given  him  a  sop ;  it  is 
rather  to  be  supposed  that  these  are  but  two  different  modes  of  reporting  the 
same  particular.     But  when  once  this  is  admitted,  as  it  is  by  Paulus  and 

'  Kuinol,  in  Matth.,  p.  707. 

^  This  is  Olshausen's  expedient,  2,  s.  403.    Against  it  see  Sieflfert,  s.  148.  f. 
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Olshausen,  so  much  is  already  renounced  either  in  relation  to  the  one  narra- 
tive or  the  other,  that  it  is  inconsistent  to  resort  to  forced  suppositions,  in 
order  to  overcome  the  difficulty  involved  in  the  explicit  answer  which  Matthew 
makes  Jesus  give  to  the  traitor ;  and  it  should  rather  be  allowed  that  we  have 
before  us  two  divergent  accounts,  of  which  the  one  was  not  so  framed  that 
its  deficiencies  might  be  supplied  by  the  other. 

Having,  with  Sieffert  and  Fritzsche,  attained  this  degree  of  insight,  the  only 
remaining  question  is :  to  which  of  the  two  narratives  must  we  give  the  pre- 
ference as  the  original  ?  Sieffert  has  answered  this  question  very  decidedly 
in  favour  of  John ;  not  merely,  as  he  maintains,  because  he  shares  in  the 
prejudice  which  attributes  to  that  Evangelist  the  character  of  an  eye-witness  ; 
but  also  because  his  narrative  is  in  this  part,  by  its  intrinsic  evidence  of  truth- 
fulness, and  the  vividness  of  its  scenes,  advantageously  distinguished  from 
that  of  Matthew,  which  presents  no  indications  of  an  autoptical  origin.  For 
example,  while  John  is  able  to  describe  with  the  utmost  minuteness  the 
manner  in  which  Jesus  indicated  his  betrayer  :  the  narrative  of  the  first  gospel  is 
such  as  to  induce  the  conjecture  that  its  author  had  only  received  the  general 
information,  that  Jesus  had  personally  indicated  his  betrayer.*  It  certainly 
cannot  be  denied,  that  the  direct  answer  which  Jesus  gives  to  Judas  in  Mat- 
thew (v.  25)  has  entirely  the  appearance  of  having  been  framed,  without 
much  fertility  of  imagination,  to  accord  with  the  above  general  information ; 
and  in  so  far  it  must  be  regarded  as  inferior  to  the  more  indirect,  and  there- 
fore more  probable  mode  of  indicating  the  traitor,  in  John.  But  in  relation 
to  another  feature,  the  result  of  the  comparison  is  different.  In  the  two  first 
Evangelists  Jesus  says  :  he  who  has  dipped  or  who  dippeih  with  me^  6  ^/x)Sai/fa? 
or  ififioTrrofj.eyo^  /x€t*  €/tov :  in  John,  he  to  whom  1  shall  give  a  sop  when  I  have 
dipped  it^  &  cyw  /?ai/ra?  to  ^in^ov  iirLS<a(Tu> ;  a  difference  in  which  the  greater 
preciseness  of  the  indication,  and  consequently  the  inferior  probability,  is  on 
the  side  of  the  fourth  gospel.  In  Luke,  Jesus  designates  the  traitor  merely 
as  one  of  those  who  are  sitting  at  meat  with  him  ;  and  as  regards  the  expres- 
sion 6  ^/x/?ai/ra9  K,  T.  X.  in  Matthew  and  Mark,  the  interpretation  given  of  it  by 
Kuinol  and  Henneberg,*  who  suppose  it  to  mean  one  of  the  party  at  table, 
leaving  it  uncertain  which,  is  not  so  mistaken  as  Olshausen  represents  it  to  be. 
For,  first,  to  the  question  of  the  several  disciples,  is  it  I  ?  Jesus  might  see  fit 
to  return  an  evasive  answer ;  and  secondly,  the  above  answer,  as  Kuinol  has 
correctly  remarked,  stands  in  the  relation  of  an  appropriate  climax  to  the 
previous  declaration  :  one  0/ you  shall  betray  mely,  21),  since  it  presents  that 
aggravating  circumstance  of  the  betrayal,  fellowship  at  table.  Even  if  the 
authors  of  the  two  first  gospels  understood  the  expression  in  question  to  im- 
ply, that  Judas  in  particular  dipped  his  hand  in  the  dish  with  Jesus,  and 
hence  supposed  this  second  declaration  to  have  indicated  him  personally : 
still  the  parallel  passage  in  Luke,  and  the  words  €?$  Ik  rtav  Sco^cjca,  one  of  the 
twelve^  which  in  Mark  precede  o  €fiPa7rr6fj.€v(y:y  show  that  originally  the  second 
expression  was  merely  an  amplification  of  the  former,  though  from  the  wish 
to  have  a  thoroughly  unequivocal  designation  of  the  betrayer  on  the  part  of 
Jesus,  it  was  early  interpreted  in  the  other  more  special  sense.  When,  however, 
a  legendary  exaggeration  of  the  preciseness  of  the  indication  is  once  admitted, 
the  manner  in  which  the  fourth  gospel  describes  that  indication  must  be  in- 
cluded in  the  series  of  progressive  representations,  and  according  to  Sieffert, 
it  must  have  been  the  original  from  which  all  the  rest  proceeded.  But  if  we 
beforehand  renounce  the  affirmative  reply  to  Judas,  <rv  cTiras,  theu  hast  said^ 

^  ut  sup.  s.  147  fir. 

*  Comm.  iiber  die  Gesch.  des  Leidens  und  Todes  Jeso,  in  loc. 
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in  Matthew,  the  mode  of  designation  in  John  is  the  most  definite  of  all ;  for 
the  intimation  :  one  of  my  companions  at  table,  is  comparatively  indeBnite, 
and  even  the  expression  :  he  who  dippeth  with  me  in  the  dish,  is  a  less  direct 
sign  of  the  traitor,  than  if  Jesus  had  himself  dipped  the  morsel  and  presented 
it  to  him.  Now  is  it  in  the  spirit  of  the  ancient  legend,  if  Jesus  really  gave 
the  more  precise  designation,  to  lose  its  hold  of  this,  and  substitute  one  less 
precise,  so  as  to  diminish  the  miracle  of  the  foreknowledge  exhibited  by 
Jesus  ?  Assuredly  not ;  but  rather  the  very  reverse  holds  true.  Hence  we 
conclude  that  Matthew,  together  with  the  unhistorically  precise,  has  yet  at 
the  same  time  preserved  the  historically  less  precise ;  whereas  John  has  en- 
tirely lost  the  latter  and  has  retained  only  the  former. 

After  thus  renouncing  what  is  narrated  of  a  personal  designation  of  the 
traitor  by  Jesus,  as  composed  post  eventunij  there  yet  remains  to  us  the  general 
precognition  and  prediction  on  the  part  of  Jesus,  that  one  of  his  disciples 
and  companions  at  table  would  betray  him.  But  even  this  is  attended  with 
difficulties.  That  Jesus  received  any  external  notification  of  treason  broodirig 
against  him  in  the  circle  of  his  confidential  friends,  there  is  no  indication  in 
the  gospels :  he  appears  to  have  gathered  this  feature  of  his  destiny  also  out 
of  the  scriptures  alone.  He  repeatedly  declares  that  by  his  approaching 
betrayal  the  scripture  will  be  fulfilled  (John  xiii.  18,  xvii.  12;  comp.  Matt, 
xxvi.  24  parall.),  and  in  the  fourth  gospel  (xiii.  18),  he  cites  as  this  scripturCy 
ypa<t>rf,  the  words :  Us  that  eaieth  bread  with  me,  hath  lifted  up  his  heel 
against  me,  6  rpcoywv  /xct  ifiov  rov  dfyrov  Iwrjpfv  eir  ifik  t^v  trripvav  avroG,  from 
Ps.  xli.  10.  This  passage  in  the  Psalms  refers  either  to  the  well-known  per- 
tidious  friends  of  David,  Ahithophel  and  Mephibosheth,  or,  if  the  Psalm  be 
not  the  composition  of  David,  to  some  unknown  individuals  who  stood  in  a 
similar  relation  to  the  poetJ  There  is  so  little  trace  of  a  messianic  signifi- 
cance, that  even  Tholuck  and  Olshausen  acknowledge  the  above  to  be  the 
original  sense.  But  according  to  the  latter,  in  the  fate  of  David  was  imaged 
that  of  the  Messiah ;  according  to  the  former,  David  himself,  under  a  divine 
impulse  often  used  expressions  concerning  himself,  which  contained  special 
allusions  to  the  fate  of  Jesus.  When,  however,  Tholuck  adds :  David  him- 
self, under  the  influence  of  inspiration,  did  not  always  comprehend  this  more 
profound  sense  of  his  expressions ;  what  is  this  hut  a  confession  that  by  the 
interpretation  of  such  passages  as  relating  to  Christ  there  is  given  to  them 
another  sense  than  that  in  which  their  author  originally  intended  them? 
Now  that  Jesus  deduced  from  this  passage  of  the  41st  Psalm,  that  it  would 
be  his  lot  to  be  betrayed  by  a  friend,  in  the  way  of  natural  reflection,  is  the 
more  inconceivable,  because  there  is  no  indication  to  be  discovered  that  this 
Psalm  was  interpreted  messianically  among  the  Jews :  while  that  such  an 
interpretation  was  a  result  of  the  divine  knowledge  in  Jesus  is  impossible, 
because  it  is  a  false  interpretation.  It  is  rather  to  be  supposed,  that  the 
passage  in  question  was  applied  to  the  treachery  of  Judas  only  after  the  issue. 
It  is  necessary  to  figure  to  ourselves  the  consternation  which  the  death  of  the 
Messiah  must  have  produced  in  the  minds  of  his  first  adherents,  and  the  solici- 
tous industry  with  which  they  endeavoured  to  comprehend  this  catastrophe  ; 
and  to  remember  that  to  a  mind  of  Jewish  culture,  to  comprehend  a  fact  or 
doctrine  was  not  to  reconcile  it  with  consciousness  and  reason,  but  to  bring 
it  into  harmony  with  scripture.  In  seeking  such  a  result,  the  primitive  Chris- 
tians found  predicted  in  the  oracles  of  the  Old  Testament,  not  only  the  death 
of  the  Messiah,  but  also  his  falling  by  means  of  the  perfidy  of  one  of  his 
friends,  and  even  the  subsequent  fate  and  end  of  this  traitor  (Matt,  xxvii.  9  f.  ; 

7  See  De  Welte,  in  loc. 
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Acts  i.  20) ;  and  as  the  most  striking  Old  Testament  authority  for  the  betrayal, 
there  presented  itself  the  above  passage  from  Ps.  xli.,  where  the  author  com- 
plains of  maltreatment  from  one  of  his  most  intimate  friends.  These  vouchers 
from  the  Old  Testament  might  be  introduced  by  the  writers  of  the  evangelical 
history  either  as  reflections  from  themselves  or  others  by  way  of  appendix  to 
their  narrative  of  the  result,  as  is  done  by  the  authors  of  the  first  gospel  and 
the  Acts,  where  they  relate  the  end  of  Judas :  or,  what  would  be  more  im- 
pressive, they  might  put  them  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus  himself  before  the 
issue,  as  is  done  by  the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel  in  the  present  instance. 
The  Psalmist  had  meant  by  *Pn?  /5^  one  who  generally  was  accustomed  10 
eat  bread  with  him  :  but  this  expression  might  easily  come  to  be  regarded  as 
the  designation  of  one  in  the  act  of  eating  bread  with  the  subject  of  the 
prophecy  :  and  hence  it  seemed  appropriate  to  choose  as  the  scene  for  the 
delivery  of  the  prediction,  a  meal  of  Jesus  with  his  disciples,  and  for  the  sake 
of  proximity  to  the  end  of  Jesus  to  make  this  meal  the  last.  For  the  rest,  the 
])recise  words  of  the  psalm  were  not  adhered  to,  for  instead  of  o  Tptayiav  /act' 
ifjLov  Tov  ofn-ovy  he  who  eateth  bread  with  me^  was  substituted  either  the 
synonymous  phrase  /xer*  c/aov  hrX  t^s  r/KiTrefi/?,  with  me  on  the  tabUy  as  in 
Luke ;  or,  in  accordance  with  the  representation  of  the  $ynoptists  that  this 
last  was  a  paschal  meal,  an  allusion  to  the  particular  sauce  used  on  that  occa- 
sion :  o  e/A^a7rTo/ji€vo9  /xcr  ^/aov  cis  to  Tpv/?Aibv,  he  who  dippeth  with  me  in  the 
dishy  as  in  Mark  and  Matthew.  This,  at  first  entirely  synonymous  with  the 
expression  o  Tpwywv  k.  t.  A..,  as  a  designation  of  some  one  of  his  companions 
at  table,  was  soon,  from  the  desire  for  a  personal  designation,  misconstrued 
to  mean  that  Judas  accidentally  dipped  his  hand  into  the  dish  at  the  same 
moment  with  Jesus,  and  at  length  the  morsel  dipped  into  the  dish  by  Judas 
at  the  same  time  with  Jesus,  was  by  the  fourth  Evangelist  converted  into  the 
sop  presented  by  Jesus  to  his  betrayer. 

There  are  other  parts  also  of  this  scene  in  John,  which,  instead  of  having 
a  natural  character,  as  Sieflert  maintains,  must  rather  be  pronounced  artificial. 
The  manner  in  which  Peter  has  to  use  the  intervention  of  the  disciple  leaning 
on  Jesus'  bosom,  in  order  to  obtain  from  the  latter  a  more  definite  intimation 
concerning  the  betrayer,  besides  being  foreign  to  the  synoptists,  belongs  to 
that  unhistorical  colouring  which,  as  we  have  above  shown,  the  fourth  gospel 
gives  to  the  relation  of  the  two  apostles.  Moreover,  to  disguise  an  indication 
of  Judas  in  the  evil  character  of  the  traitor,  beneath  an  action  of  friendliness, 
as  that  of  giving  him  the  sop,  must  retain  something  untruthful  and  revolting, 
whatever  may  be  imagined  of  objects  which  Jesus  might  have  in  view,  such 
as  the  touching  of  the  traitor  with  compunction  even  at  that  hour.  Lastly, 
the  address.  What  thou  doest,  do  quickly^  after  all  that  can  be  done  to  soften 
it,®  is  still  harsh, — a  kind  of  braving  of  the  impending  catastrophe;  and  rather 
than  resort  to  any  refinements  in  order  to  justify  these  words  as  spoken  by 
Jesus,  I  prefer  agreeing  with  the  author  of  the  Probabilia,  who  sees  in  them 
the  effort  of  the  fourth  Evangelist  to  improve  on  the  ordinary  representation, 
according  to  which  Jesus  foreknew  the  betrayal  and  refrained  from  pre- 
venting it,  by  making  him  even  challenge  the  traitor  to  expedite  his  under- 
taking.^ 

Besides  the  betrayal,  Jesus  is  said  to  have  predicted  the  denial  by  Peter, 
and  to  have  fixed  the  precise  time  of  its  occurrence,  declaring  that  before  the 
cock  should  crow  (Mark  says  twice)  on  the  following  morning,  Peter  would 

^  Vid.  Liicke  and  Tholuck,  in  loc 

•  P.  62  :  reliqui  quidem  narrant  evangelista  servaiorem  scivisse  proditionis  consilium^  nee 
impedivisse  ;  ipsum  vero  txcU&sse  Judam  ad proditionem  nemo  eorum  dicit,  neque  convenit  hoc 
Jesu. 
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deny  him  thrice  (Matt  xxvi.  33  fF.  paralL):  which  prediction,  according  to  the 
gospels,  was  exactly  accomplished.  It  is  here  observed  on  the  side  of 
Rationalism,  that  the  extension  of  the  prophetic  gift  to  the  cognizance  of 
such  merely  accessory  circumstances  as  the  crowing  of  cocks,  must  excite 
astonishment ;  as  also  that  Jesus,  instead  of  warning,  predicts  the  result  as 
inevitable  :  ^^  a  feature  which  calls  to  mind  the  Fate  of  the  Greek  tragedy,  in 
which  a  man,  in  spite  of  his  endeavour  to  avoid  what  the  oracle  has  predicted 
of  him,  nevertheless  fulfils  its  inexorable  decree.  Paulus  will  not  admit 
either  ov  ^vi^et  (rrjfA€pov  aXc#cr(i)p,  or  dvapvturOauj  or  rpi9,  to  have  been  spoken 
in  their  strict  verbal  signification,  but  gives  to  the  entire  speech  of  Jesus  only 
this  indecisive  and  problematical  sense :  so  easily  to  be  shaken  is  the  imagined 
firmness  of  this  disciple,  that  between  the  present  moment  and  the  early 
morning,  events  may  arise  which  would  cause  him  more  than  once  to  stumble 
and  be  unfaithful  to  his  master.  But  this  is  not  the  right  mode  of  removing 
the  difficulty  of  the  evangelical  narrative.  The  words  attributed  to  Jesus  so 
closely  agree  with  the  subsequent  event,  that  the  idea  of  a  merely  fortuitous 
coincidence  is  not  to  be  here  entertained.  Occurring  as  they  do  in  a  tissue  of 
prophecies  post  even/um,  we  must  rather  suppose  that  after  Peter  had  really 
denied  Jesus  more  than  once  during  that  night,  the  announcement  of  such  a 
result  was  put  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus,  with  the  common  marking  of  time  by 
the  crowing  of  the  cock,^i  and  the  reduction  of  the  instances  of  denial  to 
three.  That  this  determination  of  time  and  number  was  permanent  in  the 
evangelical  tradition  (except  that  Mark^  doubtless  arbitrarily,  for  the  sake  of 
balancing  the  fAric^  denying  by  another  number,  speaks  of  the  twice  crowing 
of  the  cock),  appears  to  be  explained  without  any  great  difficulty  by  the 
familiarity  of  the  expressions  early  chosen,  and  the  ease  with  which  they  could 
be  retained  in  the  memory. 

Just  as  little  claim  to  be  regarded  as  a  real  prophecy  has  the  announcement 
of  Jesus  to  the  rest  of  his  disciples  that  they  will  all  of  them  be  offended 
because  of  him  in  the  coming  night,  that  they  will  forsake  him  and  disperse 
(Matt.  xxvi.  31.  parall.,  comp.  John  xvi.  32) ;  especially  as  the  Evangelists 
themselves,  in  the  words  :  J^or  it  is  written,  J  wilt  smite  the  shepherd^  and  the 
sheep  of  the  flock  shall  be  scattered  abroad,  point  out  to  us  the  Old  Testament 
passage  (Zech.  xiiL  7),  which,  first  sought  out  by  the  adherents  of  Jesus  for 
the  satisfaction  of  their  own  difficulties  as  to  the  death  of  their  master,  and 
the  melancholy  consequences  which  immediately  ensued,  was  soon  put  into 
the  mouth  of  Jesus  as  a  prophecy  of  these  consequences. 

§  124. 

THE  INSTITUTION   OF  THE  LORD'S  SUPPER. 

It  was  at  the  last  meal,  according  to  the  synoptists,  with  whom  the  Apostle 
Paul  also  agrees  (i  Cor.  xi.  23  ff.),  that  Jesus  gave  to  the  unleavened  bread  and 
the  wine  which,  agreeably  to  the  custom  of  the  paschal  feast,^  he,  as  head  of 
the  family,  had  to  distribute  among  his  disciples,  a  relation  to  his  speedily 
approaching  death.  During  the  repast,  we  are  told,  he  took  bread,  and  after 
giving  thanks,  broke  it  and  gave  it  to  his  disciples  with  the  declaration  :  This 
is  my  body,  rovrd  cort  ro  (ra>/L4a  /xov,  to  which  Paul  and  Luke  add  :  which  is 
given  or  broken  for  you,  ro  vircp  vfuuv  8480/Aevov  or  /cAcu/iCKov  ;  in  like  manner, 

^®  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  b,  s.  538.     L.  J.  I,  b,  s.  192.     Hase,  L.  J.,  §  137. 
'^  Comp.  Lightfoot  and  Paulus,  in  loc. 

^  Comp.  on  this  subject  especially,  Lightfoot,  hone,  p.  474 ff.,  and  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb. 
3,  b,  s.  511  ft 
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according  to  Paul  and  Luke  after  supper,  he  presented  to  them  a  cup  of  wine 
with  the  words  :  This  is  my  blood  of  the  new  testament,  rovro  Iotl  to  al/*a  fwc, 
TO  rrjq  Kaivfjs  Sia6T^K7f^j  or,  according  to  Paul  and  Luke  :  the  new  testament  in 
my  blood,  which  is  shed  for  many,  or  for  you,  kouk^  SuiBi^icrj  hf  t<3  oI^ti  funf,  to 
TTcpt  TToAAwv,  or  virkp  vfjMv,  iKxw6fjL€vov^  to  which  Matthew  adds  :  /or  the  remis- 
sion of  sins,  €19  a<f>€a'iv  afmpTiwv,  and  Paul,  what  he  and  Luke  previously  give 
in  reference  to  the  bread  :  Do  this,  tovto  ttouitc  (Paul,  with  the  wine,  as  oft 
as  ye  drink  it,  oa-dju^  ^v  ttiVi/tc),  in  remembrance  of  me,  ci?  t^v  lia\v  avoLiunfaar. 

The  controversy  between  the  different  confessions  as  to  the  meaning  of 
these  words, — whether  they  signify  a  transmutation  of  bread  and  wine  into 
the  body  and  blood  of  Christ,  or  a  presence  of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ 
with  and  beneath  those  elements,  or  lastly,  the  symbolizing  of  the  body  and 
blood  of  Christ  by  bread  and  wine, — ^may  be  pronounced  obsolete,  and  ought 
not  to  be  any  longer  pursued,  at  least  exegetically,  because  it  is  founded  on  a 
misplaced  distinction.  It  is  only  when  transmitted  to  a  modern  age,  and  to 
the  occidental  mind,  in  which  the  forms  of  thought  are  more  abstract,  that 
what  the  ancient  oriental  understood  by  the  words,  tovto  coti,  divides  itself 
into  the  above  variety  of  possible  significations ;  and  if  we  would  obtain  a 
correct  conception  of  the  idea  which  originally  suggested  the  expression,  we 
must  cease  to  discriminate  thus.  To  explain  the  words  in  question  as  imply- 
ing a  transmutation  of  the  substance,  is  to  go  too  far,  and  to  be  too  definice ; 
to  understand  them  of  an  existence  cum  et  sub  specie,  etc.,  is  too  much  of  a  re- 
finement ;  while  to  translate  them  :  this  signifies,  is  too  limited  and  meagre 
an  interpretation.  To  the  writers  of  our  gospels,  the  bread  in  the  commemo- 
rative supper  was  the  body  of  Christ :  but  had  they  been  asked,  whether  the 
bread  were  transmuted,  they  would  have  denied  it ;  had  they  been  spoken  to 
of  a  partaking  of  the  body  with  and  under  the  form  of  bread,  they  would  not 
have  understood  it ;  had  it  been  inferred  that  consequently  the  bread  merely 
signified  the  body,  they  would  not  have  been  satisfied. 

Thus  to  dispute  farther  on  this  point  is  a  fruitless  labour :  it  is  a  more 
interesting  question,  whether  Jesus  merely  intended  this  peculiarly  significant 
distribution  of  bread  and  wine  as  a  parting  demonstration  of  attachment  to 
his  disciples,  or  whether  he  designed  that  it  should  be  celebrated  by  his 
disciples  in  memory  of  him  after  his  departure.  If  we  had  only  the  account 
of  the  two  first  Evangelists, — this  is  admitted  even  by  orthodox  theologians,^ — 
there  would  be  no  solid  ground  for  the  latter  supposition  ;  but  the  words.  Do 
this  in  rememberance  of  me,  which  are  added  by  Paul  and  Luke,  appear  deci- 
sive of  the  fact  that  Jesus  purposed  the  founding  of  a  commemorative  meal, 
which,  according  to  Paul,  the  Christians  were  to  celebrate,  j£Wi^/  he  should  come, 
axpt^  ol  Siv  tKOjj.  Concerning  this  very  addition,  however,  itTias  t)een  ot'  late 
conjectured  that  it  may  not  have  been  originally  uttered  by  Jesus,  but  that  in 
the  celebration  of  the  Lord's  supper  in  the  primitive  church,  the  presiding 
member  of  the  community,  in  distributing  the  elements,  may  have  exhorted 
the  rest  to  continue  the  repetition  of  this  meal  in  remembrance  of  Christ,  and 
that  from  this  primitive  Christian  ritual  the  above  words  were  added  to  the 
address  of  Jesus.*  This  conjecture  should  not  be  opposed  by  an  exaggerated 
estimate  of  the  authority  of  the  Apostle  Paul,  such  as  that  of  Olshausen,  who 
infers  from  the  words,  I  /lave  received  of  the  Lord,  'impiXafiov  &v6  rov  Kvpioc, 
that  he  here  delivers  an  immediate  revelation  from  Christ,  nay,  that  Christ 
himself  speaks  through  him  :  since,  as  even  Siiskind  has  admitted,  and  as 

*  Siiskind,  in  the  treatise :  Hat  Jesus  das  Abendmahl  als  einen  mnemonischen  Ritus 
angeoidnet  ?  in  his  Magazin  11,$.  I  ff. 
^  Paulas,  exeg.  Handb,  3,  b,  s.  527. 
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Schulz  has  recently  shown  in  the  most  convincing  manner,*  the  phrase 
7rap€L\afjLpdv€iv  airo  rivo^  cannot  signify  an  immediate  reception,  but  only  a 
mediate  transmission  from  the  individual  specified.  If,  however,  Paul  had 
not  that  addition  from  Jesus  himself,  still  Siiskind  thinks  himself  able  to  prove 
that  it  must  have  been  communicated,  or  at  least  conBrmed,  by  an  apostle, 
and  is  of  opinion,  in  the  manner  of  his  school,  that  by  a  series  of  abstract 
distinctions,  he  can  define  certain  boundary  lines  which  must  in  this  case 
prevent  the  intrusion  of  an  unhistorical  tradition.  But  the  severe  attention  to 
evidence  which  characterizes  our  own  day,  ought  not  to  be  expected  from 
an  infant  religious  society,  between  the  distant  portions  of  which  there  was 
not  yet  any  organized  connexion,  or  for  the  most  part  any  other  than  oral 
communication.  On  the  other  hand,  however,  we  must  not  be  induced  to 
regard  the  words  rovro  froietrc  k.  r.  A,,  as  a  later  addition  to  the  address  of 
Jesus,  on  false  grounds,  such  as,  that  it  would  have  been  repugnant  to  the 
humility  of  Jesus  to  found  a  rite  in  remembrance  of  himself ;  ^  nor  must  we 
rate  too  highly  the  silence  of  the  two  first  Evangelists,  in  opposition  to  the 
testimony  of  Paul 

Perhaps  this  point  may  be  decided  by  means  of  another  more  general 
question,  namely,  what  led  Jesus  to  make  this  peculiarly  significant  distribu- 
tion of  bread  and  wine  among  his  disciples  ?  Orthodox  theologians  seek  to 
remove  as  far  as  possible  from  the  person  of  Jesus,  as  divine,  all  progress, 
and  especially  a  gradual  or  sudden  origination  of  plans  and  resolutions  not 
previously  present  in  his  mind  :  hence,  according  to  them,  there  lay  in  Jesus 
from  the  beginning,  together  with  the  foreknowledge  of  his  destiny,  and  his 
entire  plan,  the  design  to  institute  this  supper,  as  a  commemorative  rite  to  be 
observed  by  his  church ;  and  this  opinion  may  at  least  appeal  for  support,  to 
the  allusions  implying  that  he  already  contemplated  the  institution  a  year  be- 
forehand, attributed  to  Jesus  in  the  sixth  chapter  of  the  fourth  gospel. 

This  is  certainly  an  insecure  support,  for,  as  a  previous  enquiry  has  shown, 
those  allusions,  totally  unintelligible  before  the  institution  of  the  Supper,  can- 
not have  proceeded  from  Jesus,  but  only  from  the  Evangelist.^  Further,  as, 
viewing  the  subject  generally,  it  appeared  to  annul  the  reality  of  the  human 
nature  in  Jesus,  to  suppose  that  all  lay  foreseen  and  prepared  in  him  from  the 
first,  or  at  least  from  the  commencement  of  his  mature  age  ;  Rationalism  has 
maintained,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  idea  of  the  symbolical  act  and  words  in 
question  did  not  arise  in  Jesus  until  the  last  evening.  According  to  this  view, 
at  the  sight  of  the  broken  bread  and  the  outpoured  wine,  Jesus  had  a  fore- 
boding of  his  near  and  violent  death  ;  he  saw  in  the  former  an  image  of  his 
body  which  was  to  be  put  to  death,  and  in  the  latter  of  his  blood  which  was 
to  be  shed  ;  and  this  momentary  impression  was  communicated  by  him  to  his 
disciples. "^  But  such  a  tragical  impression  could  only  be  felt  by  Jesus  if  he 
contemplated  his  death  as  a  near  event  That  he  did  so  with  a  greater  dis- 
tinctness at  the  last  meal,  is  thought  to  be  proved  by  the  assurance  which, 
according  to  all  the  synoptists,  he  gave  to  his  disciples,  that  he  would  no  more 
drink  of  the  fruit  of  the  vine  until  he  drank  it  new  in  the  kingdom  of  his 
Father ;  whence,  as  there  is  no  ground  for  supposing  a  vow  of  abstinence  on 
his  part,  he  must  have  foreseen  that  his  end  would  arrive  within  the  next  few 
days.  If,  however,  we  observe  how  in  Luke  this  assurance  in  relation  to  the 
wine  is  preceded  by  the  declaration  of  Jesus,  that  he  will  no  more  eat  the 
passover  until  it  be  fulfilled  in  the  kingdom  of  God,  it  appears  probable  that 

*  Ueber  das  Abendmahl,  s.  217  f£ 

^  Kaiser,  bibL  Theol.  2,  a,  s.  39  ;  Stephani,  das  h.  Abendmahl,  s.  61. 

•  Vol.  II.  §  81. 

'  Paulas,  ut  sup.  s.  519  ff. ;  Kaiser,  ut  sup.  s.  37  ff. 
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originally  iht  fruit  of  the  vine  also  was  understood  not  as  wine  in  general,  but 
as  specially  the  beverage  of  the  passover ;  of  which  a  trace  may  perhaps  be 
discovered  in  the  expression  of  Matthew  and  Mark — this  fruit  of  the  vine, 
rovrov  tou  ytwrjfjLtiTo^  t^s  A/tTrcXov.  Meals  in  the  messianic  kingdom  were,  in 
accordance  with  the  ideas  of  the  age,  often  spoken  of  by  Jesus,  and  he  may 
have  expected  that  in  that  kingdom  the  Passover  would  be  observed  with 
peculiar  solemnity.  When  therefore  he  declares  that  he  will  no  more  partake 
of  this  meal  in  the  present  ag9,  a«uv,  but  only  iflL-thg^Juture-,  first,  this  does 
not  apply  to  eating  and  drinking  in  general,  and  hence  does  not  mean  that 
his  sojourn  in  this  pre-messianic  world  was  to  have  an  end  within  the  next 
few  days,  but  only  within  the  space  of  ^yeaf^  nor,  secondly,  does  it  neces- 
sarily involve  the  idea  that  this  change  was  to  oe  introduced  by  his  death,  for 
he  migbK  even  vet  expect  that  the  kingdom  of  the  Messiah  would  commence 
during  wis  lifeT 

Meanwhile,  Ao  deny  every  presentiment  of  his  end  on  the  part  of  Jesus  in 
these  last  days  of  his  life,  is  on  the  one  hand,  not  warranted  by  our  previous 
examination  ;  and  on  the  other,  would  compel  us  to  doubt  the  institution  of 
the  ritual  Supper  by  Jesus,  which  we  can  hardly  do  in  opposition  to  the  testi- 
mony of  Paul.  It  is  moreover  easily  conceivable,  that  the  continually 
increasing  involvement  of  his  relation  to  the  Jewish  hierarchy,  might  at  length 
bring  to  Jesus  the  conviction  that  his  ^^eaUi  was  inevitable,  and  that  in  a 
moment  of  emotion  he  might  even  fix  the  next  passover  as  the  term  which 
he  should  not  survive.  Thus  each  of  the  supposed  cases  appears  possible  : 
either  that,  owing  to  a  thought  suggested  by  the  impressiveness  of  the  moment, 
at  the  last  passover  which  he  celebrated  with  his  disciples,  he  made  bread  and 
wine  the  symbols  of  his  body  which  was  to  be  slain  and  his  blood  which  was 
to  be  shed  ;  or  that  for  some  time  previously  he  had  embraced  the  design  of 
bequeathing  such  a  commemorative  meal  to  his  adherents,  in  which  case  he 
may  very  probably  have  uttered  the  words  preserved  by  Paul  and  Luke.  But 
before  this  intimation  of  the  death  of  Jesus  had  been  duly  appropriated  by  the 
disciples,  and  received  into  their  conviction,  they  were  overtaken  by  the  actual 
catastrophe,  for  which,  therefore,  they  miglit  be  regarded  as  wholly  unpre- 
pared. 


CHAPTER   III. 

RETIREMENT  TO  THE  MOUNT  OF  OLIVES,  ARREST,  TRIAL, 
CONDEMNATION  AND  CRUCIFIXION  OF  JESUS. 


§  125. 
AGONY   OF  JESUS   IN  THE   GARDEN. 

According  to  the  synoptical  narratives,  Jesus,  immediately  after  the  con- 
clusion of  the  meal  and  the  singing  of  the  Hallel^  it  being  his  habit  during 
this  feast  time  to  spend  the  night  out  of  Jerusalem  (Matt.  xxi.  17;  Luke 
xxii.  39),  went  to  the  Mount  of  Olives,  into  a  garden  x^i^piov  (in  John,  k^os) 
called  Gethsemane  (Matt,  xxvi,  30,  36  parall.).  John,  who  gives  the  addi- 
lional  particular  that  the  garden  lay  over  the  brook  Kedron,  does  not  repre- 
sent  him  as  departing  thither  until  after  a  long  series  of  valedictory  discourses 
(xiv.-xvii.),  of  which  we  shall  hereafter  have  to  speak  again.  While  John 
makes  the  arrest  of  Jesus  follow  immediately  on  the  arrival  of  Jesus  in  the 
garden,  the  synoptists  insert  between  the  two  that  scene  which  is  usually 
designated  the  agony  of  Jesus. 

Their  accounts  of  this  scene  are  not  in  unison.  According  to  Matthew  and 
Mark,  Jesus  takes  with  him  his  three  most  confidential  disciples,  Peter  and 
the  sons  of  Zebedee,  leaving  the  rest  behind,  is  seized  with  fearfulness  and 
trembling,  tells  the  three  disciples  that  he  is  sorrowful  even  unto  death,  and 
admonishing  them  to  remain  wakeful  in  the  mean  time,  removes  to  a  dis- 
tance from  them  also,  that  he  may  offer  a  prayer  for  himself,  in  which,  with 
his  face  bent  to  the  earth,  he  entreats  that  the  cup  of  suffering  may  pass 
from  him,  but  still  resigns  all  to  the  will  of  his  Father.  When  he  returns  to 
the  disciples,  he  finds  them  sleeping,  again  admonishes  them  to  watchfulness, 
then  removes  from  them  a  second  time,  and  repeats  the  former  prayer,  after 
which  he  once  more  finds  his  disciples  asleep.  For  the  third  time  he  retires 
to  repeat  the  prayer,  and  returning,  for  the  third  time  finds  the  disciples 
sleeping,  but  now  awakes  them,  in  order  to  meet  the  coming  betrayer.  Of 
the  number  three,  which  thus  doubly  figures  in  the  narrative  of  the  two  first 
Evangelists,  Luke  says  nothing ;  according  to  him,  Jesus  retires  from  all  the 
disciples,  after  admonishing  them  to  watch,  for  the  distance  of  about  a  stone's 
cast,  and  prays  kneeling,  once  only,  but  nearly  in  the  same  words  as  in  the 
other  gospels,  then  returns  to  the  disciples  and  awakes  them,  because  Judas 
is  approaching  with  the  multitude.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  Luke  in  his 
single  scene  of  prayer,  has  two  circumstances  which  are  foreign  to  the  other 
narrators,  namely,  that  while  Jesus  was  yet  praying,  and  immediately  before 
the  most  violent  mental  struggle,  an  angel  appeared  to  strengthen  him,  and 
that  during  the  agony  a.-yiovLa.  which  ensued,  the  sweat  of  Jesus  was  as  it  were 

great  drops  of  biood  falling  to  the  ground, 

63s 


636  PART  III.      CHAPTER  III.      §    1 2$. 

From  the  earliest  times  this  scene  in  Gethsemane  has  been  a  stumbling- 
block,  because  Jesus  therein  appears  to  betray  a  weakness  and  fear  of  death 
which  might  be  considered  unworthy  of  him.  Celsus  and  Julian,  doubtless 
having  in  their  minds  the  great  examples  of  a  dying  Socrates  and  other 
heathen  sages,  expressed  contempt  for  the  fear  of  death  exhibited  by  Jesus ;  ^ 
Vanini  boldly  extolled  his  own  demeanour  in  the  face  of  execution  as  superior 
to  that  of  Jesus ;  *  and  in  the  Evangelium  Nicodemi^  Satan  concludes  from 
this  scene  that  Christ  is  a  mere  man.^  The  supposition  resoned  to  in  this 
apocryphal  book,  that  the  trouble  of  Jesus  was  only  assumed  in  order  to  en- 
courage the  devil  to  enter  into  a  contest  with  him,*  is  but  a  confession  of 
inability  to  reconcile  a  real  truth  of  that  kind  with  the  ideal  of  Jesus.  Hence 
appeal  has  been  made  to  the  distinction  between  the  two  natures  in  Christ ; 
the  sorrowfulness  and  the  prayer  for  the  removal  of  the  cup  having  been 
ascribed  to  the  human  nature,  the  resignation  to  the  will  of  the  Father,  to  the 
divine.^  As  however,  in  the  first  place,  this  appeared  to  introduce  an  in- 
admissible division  in  the  nature  of  Jesus  \  and  in  the  second  place,  even  a 
fear  experienced  by  his  human  nature  in  the  prospect  of  approaching  bodily 
sufferings  appeared  unworthy  of  him  :  his  consternation  was  represented  as 
being  of  a  spiritual  and  sympathetic  character — as  arising  from  the  wicked- 
ness of  Judas,  the  danger  which  threatened  his  disciples,  and  the  fate  which 
was  impending  over  his  nation.^  The  effort  to  free  the  sorrow  of  Jesus  from 
all  reference  to  physical  suffering,  or  to  his  own  person,  attained  its  highest 
pitch  in  the  ecclesiastical  tenet,  that  Jesus  by  substitution  was  burthened  with 
the  guilt  of  all  mankind,  and  vicariously  endured  the  wrath  of  God  against 
that  guilt."^  Some  have  even  supposed  that  the  devil  himself  wrestled  with 
Jesus.® 

But  such  a  cause  for  the  trouble  of  Jesus  is  not  found  in  the  text ;  on  the 
contrary,  here  as  elsewhere  (Matt.  xx.  22  f.  parall.),  the  cup  iron^piov  for  the 
removal  of  which  Jesus  prays,  must  be  understood  of  his  own  bodily  suffer- 
ings and  death.  Moreover,  the  above  ecclesiastical  opinion  is  founded  on  an 
unscriptural  conception  of  the  vicarious  office  of  Jesus.  It  is  true  that  even 
in  the  conception  of  the  synoptists,  the  suffering  of  Jesus  is  a  vicarious  one 
for  the  sins  of  many ;  but  the  substitution  consists,  according  to  them,  not  in 

^  Orig.  c.  Cels.  ii.  24  :  \4y€i.  (6  KiXffos)'  ri  odr  rorpiaTOUf  koI  iSAperait  koX  rbw  rov  iXiBpov 
<f>b^w  €0x^0,1  irapadpafieiv,  Xiyw  /c.  r.  X. :  J/g  says  (i.e.  Celsus)  :  Why  then  does  he  supplicate 
help,  and  bewail  himself,  and  pray  for  escape  from  the  fear  of  death,  saying,  etc.  Julian,  in 
a  Fragment  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  ap.  Miinter,  Fragm.  Patr.  grsec.  Fasc.  i,  p.  121  : 
dXAd  KoX  TQiavra  Tpofft^xeraiy  <fy^iriy,  6  'I.,  ota  &6\iot  dySptavos,  ffVfi^fAp  ip4p€Uf  tiK6\<as  ob 
dvvdfiepos,  Kal  vw  dyyOiOv,  Sein  CUv^  ipicrx^^^^*  J^*^^*  ^^y^  ^>  ^^^^  presents  such  petitions  as 
a  loretched  mortal  would  offer,  when  untUfle  to  bear  a  ccUamity  with  serenity  ;  and  although 
divine,  he  is  strengthened  by  an  angel, 

'  Gramond.  hist.  Gall.  ab.  exc.  Henr.  IV.  L.  iii.  p.  211  :  Lucilius  Vanini — dum  in 
patibulum  trahitur — Chris  to  illudii  in  hcec  eadem  verba  :  illi  in  extremis  prjt  timore  im- 
bellis  sudor :  ego  imperterritus  morior. 

'  Evang.  Nicod.  c.  xx.  ap.  Thilo,  I,  s.  702  ff.  :  iy^  ydp  olda,  6ti  dpOfnawSs  icTi,  koX  Ijkovoo, 
airrov  Xfyorrof  Art  ireptKinrds  iaruf  ij  yf/vxfl  M-ov  tias  Oawdrov. 

*  Ibid.  s.  706.  Hades  replies  to  Satan  :  el  Bi  Xevctf,  8n  IjKovffas  airod  ^^wyihw  rhv 
Odwarop,  frai^wp  <re  koX  yeXCup  iifnj  rovroy  OdXup^  Zwt  0*6  dprdoxi  ^^  X^^P^  iwarg, 

^  Orig.  c.  Cels.  iL  25. 

^  Hieron.  Comm.  in  Matth.  in  loc.  :  Contristabatur  rufn  timore  patiendi,  qui  ad  hoc 
venerat,  ut  pateretur,  sed  propter  infelicissimum  Jttdam,  et  scandalum  omnium  apostolorum, 
et  rejectionem  populi  Judaorum,  et  eversionem  misera  HierusaUni, 

7  Calvin,  Comm.  in  harm,  evangg.  Matth.  xxvi.  37:  Non — mortem  horruit  simpliciter^ 
quatenus  transitus  est  e  mundo  sed  quia  formidabile  Dei  tribunal  illi  erat  ante  oculos,  judex 
ipse  incomprehefuilnli  vindicta  armatus,  pectata  vero  nostra^  quorum  onus  illi  erat  imposi- 
tum^  sua  ingenti  mole  eum  premebant,  Comp.  Luther's  Hauspostille,  die  erste  Passions- 
predigt. 

«  Lightfoot,  p.  884  f. 
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Jesus  having  immediately  borne  these  sins  and  the  punishment  due  to  man- 
kind on  account  of  them,  but  in  a  personal  suffering  being  laid  upon  him  on 
account  of  those  sins,  and  in  order  to  remove  their  punishment.  Thus,  as  on 
the  cross,  it  was  not  directly  the  sins  of  the  world,  and  the  anger  of  God  in 
relation  to  them,  which  afflicted  him,  but  the  wounds  which  he  received,  and 
his  whole  lamentable  situation,  wherein  he  was  indeed  placed  for  the  sins  of 
mankind  :  so,  according  to  the  idea  of  the  Evangelists,  in  Gethsemane  also,  it 
was  not  immediately  the  feeling  of  the  misery  of  humanity  which  occasioned 
his  dismay,  but  the  presentiment  of  his  own  suflfering,  which,  however,  was 
encountered  in  the  stead  of  mankind. 

From  the  untenable  ecclesiastical  view  of  the  agony  of  Jesus,  a  descent  has 
in  more  modem  times  been  made  to  coarse  materialism,  by  reducing  what  it 
was  thought  hopeless  to  justify  ethically,  as  a  mental  condition,  to  a  purely 
physical  one,  and  supposing  that  Jesus  was  attacked  by  some  malady  in 
Gethsemane ;  ^  an  opinion  which  Paulus,  with  a  severity  which  he  should 
only  have  more  industriously  applied  to  his  own  explanations,  pronounces  to 
be  altogether  unseemly  and  opposed  to  the  text,  though  he  does  not  regard 
as  improbable  Heumann's  hypothesis,  that  in  addition  to  his  inward  sorrow, 
Jesus  had  contracted  a  cold  in  the  clayey  ground  traversed  by  the  Kedron.*^ 
On  the  other  hand,  the  scene  has  been  depicted  in  the  colours  of  modern 
sentimentalism,  and  the  feelings  of  friendship,  the  pain  of  separation,  the 
thoughts  of  parting,  have  been  assigned  as  the  causes  which  so  lacerated  the 
mind  of  Jesus  :  *^  or  a  confused  blending  of  all  the  different  kinds  of  sorrow, 
selfish  and  sympathetic,  sensual  and  spiritual,  has  been  presupposed.  ^^ 
Paulus  explains  ci  Bwarov  ifrrij  irap^Oena  ro  irorrjptov  (if  it  be  possible^  let  this 
cup  pass  from  me)  as  the  expression  of  a  purely  moral  anxiety  on  the  part  of 
Jesus,  as  to  whether  it  were  the  will  of  God  that  he  should  give  himself  up 
to  the  attack  immediately  at  hand,  or  whether  it  were  not  more  accordant 
with  the  Divine  pleasure,  that  he  should  yet  escape  from  this  danger  :  thus 
converting  into  a  mere  inquiry  of  God,  what  is  obviously  the  most  urgent 
prayer. 

While  Olshausen  falls  back  on  the  ecclesiastical  theory,  and  authoritatively 
declares  that  the  supposition  of  external  corporeal  suffering  having  called 
forth  the  anguish  of  Jesus,  ought  to  be  banished  as  one  which  would  anni- 
hilate the  essential  characteristics  of  his  mission ;  others  have  more  correctly 
acknowledged  that  in  that  anguish  the  passionate  wish  to  be  delivered  from 
the  terrible  sufferings  in  prospect,  the  horror  of  sensitive  nature  in  the  face  of 
annihilation,  are  certainly  apparent ^^  With  justice  also  it  is  remarked,  in 
opposition  to  the  reproach  which  has  been  cast  on  Jesus,  that  the  speedy 
conquest  over  rebellious  nature  removes  every  appearance  of  sinfulness;** 
that,  moreover,  the  shrinking  of  physical  nature  at  the  prospect  of  annihila- 
tion belongs  to  the  essential  conditions  of  life  ;  **  nay,  that  the  purer  the 
human  nature  in  an  individual,  the  more  susceptible  is  it  in  relation  to  suffer- 
ing and  annihilation ;  ^^  that  the  conquest  over  suffering  intensely  appreciated 
is  greater  than  a  stoical  or  even  a  Socratic  insensibility.^'' 

•  Thiess,  Krit.  Coram,  s.  418  if. 
*®  Ut  sup.  s.  549,  554  f.,  Anm. 

^^  Schuster,  zur  Erlauterung  des  N.  T.,  in  Eichhorn's  Biblioth.  9,  s.  1012  fT. 
^'  Hess,  Gesch.  Jesu,  2,  s.  322  fT.  ;  Kuinol,  in  Matth.,  p.  719. 

^'  UUmann,  uber  die  Unsiindlichkeit  Jesu,  in  his  Studien,  i,  s.  61.  Hasert,  ib.  3,  I,  s. 
66  ff. 

*^  Ullmann,  ut  sup. 

**  Hasert,  ut  sup. 

^'  Luther,  in  der  Predigt  vom  Leiden  Christi  im  Garten. 

*'  Ambrosius  in  Luc,  Tom.  x.  56. 
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With  more  reason,  criticism  has  attacked  the  peculiar  representation  of  the 
third  gospel.  The  strengthening  angel  has  created  no  little  difficulty  to  the 
ancient  church  on  dogmatical  grounds, — ^to  modern  exposition  on  critical 
grounds.  An  ancient  scholium  on  the  consideration,  that  he  who  was  iubrd 
and  glorified  with  fear  and  trembling  by  all  the  celestial  ptnvers^  did  not  need 
the  strengthening  of  the  angel^  ore  r^s  \xryfio%  rov  orfytKov  ovk  citcSccto  6  vro 
TrdoTf^  eirovpavLOv  8vva/u.e<u?  <f>6P(o  kol  rpofita  irpo<rKuvovfi€vo^  koX  ^oia(,6fieyot, 
interprets  the  ivia-xyeiv  ascribed  to  the  angel  as  a  declaring  strong,  i.e.  as  the 
offering  of  a  doxology ;  ^®  while  others,  rather  than  admit  that  Jesus  could 
need  to  be  strengthened  by  an  angel,  transform  the  ayycXo?  ivur)(wav  into  an 
evil  angel,  who  attempted  to  use  force  against  Jesus.^®  The  orthodox  also, 
by  founding  a  distinction  between  the  state  of  humiliation  and  privation  in 
Christ  and  that  of  his  glorification,  or  in  some  similar  way,  have  long  blunted 
the  edge  of  the  dogmatical  difficulty  :  but  in  place  of  this  a  critical  objection 
has  been  only  so  much  the  more  decidedly  developed.  In  consideration  of 
the  suspicion  which,  according  to  our  earlier  observations,  attaches  to  every 
alleged  angelic  appearance,  it  has  been  sought  to  reduce  the  angel  in  this 
narrative  first  into  a  man,^^  and  then  into  an  image  of  the  composure  which 
Jesus  regained.*^  But  the  right  point  in  the  angelic  appearance  for  criticism 
to  grapple  with,  is  indicated  by  the  circumstance  that  Luke  is  the  only  Evan- 
gelist from  whom  we  learn  it.^^  If,  according  to  the  ordinary  presupposition, 
the  first  and  fourth  gospels  are  of  apostolic  origin ;  why  this  silence  as  to  the 
angel  on  the  part  of  Matthew,  who  is  believed  to  have  been  in  the  garden, 
why  especially  on  the  part  of  John,  who  was  among  the  three  in  the  nearer 
neighbourhood  of  Jesus  ?  If  it  be  said  :  because  sleepy  as  they  were,  and  at 
some  distance,  and  moreover  under  cover  of  the  night,  they  did  not  observe 
him  :  it  must  be  asked,  whence  are  we  to  suppose  that  Luke  received  this 
information?^^  That,  assuming  the  disciples  not  to  have  themselves  ob- 
served the  appearance,  Jesus  should  have  narrated  it  to  them  on  that  even- 
ing, there  is,  from  the  intense  excitement  of  those  hours  and  the  circumstance 
that  the  return  of  Jesus  to  his  disciples  was  immediately  followed  by  the 
arrival  of  Judas,  little  probability ;  and  as  little,  that  he  communicated  it  to 
them  in  the  days  after  the  resurrection,  and  that  nevertheless  this  information 
appeared  worthy  of  record  to  none  but  the  third  Evangelist,  who  yet  received 
it  only  at  second  hand.  As  in  this  manner  there  is  every  presumption  against 
the  historical  character  of  the  angelic  appearance  ;  why  should  not  this  also, 
like  all  appearances  of  the  same  kind  which  have  come  under  our  notice, 
especially  in  the  history  of  the  infancy  of  Jesus,  he  interpreted  by  us  mythi- 
cally ?  Gabler  has  been  before  us  in  advancing  the  idea,  that  in  the  primi- 
tive Christian  community  the  rapid  transition  from  the  most  violent  mental 
conflict  to  the  most  tranquil  resignation,  which  was  observable  in  Jesus  on 
that  night,  was  explained,  agreeably  to  the  Jewish  mode  of  thought,  by  the 
intervention  of  a  strengthening  angel,  and  that  this  explanation  may  have 
mingled  itself  with  the  narrative :  Schleiermacher,  too,  finds  it  the  most 
probable  that  this  moment,  described  by  Jesus  himself  as  one  of  hard  trial, 
was  early  glorified  in  hymns  by  angelic  appearances,  and  that  this  embellish- 


*•  In  Matthaci's  N.  T.,  p.  447. 
^'  Lightfoot,  ut  sup. 

'^  Venturini,  3,  677,  and  conjecturally  Paulus  also,  s.  561. 
*^  Eichhom,  allg.  Bibl.  i,  s.  628  ;  Thiess,  in  loc. 

*'  Comp.  on  this  subject  and  the  following,  Gabler,  neust.  theoL  Journal,  i,  2,  s.  109  C 
3,  s.  217  if. 
'^  Comp.  Julian,  ap.  Theod.  of  Mopsuestia  in  Munter's  Fragm.  Patr.  i,  p.  121  f. 
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ment,  originally  intended  in  a  merely  poetical  sense,  was  received  by  the 
narrator  of  the  third  gospel  as  historical.^* 

The  other  feature  peculiar  to  Luke,  namely,  the  bloody  sweat,  was  early 
felt  to  be  no  less  fraught  with  difficulty  than  the  strengthening  by  the  angel. 
At  least  it  appears  to  have  been  this  more  than  anything  else,  which  occa- 
sioned the  exclusion  of  the  entire  addition  in  Luke,  v.  43  and  44,  from  many 
ancient  copies  of  the  gospels.  For  as  the  orthodox,  who  according  to  Epi- 
phanius^^  rejected  the  passage,  appear  to  have  shrunk  the  most  from  the 
lowest  degree  of  fear  which  is  expressed  by  the  bloody  sweat:  so  to  the 
docetic  opinions  of  some  who  did  not  receive  this  passage,*^  this  was  the  only 
particular  which  could  give  offence.  Thus  in  an  earlier  age,  doubts  were 
raised  respecting  the  fitness  of  the  bloody  sweat  of  Jesus  on  dogmatical  con- 
siderations :  while  in  more  modern  times  this  has  been  done  on  physiological 
grounds.  It  is  true  that  authorities  are  adduced  for  instances  of  bloody 
sweat  from  Aristotle  ^  down  to  the  more  recent  investigators  of  nature ;  *® 
but  such  a  phenomenon  is  only  mentioned  as  extremely  rare,  and  as  a 
symptom  of  decided  disease.  Hence  Paulus  points  to  the  oktcI  (as  it  ^ere\ 
as  indicating  that  it  is  not  directly  a  bloody  sweat  which  is  here  spoken  of, 
but  only  a  sweat  which  might  be  compared  to  blood :  this  comparison,  how- 
ever, he  refers  only  to  the  thick  appearance  of  the  drops,  and  Olshausen  also 
agrees  with  him  thus  far,  that  a  red  colour  of  the  perspiration  is  not  neces- 
sarily included  in  the  comparison.  But  in  the  course  of  a  narrative  which  is 
meant  as  a  prelude  to  the  sanguinary  death  of  Jesus,  it  is  the  most  natural  to 
take  the  comparison  of  the  sweat  to  drops  of  blood^  in  its  full  sense.  Fur- 
ther, here,  yet  more  forcibly  than  in  relation  to  the  angelic  appearance,  the 
question  suggests  itself :  how  did  Luke  obtain  this  information  ?  or  to  pass  by 
all  questions  which  must  take  the  same  form  in  this  instance  as  in  the  pre- 
vious one,  how  could  the  disciples,  at  a  distance  and  in  the  night,  discern  the 
falling  of  drops  of  blood?  According  to  Paulus  indeed  it  ought  not  to  be 
said  that  the  sweat  fell,  for  as  the  word  Kara/Souvovre^,  fallings  refers  not  to 
i3/Mi9,  sweaty  but  to  the  Opofipo^  alfmroij  drops  of  bloody  which  are  introduced 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  comparison,  it  is  only  meant  that  a  sweat  as  thick 
and  heavy  as  falling  drops  of  blood  stood  on  the  brow  of  Jesus.  But  whether 
it  be  said :  the  sweat  fell  like  drops  of  blood  to  the  earth,  or :  it  was  like 
drops  of  blood  falling  to  the  earth,  it  comes  pretty  much  to  the  same  thing  ; 
at  least  the  comparison  of  a  sweat  standing  on  the  brow  to  blood  falling  on 
the  earth  would  not  be  very  apt,  especially  if  together  with  the  falling,  we 
are  to  abstract  also  the  colour  of  the  blood,  so  that  of  the  words,  as  it  were 
drops  of  biood  falling  on  the  ground^  oxrci  Opofifioi  aT/mro^  KaTa^aivovT€s  ct? 
T17V  yrjivj  only  oio-cl  $p6fxfioiy  as  it  ivere  dtops^  would  properly  have  any  de- 
cided meaning.  Since  then  we  can  neither  comprehend  the  circumstance, 
nor  conceive  what  historical  authority  for  it  the  narrator  could  have  had,  let 
us,  with  Schleiermacher,  rather  take  this  feature  also  as  a  poetical  one  con- 
strued historically  by  the  Evangelist,  or  better  still,  as  a  mythical  one,  the 
origin  of  which  may  be  easily  explained  from  the  tendency  to  perfect  the 
conflict  in  the  garden  as  a  prelude  to  the  sufferings  of  Jesus  on  the  cross,  by 
showing  that  not  merely  the  psychical  aspect  of  that  suffering  was  fore- 


**  Ueber  den  Lukas,  s.  288 ;  comp.  De  Wette,  in  loc.  and  Theile,  zur.  Biogr.  Jestt,  §  32. 
Neander  also  appears  willing  silently  to  abandon  this  trait  and  the  following  one. 
*^  Ancoratus,  31. 
«•  Vid.  Wetstein,  «.  807. 
'^  De  part,  animal,  iii.  15. 
**  Vid.  ap.  Michaelis,  not*  in  loc.,  and  Koinol,  in  Luc,  p.  691  f. 
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shadowed  in  the  mental  trouble,  but  also  its  physical  aspect,  in  the  bloody 
sweat. 

As  a  counterpoise  to  this  peculiarity  of  Luke,  his  two  predecessors  have, 
as  we  have  said,  the  twofold  occurrence  of  the  number  three, — the  three 
disciples  taken  apart,  and  the  three  retirements  and  prayers  of  Jesus.  It  has 
indeed  been  contended  that  so  restless  a  movement  hither  and  thither,  so 
rapid  an  alternation  of  retirement  and  return,  is  entirely  suited  to  the  state  of 
mind  in  which  Jesus  then  was,*®  and  also,  that  in  the  repetition  of  the  prayer 
there  is  correctly  shown  an  appropriate  gradation;  a  more  and  more  complete 
resignation  to  the  will  t)f  the  Father.^^^  But  that  the  two  narrators  count  the 
retirements  of  Jesus,  marking  them  by  the  expressions  cjc  Scin-^ov  and  €« 
rpiTovj  at  once  shows  that  the  number  three  was  a  point  of  importance  to 
them ;  and  when  Matthew,  though  he  certainly  gives  in  the  second  prayer  an 
expression  somewhat  different  from  that  of  the  first,  in  the  third  makes  Jesus 
only  repeat  fAg  same  words,  rov  avrov  X.6yov,  and  when  Mark  does  this  even 
the  second  time, — this  is  a  significant  proof  that  they  were  embarrassed  how 
to  fill  up  the  favourite  number  three  with  appropriate  matter.  According  to 
Olshausen,  Matthew,  with  his  three  acts  of  this  conflict,  must  be  right  in 
opposition  to  Luke,  because  these  three  attacks  made  on  Jesus  through  the 
medium  of  fear,  correspond  to  the  three  attacks  through  the  medium  of  desire, 
in  the  history  of  the  temptation.  This  parallel  is  well  founded ;  it  only  leads 
to  an  opposite  result  to  that  deduced  by  Olshausen.  For  which  is  more 
probable ;  that  in  both  cases  the  threefold  repetition  of  the  attack  had  an 
objective  ground,  in  a  latent  law  of  the  kingdom  of  spirits,  and  hence  is  to  be 
regarded  as  really  historical ;  or  that  it  had  merely  a  subjective  ground  in  the 
manner  of  the  legend,  so  that  the  occurrence  of  this  number  here,  as  certainly 
as  above  in  the  history  of  the  temptation,  points  to  something  mythical  ?  '^ 

If  then  we  subtract  the  angel,  the  bloody  sweat,  and  the  precisely  threefold 
repetition  of  the  retirement  and  prayer  of  Jesus,  as  mythical  additions,  there 
remains  so  far,  as  an  historical  kernel,  the  fact,  that  Jesus  on  that  evening  in 
the  garden  experienced  a  violent  access,  of  feajL^nd  prayed  that  his  sufferings 
might  be  averted,  with  the  reservation  nevertheless  of  an  entire  submission 
to  the  will  of  God  :  and  at  this  point  of  the  inquiry,  it  is  not  a  little  surpris- 
ing, on  the  ordinary  view  of  the  relation  between  our  gospels,  that  even  this 
fundamental  fact  of  the  history  in  question,  is  wanting  in  the  Gospel  of  John. 


§  126. 

RELATION  OF  THE  FOURTH  GOSPEL  TO  THE  EVENTS  IN  GETHSEMANE.  THE 
FAREWELL  DISCOURSES  IN  JOHN,  AND  THE  SCENE  FOLLOWING  THE 
ANNOUNCEMENT  OF  THE  GREEKS. 

The  relation  of  John  to  the  synoptical  narratives  just  considered  has,  when 
regarded  more  closely,  two  aspects :  first,  he  has  not  what  the  synoptists  pre- 
sent ;  and  secondly,  instead  of  this  he  has  something  which  it  is  difficult  to 
reconcile  with  their  statements. 

As  regards  the  first  and  negative  side,  it  has  to  be  explained  how,  on  the 
ordinary  supposition  concerning  the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel  and  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  synoptical  account,  it  happens  that  John,  who  according  to  the 

**  Paulus,  ut  sup.  s.  549. 

'^  Theile,  in  Winer's  and  Engelhardt's  krit.  Journal,  2,  s.  353 ;  Neander,  L.  J.  Chr.,  s. 
616  f. 

^*  Comp.  Weisse,  die  evang.  Gesch.  i,  s.  611. 
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two  first  gospels  was  one  of  the  three  whom  Jesus  took  with  him,  to  be  the 
more  immediate  witnesses  of  his  conflict,  passes  in  silence  over  the  whole 
event  ?  It  will  not  suffice  to  appeal  to  his  sleepiness  during  the  scene ;  for, 
if  this  was  a  hindrance  to  its  narration,  all  the  Evangelists  must  have  been 
silent  on  the  subject,  and  not  John  alone.  Hence  the  usual  expedient  is 
tried  here  also,  and  he  is  said  to  have  omitted  the  scene  because  he  found  it 
already  presented  with  sufficient  care  in  the  writings  of  the  synoptists.^  But 
between  the  two  first  synoptists  and  the  third  there  is  here  so  important  a 
divergency,  as  to  demand  most  urgently  that  John,  if  he  took  their  accounts 
into  consideration,  should  speak  a  mediating  word  in  this  difference.  If  how- 
ever, John  had  not  the  works  of  his  predecessors  lying  before  him,  he  might 
still,  it  is  said,  suppose  that  history  to  be  sufficiently  familiar  to  his  readers  as 
a  part  of  evangelical  tradition.'  But  as  this  tradition  was  the  source  of  the 
divergent  representations  of  the  synoptists,  it  must  itself  have  early  begun  to 
'exhibit  variations,  and  to  narrate  the  fact  first  in  one  way,  then  in  another : 
consequently  on  this  view  also  there  was  a  call  on  the  author  of  the  fourth 
gospel  to  rectify  these  wavering  accounts.  Hence  of  late  an  entirely  new 
supposition  ^has  been  adopted,  namely,  that  John  omits  the  events  in  Geth- 
semane  lest,  by  the  mention  of  the  strengthening  angel,  he  should  give  any 
furtherance  to  the  Ebionitish  opinion  that  the  higher  nature  in  Christ  was  an 
angel,  which  united  itself  with  him  at  baptism ;  and  now  as  it  might  be  inferred, 
again  departed  from  him  before  the  hour  of  suffering.^  But — not  to  urge  that 
we  have  already  found  any  hypothesis  of  this  nature  inadequate  to  explain  the 
omissions  in  the  Gospel  of  John — if  this  Evangelist  wished  to  avoid  any  in- 
dication of  a  close  relation  between  Jesus  and  angels,  he  must  also  have  ex- 
cluded other  passages  from  his  gospel :  above  all,  as  Liicke  remarks,^  the 
declaration  concerning  the  ascending  and  descending  of  angels  upon  him,  i.  52 ; 
and  also  the  idea,  given  indeed  only  as  the  conjecture  of  some  bystanders, 
that  an  angel  spake  to  him^  dyytXo^  air^  \cXaX17Kcv,  xii.  29.  If,  however,  he  on 
any  ground  whatever,  found  special  matter  of  hesitation  in  the  appearance  of 
the  angel  in  the  garden  :  this  would  only  be  a  reason  for  omitting  the  inter- 
vention of  the  angel,  with  Matthew  and  Mark,  and  not  for  excluding  the 
whole  scene,  which  was  easily  separable  from  this  single  particular. 

If  the  mere  absence  of  the  incident  from  the  narrative  of  John  is  not  to  be 
explained,  the  difficulty  increases  when  we  consider  what  this  Evangelist 
communicates  to  us  instead  of  the  scene  in  the  garden,  concerning  the  mental 
condition  of  Jesus  during  the  last  hours  previous  to  his  arrest.  In  the  same 
place  which  the  synoptists  assign  to  the  agony  in  the  garden,  John,  it  is  true, 
has  nothing,  for  he  makes  the  capture  of  Jesus  follow  at  once  on  his  arrival 
in  the  garden  :  but  immediately  before,  at  and  after  the  last  meal,  he  has  dis- 
courses inspired  by  a  state  of  mind,  which  could  hardly  have  as  a  sequel 
scenes  like  those  which  according  to  the  synoptical  narratives  occurred  in  the 
garden.  In  the  farewell  discourses  in  John,  namely,  xiv.-xviL  Jesus  speaks 
precisely  in  the  tone  of  one  who  has  ahready  inwardly  triumphed  over  ap- 
proaching suffering ;  from  a  point  of  view  in  which  death  is  quenched  in  the 
beams  of  the  glory  which  is  to  come  after ;  with  a  divine  peace  which  is 
cheerful  in  the  certainty  of  its  immovability  :  how  is  it  possible  that  immedi- 
ately after,  this  peace  should  give  place  to  the  most  violent  mental  emotion, 
this  tranquillity,  to  a  trouble  even  unto  death,  and  that  from  victory  achieved 
he  should  sink  again  into  doubtful  contest,  in  which  he  needed  strengthening 

^  Olshausen,  2,  s.  429. 

*  Liicke,  2,  s.  591. 

'  Schneckenburger,  Beitriige,  s.  65  f. 

^  Comm«  I,  s.  177  f. 
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by  an  angel  ?  In  those  farewell  discourses,  he  appears  throughout  as  one 
who  from  the  plenitude  of  his  inward  serenity  and  confidence,  comforts  his 
trembling  friends :  and  yet  he  now  seeks  spiritual  aid  from  the  drowsy  dis- 
ciples, for  he  requests  them  to  watch  with  him ;  there,  he  is  so  certain  of  the 
salutary  effects  of  his  approaching  death,  as  to  assure  his  followers,  that  it  is 
well  for  them  that  he  should  go  away,  else  the  Comforter  irapdKXrjroi  would 
not  come  to  them :  here,  he  again  doubts  whether  his  death  be  really  the  will 
of  the  Father ;  there,  he  exhibits  a  consciousness  which  under  the  necessity  of 
death,  inasmuch  as  it  comprehends  that  necessity,  recovers  freedom,  so  that 
his  will  to  die  is  one  with  the  divine  will  that  he  should  die  :  here,  these  two 
wills  are  so  at  variance,  that  the  subjective,  submissively  indeed,  but  painfully, 
bows  to  the  absolute.  And  these  two  opposite  states  of  mind  are  not  even 
separated  by  any  intervening  incident  of  an  appalling  character,  but  only  by 
the  short  space  of  time  which  elapsed  during  the  walk  from  Jerusalem  to  the 
Mount  of  Olives,  across  the  Kedron  :  just  as  if,  in  that  brook,  as  in  another 
Lethe,  Jesus  had  lost  all  remembrance  of  the  foregoing  discourses. 

It  is  true  that  we  are  here  referred  to  the  alternation  of  mental  states, 
which  naturally  becomes  more  rapid  in  proportion  as  the  decisive  moment 
approaches  j  ^  to  the  fact  that  not  seldom  in  the  life  of  believers  there  occurs 
a  sudden  withdrawal  of  the  higher  sustenance  of  the  soul,  an  abandonment  of 
them  by  God,  which  alone  renders  the  victory  nevertheless  achieved  truly 
great  and  admirable.*     But  this  latter  opinion  at  once  betrays  its  unintelli- 
gent  origin  from  a  piurely  imaginative  species  of  thought  (to  which  the  soul  can 
appear  like  a  lake,  ebbing  or  flowing  according  as  the  floodgates  of  the  con- 
ducting canals  are  opened  or  closed),  by  the  contradictions  in  which  it  is  on 
all  sides  involved.     The  triumph  of  Christ  over  the  fear  of  death  is  said  only 
to  appear  in  its  true  magnitude,  when  we  consider,  that  while  a  Socrates  could 
only  conquer  because  he  remained   in  the  full  possession    of  his  mental 
energies,  Christ  was  able  to  triumph  over  all  the  powers  of  darkness,  even 
when  forsaken  by  God  and  the  fulness  of  his  spirit,  by  his  merely  human  soul 
^hx^ : — but  is  not  this  the  rankest  Pelagianism,  the  most  flagrant  contradic- 
tion of  the  doctrine  of  the  church,  as  of  sound  philosophy,  which  alike  main- 
tain that  without  God,  man  can  do  no  good  thing,  that  only  by  his  armour 
can  man  repel  the  shafts  of  the  wicked  one  ?    To  escape  from  thus  contra- 
dicting the  results  of  sober  reflection,  the  imaginative  thinker  is  driven  to 
contradict  himself,  by  supposing  that  in  the  strengthening  angel  (which, 
incidentally,  contrary  to  the  verbal  signiflcance  of  the  text,  is  reduced  to  a 
merely  internal  vision  of  Jesus)  there  was  imparted  to  Jesus,  when  wrestling 
in  the  extremity  of  his  abandonment,  an  influx  of  spiritual  strength ;  so  that 
he  thus  would  not,  as  it  was  at  flrst  vaunted,  have  conquered  without,  but 
only  with  Divine  aid ;  if,  in  accordance  with  Luke,  the  angel  be  supposed  to 
have  appeared  prior  to  the  last,  most  violent  part  of  the  conflict,  in  order  to 
strengthen  Jesus  for  this  ultimate  trial.     But  rather  than  fall  into  so  evident 
a  selfcontradiction,  Olshausen  prefers  covertly  to  contradict  the  text,  and 
hence  transposes  the  order  of  the  incidents,  assuming,  without  further  pre- 
liminary, that  the  strengthening  came  after  the  third  prayer,  consequently 
after  the  victory  had  been  already  gained,  whence  he  is  driven  to  the  extreme 
arbitrariness  of  interpreting  the  phrase :  #cat  ycvo/icvos  Iv  dyiavC^  iicrtvitrrtpov 
vpoaiffux<ero^  and  being  in  an  agony  he  prayed^   as  the  pluperfect — he  had 
prayed. 

But  setting  aside  this  figurative  representation  of  the  cause  which  produced 

*  Lttcke,  2,  s.  393  flf. 

*  OlshAuseo,  2,  8.  429  f. 


RETIREMENT  TO  THE  MOUNT  OF  OLIVES.  643 

the  sudden  change  of  mood  in  Jesus ;  such  a  change  is  in  itself  burthened 
with  many  difficulties.  Correctly  speaking,  what  here  took  place  in  Jesus  was 
not  a  mere  change,  but  a  relapse  of  the  most  startling  kind.  In  the  so-called 
sacerdotal  prayer,  John  xvii.  especially,  Jesus  had  completely  closed  his 
account  with  the  Father ;  all  fear  in  relation  to  what  awaited  him  lay  so  far 
behind  the  point  which  he  had  here  attained,  that  he  spent  not  a  single  word 
on  his  own  suffering,  and  only  spoke  of  the  afflictions  which  threatened  his 
friends ;  the  chief  subject  of  his  communion  with  the  Father  was  the  glory 
into  which  he  was  about  to  enter,  and  the  blessedness  which  he  hoped  to 
have  obtained  for  his  followers  :  so  that  his  departure  to  the  scene  of  his 
arrest  has  entirely  the  character  of  an  accessory  fact,  merely  consummating 
by  external  realization  what  was  already  inwardly  and  essentially  effected. 
Now  if  Jesus  after  this  closing  of  his  account  with  God,  once  more  opened  it ; 
if  after  having  held  himself  already  victor,  he  once  more  sank  into  anxious 
conflict :  must  he  not  have  laid  himself  open  to  the  remonstrance  :  why  didst 
thou  not,  instead  of  indulging  in  vain  anticipations  of  glory,  rather  occupy 
thyself  betimes  with  earnest  thoughts  of  the  coming  trial,  that  by  such  a  pre- 
paration, thou  mightest  spare  thyself  perilous  surprise  on  its  approach  ?  why 
didst  thou  utter  the  words  of  triumph  before  thou  hadst  fought,  so  as  to  be 
obliged  with  shame  to  cry  for  help  at  the  on-coming  of  the  battle  ?  In  fact 
after  the  assurance  of  already  achieved  victory  expressed  in  the  farewell  dis- 
courses, and  especially  in  the  final  prayer,  the  lapse  into  such  a  state  of  mind 
as  that  described  by  the  synoptists,  would  have  been  a  very  humiliating 
declension,  which  Jesus  could  not  have  foreseen,  otherwise  he  would  not  have 
expressed  himself  with  so  much  confidence ;  and  which,  therefore,  would  prove 
that  he  was  deceived  in  himself,  that  he  held  himself  to  be  stronger  than  he 
actually  found  himself,  and  that  he  had  given  utterance  to  this  too  high  self- 
valuation,  not  without  a  degree  of  presumption.  Those  who  regard  this  as 
inconsistent  with  the  equally  judicious  and  modest  character  which  Jesus 
manifests  on  other  occasions,  will  find  themselves  urged  to  the  dilemma,  that 
either  the  farewell  discourses  in  John,  at  least  the  final  prayer,  or  else  the 
events  in  Gethsemane,  cannot  be  historical. 

It  is  to  be  regretted  that  in  coming  to  a  decision  in  this  case,  theologians 
have  set  out  rather  from  dogmatical  prejudices  than  from  critical  grounds. 
Usteri's  assertion,  at  least,  that  the  representation  given  in  John  of  the  state 
of  mind  of  Jesus  in  hi&  last  hours  is  the  only  correct  one,  while  that  of  the 
synoptists  is  unhistorical,''  is  only  to  be  accounted  for  by  that  author's  then 
zealous  adherence  to  the  paragraphs  of  Schleiermacher's  Dogmatik,  wherein 
the  idea  of  the  impeccability  of  Jesus  is  carried  to  an  extent  which  excludes 
even  the  slightest  degree  of  conflict ;  for  that,  apart  from  such  presuppositions, 
the  representation  given  in  John  of  the  last  hours  of  Jesus,  is  the  more 
natural  and  appropriate,  it  might  be  difficult  to  prove.  On  the  contrary, 
Bretschneider  might  rather  appear  to  be  right,  when  he  claims  the  superiority 
in  naturalness  and  intrinsic  evidence  of  truth  for  the  synoptists :  ^  were  it  not 
that  our  confidence  in  the  decisions  of  this  writer  is  undermined,  by  his  dis- 
like for  the  dogmatical  and  metaphysical  purport  of  the  discourses  assigned 
to  this  period  in  John — a  dislike  which  appears  to  indicate  that  his  entire 
polemic  against  John  originated  in  the  discordance  between  his  own  critical 
philosophy  of  reflection,  and  the  speculative  doctrine  of  the  fourth  gospel. 

John,  indeed,  as  even  the  author  of  the  Probabilia  remarks,  has  not  wholly 
passed  over  the  anxiety  of  Jesus  in  relation  to  his  approaching  death ;  he  has 

'  Commentatio  critica,  qua  Evangelium  Joannis  genuinam  4£sse— ostenditur,  p.  57  ff. 
•  Probab.,  p.  33  (T. 
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only  assigned  to  it  an  earlier  epoch,  John  xii.  27  ff.  The  scene  with  which 
John  connects  it  takes  place  immediately  after  the  entrance  of  Jesus  into 
Jerusalem,  when  certain  Greeks,  doubtless  proselytes  of  the  gate,  who  had 
come  among  the  multitude  to  the  feast,  wished  to  have  an  interview  with  him. 
With  all  the  diversity  of  the  circumstances  and  of  the  event  itself,  there  is 
yet  a  striking  agreement  between  what  here  occurs  and  what  the  synoptists 
place  in  the  last  evening  of  the  life  of  Jesus,  and  in  the  seclusion  of  the 
garden.  As  Jesus  here  declares  to  his  disciples,  my  soul  is  troubled  even  unto 
deaths  ir^pikwro^  iariv  ^  ^XV  f^^  ^^^  Oavdrov  (Matt  xxvi.  38) :  so  there  he 
says  :  JVaw  is  my  soul  troubled^  vw  17  t/^xv  M®^  rjerapaKrai  (John  xii,  27) ;  as 
he  here  prays,  tAal  if  it  be  possible^  this  hour  may  pass  from  him^  iva,  ci  hxvarov 
fOTi,  irap^XjDtf  Air  avrov  ^  wpa  (Mark  xiv.  35) :  so  there  he  entreats  :  /either, 
save  me  from  this  hour,  irdrtp,  crlha-ov  fi€  ck  t^s  &pa^  ravn/f^  (John  xii.  27)  ;  as 
here  he  calms  himself  by  the  restriction  :  nevertheless,  not  as  I  will,  but  as  thou 
wilt,  oAA'  ov  Tt  fyoi  ^€^0),  aXXa  ri  tro  (Mark  xiv.  36) :  so  there,  by  the  reflec- 
tion :  but  for  this  cause  came  I  to  this  hour,  dAAa  hk  roxrro  rl>sBov  etc  rtjfv  <Lpav 
ravrtjv  (John  xii.  27);  lastly,  as  here  an  angel  appears  strengthening  Jesus, 
ayycXos  hurxjmv  ((Luke  xxii.  43) :  so  there  something  happens  which  occasions 
the  bystanders  to  observe  that  an  angel  spake  to  him,  ayyeXos  avr<S  XcXoXi/kcv 
(John  xiL  29).  This  similarity  has  induced  many  of  the  more  modem  theo- 
logians to  pronounce  the  incident  in  John  xii.  27  if.,  and  that  in  Gethsemane 
identical ;  and  after  this  admission  the  only  question  was,  on  which  side  the 
reproach  of  inaccurate  -nanation,  and  more  especially  of  erroneous  position, 
ought  to  fall. 

Agreeably  to  the  tendency  of  the  latest  criticism  of  the  gospels,  the  burthen 
of  error  in  this  matter  has  been  more  immediately  cast  on  the  synoptists. 
The  true  occasion  of  the  mental  conflict  of  Jesus  is  said  to  be  found  only  in 
John,  namely,  in  the  approach  of  those  Greeks  who  intimated  to  him  through 
Philip  and  Andrew  their  wish  for  an  interview  with  him.     These  persons 
doubtless  wished  to  make  the  proposal  that  he  should  leave  Palestine  and 
carry  forward  his  work  among  the  foreign  Jews ;  such  a  proposal  held  out  to 
him  the  enticement  of  escape  from  the  threatening  danger,  and  this  for  some 
moments  placed  him  in  a  state  of  doubt  and  inward  conflict,  which  however 
ended  by  his  refusing  to  admit  the  Greeks  to  his  presence.^     Here  we  have 
the  effects  of  a  vi^on  rendered  so  acute  by  a  double  prejudice,  both  critical 
and  dogmatical,  as  to  read  statements  between  the  lines  of  the  text ;    for 
of  such  an  uitended  proposal  on  the  part  of  the  Greeks,  there  is  ho  trace  in 
John  ;  and  yet,  even  allowing  that  the  Evangelist  knew  nothing  of  the  plan  of 
the  Greeks  from  these  individuals  themselves,  there  must  have  been  some 
intimation  in  the  discourse  of  Jesus  that  his  emotion  had  reference  to  such  a 
proposal.     Judging  from  the  context,  the  request  of  the  Greeks  had  no  other 
motive  than  that  the  solemn  entrance  of  Jesus,  and  the  popular  rumour  con- 
cerning him,  had  rendered  them  curious  to  see  and  know  the  celebrated  man ; 
and  this  desire  of  theirs  was   not  connected  with  the  emotion  which  Jesus 
experienced  .on  the  occasion,  otherwise  than  that  it  led  Jesus  to  think  of  the 
speedy  propagation  of  his  kingdom  in  the  Gentile  world,  and  of  its  indis- 
pensable condition^  namely^  his  death.     Here,  however,  the  idea  of  his  death 
is  only  mediately  and  remotely  presented  to  the  soul  of  Jesus ;  hence  it  is 
the  more  difficult  to  conceive  how  it  could  affect  him  so  strongly,  as  that  he 
should  feel  himself  urged  <to  beseech  the  Father  for  delivery  from  this  hour ; 
and  if  he  were  ever  profoundly  moved  by  the  presentiment  of  death,  the 

'  Goldhorn,  iiber  das  Schweigen  des  Joh.  Evangeliums  iiber  den  Sedenkampf  Jesa  in 
Gethsemane,  in  Tzschimer*s  Magazin.  f.  christl.  Prediger,  1,  2,  s.  i  fT. 
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synoptists  appear  to  place  this  fear  in  a  more  suitable  position,  'in  immediate 
proximity  to  the  commencement  of  his  sufferings.  The  representation  of 
John  is  also  deficient  in  certain  circumstances,  presented  by  the  synoptists, 
which  appear  to  vindicate  the  trouble  of  Jesus.  In  the  solitude  of  the 
garden  and  the  gloom  of  night,  such  an  ebullition  of  feeling  is  more  con- 
ceivable; and  its  unrepressed  utterance  to  his  most  intimate  and  worthy 
friends  is  natural  and  justifiable.  But  according  to  John  that  agitation 
seized  Jesus  in  the  broad  daylight,  in  a  concourse  of  people ;  a  situation  in 
which  it  is  ordinarily  more  easy  to  maintain  composure,  or  in  which  at  least  it 
is  usual,  from  the  possibility  of  misconstruction,  to  suppress  the  more  pro- 
found emotions. 

Hence  it  is  more  easy  to  agree  with  Theile's  opinion,  that  the  author  of  the 
fourth  gospel  has  inserted  the  incident,  correctly  placed  by  the  synoptists,  in 
a  false  position.*^  Jesus  having  said,  as  an  introduction  to  the  answer  which 
he  returned  to  the  request  of  the  Greeks,  that  they  might  see  the  man  who  had 
been  so  glorified  by  his  entrance  into  the  city  :  Yes,  the  hour  of  my  glorifica* 
tion  is  come,  but  of  glorification  by  death  (xii.  23  f.)  :  this  led  the  narrator 
astray,  and  induced  him,  instead  of  giving  the  real  answer  of  Jesus  to  the 
Greeks  together  with  the  result,  to  make  Jesus  dilate  on  the  intrinsic  necessity 
of  his  death,  and  then  almost  unconsciously  to  interweave  the  description  of 
the  internal  conflict  which  Jesus  had  to  experience  in  virtue  of  his  voluntary 
sacrifice,  whence  he  subsequently,  in  its  proper  place,  omits  this  conflict, 
'inhere  is  nothing  strange  in  Theile's  opinion,  except  that  he  supposes  it  pos- 
sible for  the  Apostle  John  to  have  made  such  a  transposition.  That  the 
scene  in  Gethsemane,  from  his  having  been  asleep  while  it  was  passing,  was 
not  deeply  imprinted  on  his  mind,  and  that  it  was  besides  thrust  into  the 
background  of  his  memory  by  the  crucifixion  which  shortly  followed,  might 
have  been  considered  explanatory  of  an  entire  omission,  or  a  merely  summary 
account  of  the  scene  on  his  part,  but  by  no  means  of  an  incorrect  position. 
If  notwithstanding  his  sleepiness  at  the  time,  he  had  taken  any  notice  of  the 
event,  he  must  at  least  have  retained  thus  much — that  that  peculiar  state  of 
mind  in  Jesus  befel  him  close  upon  the  commencement  of  his  sufferings,  in 
the  night  and  in  privacy :  how  could  he  ever  so  far  belie  his  memory  as  to 
make  the  scene  take  place  at  a  much  earlier  period,  in  the  open  day,  and 
among  many  people  ?  Rather  than  thus  endanger  the  authenticity  of  the 
Gospel  of  John,  others,  alleging  the  possibility  that  such  a  state  of  mind 
might  occur  more  than  once  in  the  latter  part  of  the  life  of  Jesus,  deny  the 
identity  of  the  two  scenes.*^ 

Ceruinly,  between  the  synoptical  representation  of  the  mental  conflict  of 
Jesus  and  that  given  in  John,  besides  the  external  difference  of  position,  there 
exist  important  internal  divergencies ;  the  narrative  in  John  containing 
features  which  have  no  analogy  with  anything  in  the  synoptical  account  of 
the  events  in  Gethsemane.  it  is  true  that  the  petition  of  Jesus  in  John  for 
for  deliverance  from  this  hour^  is  perfectly  in  unison  with  his  prayer  in  the 
synoptists  :  but,  on  the  other  hand,  there  is  no  parallel  to  the  additional 
prayer  in  John  :  Father^  ^orify  thy  nanuy  varep,  S6(<ur6v  a-ov  to  avofia  (xii. 
38) :  further,  though  in  both  accounts  an  angel  is  spoken  of^  yet  there  is  no 
trace  in  the  synoptists  of  the  heavenly  voice  which  in  the  fourth  gospel  occa- 
sions the  belief  that  an  angel  is  concerned.  Such  heavenly  voices  are  not 
found  in  the  three  first  gospels  elsewhere  than  at  the  baptism  and  again  at 
the  transfiguration ;  of  which  latter  scene    the  prayer  of  Jesus  in  John  : 

'"  Vid.  the  Review  of  Usteri's  Comm.  crit,  in  Winer*s  and  Engelhardt's  n.  krit.  Jour, 
nal,  2,  s.  359  ff. 
**  Hase,  L.  J.,  §  134 ;  Lucke,  2,  s.  591  f.,  Anna. 
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Father^  glorify  thy  name^  may  remind  us.     In  the  synoptical  description  of 
the  transfiguration,  it  is  true  the  expressions  So^  giofy  and  3o^a{;eiv,  to  glorify^ 
are  not  found :  but  the  Second  Epistle  to  Peter  represents  Jesus  as  receiving 
in  the  transfiguration  honour  and  glory^  rtiLxp^  kouL  86(avy  and  the  heavenly 
voice  as  coming  from  the  excellent  glory ^  yurfxKxmpeinfi  S6$a  (i.  17  {.),     Thus 
in  addition  to  the  two  narratives  already  considered,  there  presents  itself  a 
third  as  a  parallel ;  since  the  scene  in  John  xii.  27  ff.  is  on  the  one  side,  by 
the  trouble  of  spirit  and  the  angel,  allied  to  the  occurrences  in  Gethsemane, 
while  on  the  other  side,  by  the  prayer  for  glorification  and  the  confirmatory 
voice  from  heaven,  it  has  some  affinity  with  the  history  of  the  transfiguration. 
And   here  two  cases  are  possible :  either  that  the  narrative  of  John  is  the 
simple  root,  the  separation  of  which  into  its  constituent  elements  has  given 
rise  in  a  traditional  manner  to  the  two  synoptical  anecdotes  of  the  trans- 
figuration and  the  agony  in  the  garden ;  or  that  these   last  are  the  original 
formations,  from  the  fusing  and  intermingling  of  which  in  the  legend  the 
narrative  of  John  is  the  mixed  product :  between  which  cases  only  the  intrinsic 
character  of  the  narratives  can  decide.     I'hat  the  synoptical  narratives  of  the 
transfiguration  and  the  agony  in  the  garden  are  clear  pictures,  with  strongly 
marked  features,  can  by  itself  prove  nothing  ;  since,  as  we  have  sufficiently 
shown,  a  narrative  of  legendary  origin  may  just  as  well  possess  these  char- 
acteristics as  one  of  a  purely  historical  nature.     Thus  if  the  narrative  in  John 
were  merely  less  clear  and  definite,  this  need  not  prevent  it  from  being  re- 
garded as  the  original,  simple  sketch,  from  which  the  embellishing  hand  of 
tradition  had  elaborated  those  more  highly  coloured  pictures.     But  the  fact 
is  that  the  narrative  in  John  is  wanting  not  only  in  definiteness,  but  in  agree- 
ment with  the  attendant  circumstances  and  with  itself.   We  have  no  intimation 
what  was  the  answer  of  Jesus  to  the  Greeks,  or  what  became  of  those  per- 
sons themselves  ;  no  appropriate  motive  is  given  for  the  sudden  anguish  of 
Jesus  and  his  prayer  for  glorification.     Such  a  mixture  of  heterogeneous 
parts  is  always  the  sign  of  a  secondary  product,  of  an  alluvial  conglomera- 
tion ;  and  hence  we  seem  warranted  to  conclude,  that  in  the  narrative  of  John 
the  two  synoptical  anecdotes  of  the  transfiguration  and  the  agony  in  the 
garden  are  blended  together.     If,  as  is  apparently  the  case,  the  legend  when 
it  reached  the  fourth  Evangelist  presented  these  two  incidents  in  faded  colours,^* 
and  in  indistinct  outline :  it  would  be  easy  for  him,  since  his  idea  of  glorifica- 
tion (hoiaieLv)  had  the  double  aspect  of  suffering  and  exaltation,  to  confuse 
the  two;  what  he  gathered  from  the  narrative  of  the  Sigony  in  the  garden, 
of  a  prayer  of  Jesus  to  the  Father,  he  might  connect   with  the  heavenly 
voice  in  the  history  of  the  transfiguration,  making  this  an  answer  to  the 
prayer ;  to  the  voice,  the  more  particular  import  of  which,  as  given  by  the 
synoptists,  was  unknown  to  him,  he  gave,  in  accordance,  with  his  general 
notion  of  this  incident  as  a  glory  Sofa  conferred  on  Jesus,  the  import :  /  ha7fe 
both  glorified  and  will  glorify  again,  km  i&o^tura,  koI  TcdKiy  Sofcurco,  and  to 
make  it  correspond  with  this  divine  response,  he  had  to  unite  with  the  prayer 
of  Jesus  for  deliverance  that  for  glorification  also  ;  the  strengthening  angel, 
.  of  which  the  fourth  Evangelist  had  perhaps  also  heard  something,  was  in- 
cluded in  the  opinion  of  the  people  as  to  the  source  of  the  heavenly  voice ; 
in  regard  to  the  time,  John  placed  his  narrative  about  midway  between  the 
transfiguration  and  the  agony  in  the  garden,  and  from  ignorance  of  the  origi- 
nal circumstances  the  choice  in  this  respect  was  infelicitous. 

If  we  here  revert  to  the  question  from  which  we  set  out,  whether  we  are  rather 

"  Against  the  oifence  which  it  has  pleased  Tholuck  (Glaubw.  s.  41)  to  take  at  this  ex- 
pression {VerunuAm),  comp.  the  Aphoiismen  zur  Apologie  des  Dr.  Strauss  und  beiues* 
Werkes,  s.  69  f. 
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to  retain  the  farewell  discourses  in  John  as  thoroughly  historical,  and  re- 
nounce the  synoptical  representation  of  the  scene  in  Gethsemane,  or  vice 
vers4 :  we  shall  be  more  inclined,  considering  the  result  of  the  inquiry  just 
instituted,  to  embrace  the  latter  alternative.  The  difficulty,  that  it  is  scarcely 
conceivable  how  John  could  accurately  remember  these  long  discourses  of 
Jesus,  Paulus  has  thought  to  solve,  by  the  conjecture,  that  the  apostle^ 
probably  on  the  next  Sabbath^  while  Jesus  lay  in  the  grave,  recalled  to  his 
mind  the  conversations  of  the  previous  evening,  and  perhaps  also  wrote  them 
down.^'  But  in  that  period  of  depression,  which  John  also  shared^  he  would 
be  scarcely  in  a  condition  to  reproduce  these  discourses  without  obscuring 
their  peculiar  hue  of  unclouded  serenity ;  on  the  contrary,  as  the  author  of 
the  Wolfenbiittel  fragments  observes,  had  the  narrative  of  the  words  and  deeds 
of  Jesus  been  committed  to  writing  by  the  Evangelists  in  the  couple  of  days 
after  the  death  of  Jesus,  when  they  had  no  longer  any  hope,  all  promises 
would  have  been  excluded  from  their  gospels. ^^  Hence  even  Liicke,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  mode  of  expression  in  the  farewell  discourses,  and  parti- 
cularly in  the  final  prayer,  being  so  peculiarly  that  of  John,  has  relinquished 
the  position  that  Jesus  spoke  in  the  very  words  which  John  puts  into  his 
mouth,  i.e.  the  authenticity  of  these  discourses  in  the  strictest  sense ;  but 
only  to  maintain  the  more  firmly  their  authenticity  in  the  wider  sense,  i.e.  the 
genuineness  of  the  substantial  thoughts. ^^  Even  this,  however,  has  been 
attacked  by  the  author  of  the  Probabilia,  for  he  asks,  with  especial  re- 
ference to  chap,  xvii.,  whether  it  be  conceivable  that  Jesus  in  the  anticipation 
of  violent  death,  had  nothing  of  more  immediate  concern  than  to  commune 
with  God  on  the  subject  of  his  person,  the  works  he  had  already  achieved, 
and  the  glory  to  be  expected  ?  and  whether  it  be  not  rather  highly  probable  that 
the  prayer  flowed  only  from  the  mind  of  the  writer^  and  was  intended  by  him  as 
a  confirmation  of  his  doctrine  of  Jesus  as  the  incarnate  word  Xoyo9,  and  of  the 
dignity  of  the  apostles  ?  ^^  This  representation  is  so  far  true  that  the  final 
prayer  in  question  resembles  not  an  immediate  outpouring  of  soul,  but  a 
product  of  reflection — is  rather  a  discourse  on  Jesus  than  a  discourse  from 
him.  It  presents  everywhere  the  mode  of  thought  of  one  who  stands  far  in 
advance  of  the  circumstances  of  which  he  writes,  and  hence  already  sees  the 
form  of  Jesus  in  the  glorifying  haze  of  distance ;  an  illusion  which  he  heightens 
by  putting  his  own  thoughts,  which  had  sprung  from  an  advanced  develop- 
ment of  the  Christian  community,  into  the  mouth  of  its  Founder  prior  to  its 
actual  existence.  But  in  the  preceding  farewell  discourses  also  there  are 
many  thoughts  which  appear  to  have  taken  their  shape  from  an  experience 
of  the  event  Their  entire  tone  may  be  the  most  naturally  explained  by  the 
supposition,  that  they  are  the  work  of  one  to  whom  the  death  of  Jesus  was 
already  a  past  event,  the  terrors  of  which  had  melted  away  in  its  blessed 
consequences,  and  in  the  devotional  contemplation  of  the  church.  In  par- 
ticular, apart  from  what  is  said  of  the  return  of  Christ,  that  era  in  the  Christian 
cause  which  is  generally  called  the  outpouring  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  is  pre- 
dicted in  the  declarations  concerning  the  Paraclete,  and  the  judgment 
which  he  would  hold  over  the  world  (xiv.  16  if.  25,  xv.  26,  xvi.  7  ff.  isff-X 
with  a  distinctness  which  seems  to  indicate  light  borrowed  from  the  issue. 

In  relation,  however,  to  the  fact  that  the  fiaurewell  discourses  involve  the 
decided  foreknowledge  of  the  immediately  approaching  result,  the  sufferings 
and  death  of  Jesus  (xiii.  18  ff,  33,  38,   xiv.  30  L  is\,  5  ff.  16,  32  f.),  the 

"  L.  J.  I,  b,  s.  165  f. 

^^  Vom  Zweck  J.  und  seiner  lunger,  $.124. 

•»«,«.  588  f. 

"  Uttup. 
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narrative  of  John  stands  on  the  same  ground  with  the  synoptical  one^  since 
this  also  rests  on  the  presupposition  of  the  most  exact  prescience  of  the  hour 
and  moment  when  the  sufferings  will  commence.  It  was  not  only  at  the  last 
meal  and  on  the  departure  to  the  Mount  of  Olives,  that  this  foreknowledge 
was  shown,  according  to  the  three  first  gospels,  for  in  them  as  well  as  in  John, 
Jesus  predicts  that  the  denial  of  Peter  will  take  place  before  the  cock  crow ; 
not  only  does  the  agony  in  the  garden  rest  on  the  foreknowledge  of  the  im- 
pending sufferings,  but  at  the  end  of  this  conflict  Jesus  is  able  to  say  that 
now,  at  this  very  minute,  the  betrayer  is  in  the  act  of  approaching  (Matt 
xxvL  45  f.).  Paulus,  it  is  true,  maintains  that  Jesus  saw  from  a  distance  the 
troop  of  guards  coming  out  of  the  city,  which,  as  they  had  torches,  was  cer- 
tainly possible  from  a  garden  on  the  Mount  of  Olives :  but  without  being 
previously  informed  of  the  plans  of  his  enemies,  Jesus  could  not  know 
that  he  was  the  object  of  pursuit ;  and  at  any  rate  the  Evangelists  narrate 
the  words  of  Jesus  as  a  proof  of  his  supernatural  knowledge.  But  if  ac- 
cording to  our  previous  inquiry,  the  foreknowledge  of  the  catastrophe  in 
general  could  not  proceed  from  the  higher  principle  in  Jesus,  neither  could 
that  of  the  precise  moment  when  it  would  commence;  while  that  he  in 
a  natural  way,  by  means  of  secret  friends  in  the  Sanhedrim,  or  otherwise,  was 
apprised  of  the  fatal  blow  which  the  Jewish  rulers  with  the  help  of  one  of 
his  disciples  were  about  to  aim  at  him  in  the  coming  night,  we  have  no 
trace  in  our  Evangelical  accounts,  and  we  are  therefore  not  authorized  to  pre- 
snppose  anything  of  the  kind.  On  the  contrary,  as  the  above  declaration  of 
Jesus  is  given  by  the  narrators  as  a  proof  of  his  higher  knowledge,  either  we 
must  receive  it  as  such,  or,  if  we  cannot  do  this,  we  must  embrace  the 
negative  inference,  that  they  are  here  incorrect  in  narrating  such  a  proof ; 
and  the  positive  conclusion  on  which  this  borders  is,  not  that  that  knowledge 
was  in  fact  only  a  natural  one,  but,  that  the  evangelical  narrators  must  have 
had  an  interest  in  maintaining  a  supernatural  knowledge  of  his  approaching 
sufferings  on  the  part  of  Jesus ;  an  interest  the  nature  of  which  has  been 
already  unfolded. 

The  motive  also  for  heightening  the  prescience  into  a  real  presentiment, 
and  thus  for  creating  the  scene  in  Gethsemane,  is  easy  of  discovery.  On  the 
one  hand,  there  cannot  be  more  a  obvious  proof  that  a  foreknowledge  of  an 
event  or  condition  has  existed,  than  its  having  risen  to  the  vividness  of  a 
presentiment ;  on  the  other  hand,  the  suffering  must  appear  the  more  awful,  if 
the  mere  presentiment  extorted  from  him  who  was  destined  to  that  suffering, 
anguish  even  to  bloody  sweat,  and  prayer  for  deliverance.  Further,  the 
sufferings  of  Jesus  were  exhibited  in  a  higher  sense,  as  voluntary,  if  before 
they  came  upon  him  externally,  he  had  resigned  himself  to  them  internally ; 
and  lastly,  it  must  have  gratified  primitive  Christian  devotion,  to  withdraw 
the  real  crisis  of  these  sufferings  from  the  profane  eyes  to  which  he  was  ex- 
posed on  the  cross,  and  to  enshrine  it  as  a  mystery  only  witnessed  by  a  narrow 
circle  of  the  initiated.  As  materials  for  the  formation  of  this  scene,  besides 
the  description  of  the  sorrow  and  the  prayer  which  were  essential  to  it,  there 
presented  itself  first  the  image  of  a  a^p  von^piovj  used  by  Jesus  himself  as  a 
designation  of  his  sufferings  (Matt  xx.  22  f.) ;  and  secondly.  Old  Testament 
passages,  in  Psalms  of  lamentation,  xlii.  6,  12,  xliii.  5,  where  in  the  LXX. 
the  ^x^  irc/MXvTTOf  (sou/  exceeding  sorrcwfut)  occurs,  and  in  addition  to  this 
the  expression  l<i)9  ^avarov  i^nto  death)  the  more  naturally  suggested  itself, 
since  Jesus  was  here  really  about  to  encounter  death.  This  representa- 
tion must  have  been  of  early  origin,  because  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews 
(v.  7)  there  is  an  indubitable  allusion  to  this  scene. — ^I'hus  Gabler  said  too 
little  when  he  pronounced  the  angelic  appearance,  a  mythical  garb  of  the  fact 
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that  Jesus  ia  the  deepest  sorrow  of  that  night  suddenly  felt  an  accession  of 
mental  strength ;  since  rather,  the  entire  scene  in  Gethsemane,  because  it 
rests  on  presuppositions  destitute  of  proof,  must  be  renounced. 

Herewith  the  dilemma  above  stated  falls  to  the  ground,  since  we  must  pro- 
nounce unhistorical  not  only  one  of  the  two,  but  both  representations  of  the 
last  hpurs  of  Jesus  before  his  arrest  The  only  degree  of  distinction  between 
the  historical  value  of  the  synoptical  account  and  that  of  John  is,  that  the 
former  is  a  mythical  product  of  the  first  era  of  traditional  formation^  the 
latter  of  the  second, — or  more  corrctly,  the  one  is  a  product  of  the  second 
order,  the  other  of  the  third.  The  representation  common  to  the  synoptists 
and  to  John,  that  Jesus  foreknew  his  sufferings  even  to  the  day  and  hour  of 
their  arrival,  is  the  first  modification  which  the  pious  legend  gave  to  the  real 
history  of  Jesus ;  the  statement  of  the  synoptists  ,  that  he  even  had  an  ante- 
cedent experience  of  his  sufferings,  is  the  second  step  of  the  mythical ;  while, 
that  although  he  foreknew  them,  and  also  in  one  instance  had  a  foretaste  of 
them  (John  xii.  27  ff.),  he  had  yet  long  beforehand  completely  triumphed 
over  them,  and  when  they  stood  immediately  before  him,  looked  them  in 
the  face  with  unperturbed  serenity — this  representation  of  the  fourth  gospel 
is  the  third  and  highest  grade  of  devotional,  but  unhistorical  embellish- 
ment 


§   127. 
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In  Strict  accordance  with  the  declaration  of  Jesus  that  even  now  the  be- 
trayer is  at  hand,  Judas  while  he  is  yet  speaking  approaches  with  an  armed 
force  (Matt  xxvi.  47  parall.,  comp.  John  xvii.  3).  This  band,  which  accord- 
ing to  the  synoptists  came  from  the  chief  priests  and  elders,  was  according  to 
Luke  led  by  the  captains  of  the  temple  a-TparriyoU  rov  Upov,  and  hence  was 
probably  a  detachment  of  the  soldiers  of  the  temple,  to  whom,  judging  from 
the  word  ox^oi,  and  from  staves  fuXot  being  mentioned  among  the  weapons, 
was  apparently  joined  a  tumultuous  crowd  :  according  to  the  representation 
of  John,  who,  together  with  the  servants  or  officers  of  the  chief  priests  and 
Pharisees^  {nrrfph-aj,^  rCw  Apxitpifov  koX  ^apicrat<i>v,  speaks  of  a  dand  <nrelpa,  and 
a  captain  x&A/a/>ico9,  without  mentioning  any  tumultuary  force,  it  appears  as  if 
the  Jewish  magistrates  had  procured  as  a  support  a  detachment  of  Roman 
soldiery.* 

According  to  the  three  first  Evangelists,  Judas  steps  forth  and  kisses  Jesus, 
in  order  by  this  preconcerted  sign  to  indicate  him  to  the  approaching  band 
as  the  individual  whom  they  were  to  seize :  according  to  the  fourth  gospel, 
on  the  contrary,  Jesus  advances  apparently  out  of  the  garden  (cfcX^wv)  to 
meet  them,  and  presents  himself  as  the  person  whom  they  seek.  In  order  to 
reconcile  this  divergency,  some  have  conceived  the  occurrences  thus  :  Jesus, 
to  prevent  his  disciples  from  being  taken,  first  went  towards  the  multitude, 
and  made  himself  known ;  hereupon  Judas  stepped  forth,  and  indicated  him 
by  the  kiss.^  But  had  Jesus  already  made  himself  known,  Judas  might  have 
spared  the  kiss ;  for  that  the  people  did  not  believe  the  assertion  of  Jesus 
that  he  was  the  man  whom  they  sought,  and  still  waited  for  its  confirmation 
by  the  kiss  of  the  bribed  disciple,  is  a  supposition  incompatible  with  the 


»  Vid.  Lucke,  in  loc  ;  Hase,  L.  J.,  §  135. 
*  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  b,  s.  567. 
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statement  of  the  fourth  gospel  that  the  words  I  am  hiy  made  so  strong  an 
impression  on  them  that  they  went  backward  and  fell  to  the  ground  Hence 
others  have  inverted  the  order  of  the  scene,  imagining  that  Judas  first  stepped 
forward  and  distinguished  Jesus  by  the  kiss,  and  that  then,  before  the  crowd 
could  press  into  the  garden,  Jesus  himself  advanced  and  made  himself  known.' 
But  if  Judas  had  already  indicated  him  by  the  kiss,  and  he  had  so  well  under- 
stood the  object  of  the  kiss  as  is  implied  in  his  answer  to  it,  Luke  v.  48 : 
there  was  no  need  for  him  still  to  make  himself  known,  seeing  that  he  was 
already  made  known ;  to  do  so  for  the  protection  of  the  disciples  was  equally 
superfluous,  since  he  must  have  inferred  from  the  traitor's  kiss,  that  it  was 
intended  to  single  him  out  and  carry  him  away  from  his  followers ;  if  he  did 
so  merely  to  show  his  courage,  this  was  almost  theatrical :  while,  in  general, 
the  idea  that  Jesus,  between  the  kiss  of  Judas,  and  the  entrance  of  the  crowd, 
which  was  certainly  immediate,  advanced  towards  the  latter  with  questions 
and  answers,  throws  into  his  demeanour  a  degree  of  hurry  and  precipitancy 
so  ill  suited  to  his  circumstances,  that  the  Evangelists  can  scarcely  have  meant 
such  an  inference  to  be  drawn.  It  should  therefore  be  acknowledged  that 
neither  of  the  two  representations  is  designed  as  a  supplement  to  the  other,^ 
since  each  has  a  different  conception  of  the  manner  in  which  Jesus  was 
made  known,  and  in  which  Judas  was  active  in  the  affair.  That  Judas  was 
guide  to  them  that  took  Jesus ^  h^mfyiyi  rots  crvAAa/^ovo-i  rov  'Iiycrovv  (Acts  L  16), 
all  the  Evangelists  agree.  But  while  according  to  the  synoptical  account  the 
task  of  Judas  includes  not  only  the  pointing  out  of  the  place,  but  also  the  dis- 
tinguishing of  the  person  by  the  kiss,  John  makes  the  agency  of  Judas  end 
with  the  indication  of  the  place,  and  represents  him  after  the  arrival  on  the 
spot  as  standing  inactive  among  the  crowd  (cton^Kct  8c  ical  'louSas — \tJtT  auraiv, 
V.  5).  Why  John  does  not  assign  to  Judas  the  task  of  personally  indicating 
Jesus,  it  is  easy  to  see  :  because,  namely,  he  would  have  Jesus  appear,  not 
as  one  delivered  up,  but  as  delivering  himself  up,  so  that  his  sufferings 
may  be  manifested  in  a  higher  degree  as  undertaken  voluntarily.  We  have 
only  to  remember  how  the  earliest  opponents  of  Christianity  imputed  the  re- 
tirement of  Jesus  out  of  the  city  into  the  distant  garden,  as  an  ignominious 
flight  from  his  enemies,^  in  order  to  find  it  conceivable  that  there  arose  among 
the  Christians  at  an  early  period  the  inclination  to  transcend  the  common 
evangelical  tradition  in  representing  his  demeanour  on  his  arrest  in  the  light 
of  a  voluntary  self-resignation. 

In  the  synoptists  the  kiss  of  Judas  is  followed  by  the  cutting  question  ot 
Jesus  to  the  traitor ;  in  John,  after  Jesus  has  uttered  the  ^a»  ct^u,  /  am  he^  it 
is  stated  that  under  the  influence  of  these  commanding  words,  the  multitude 
who  had  come  out  to  seize  him  went  backward  and  fell  to  the  ground,  so  that 
Jesus  had  to  repeat  his  declaration  and  as  it  were  encourage  the  ]>eople  to 
seize  him.  Of  late  it  has  been  denied  that  there  was  any  miracle  here :  the 
impression  of  the  personality  of  Jesus,  it  is  said,  acted  psychologically  on  those 
among  the  crowd  who  had  already  often  seen  and  heard  Jesus  ;  and  in  su|>- 
port  of  this  opinion  reference  is  made  to  the  examples  of  this  kind  in  the  life 

'  Liicke,  2,  s.  599  ;  Hase,  ut  sup. ;  Olshausen,  2.  s.  435. 

^  How  can  Liicke  explain  the  omission  of  the  kiss  of  Judas  in  the  Gospel  of  John  from  its 
having  been  too  notorious  a  fact  ?  and  how  can  he  adduce  as  an  analogous  instance  the  omis- 
sion of  the  transaction  between  the  betrayer  and  the  Sanhedrim  by  John  ?  for  this,  as  some- 
thing passing  behind  the  scenes,  might  very  well  be  left  out,  but  \i^  no  means  an  incident 
which,  like  that  kiss,  happened  so  conspicuously  in  the  foreground  and  centre  of  the  scene. 

*  So  says  the  Jew  of  Celsus,  Orig.  c.  Cels.  ii.  9  :  kittiZk\  ^ludx  iXiy^<wr€s  wbrhv  koX 
Ko.rayvbvr€t  '^artovfiew  Kokdl^effBaij  Kpvirr6fJi£Pos  flip  Kcd  itaMpdffKUV  iTOPtidurrirara  idku. 
iVhm  we,  having  convicted  and  condemned  him,  had  determined  that  he  should  sujfor  punish- 
ment :  concealing  himself,  and  endeavouring  to  escape^  he  experienced  a  most  sham^l capture. 
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of  Marius,  Coligny,  and  others.^  But  neither  in  the  synoptical  account,  ac< 
count,  according  to  which  there  needed  the  indication  of  Jesus  by  the  kiss, 
nor  in  that  of  John,  according  to  which  there  needed  the  declaration  of  Jesus, 
/  am  hiy  does  Jesus  appear  to  be  known  to  the  crowd,  at  least  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  exercise  any  profound  influence  over  them ;  while  the  above 
examples  only  show  that  sometimes  the  powerful  impression  of  a  man's  per- 
sonality has  paralyzed  the  murderous  hands  of  an  individual  or  of  a  few,  but 
not  that  a  whole  detachment  of  civil  officers  and  soldiers  has  been  made,  not 
merely  to  draw  back,  but  to  fall  to  the  ground.  It  answers  no  purpose  for 
Liicke  to  make  first  a  few  fall  down  and  then  the  whole  crowd,  except  that  of 
rendering  it  impossible  to  imagine  the  scene  with  gravity.  Hence  we  turn  to 
the  old  theologians,  who  here  unanimously  acknowledge  a  miracle.  The 
Christ  who  by  word  of  his  mouth  cast  down  the  hostile  multitude,  is  no  other 
than  he  who  according  to  2  Thess.  ii.  8,  shall  consume  the  Antichrist  with 
the  spirit  of  his  mouthy  i.e.  not  the  historical  Christ,  but  the  Christ  of  the 
Jewish  and  primitive  Christian  imagination.  The  author  of  the  fourth  gospel 
especially,  who  had  so  often  remarked  how  the  enemies  of  Jesus  and  their 
creatures  were  unable  to  lay  hands  on  him,  because  his  hour  was  not  yet 
come  (vii.  30,  32^  44  ff.,  viii.  20),  had  an  inducement,  now,  when  the  hour  was 
come,  to  represent  the  ultimately  successful  attempt  as  also  failing  at  the  first 
in  a  thoroughly  astounding  manner;  especially  as  this  fully  accorded  with  the 
interest  by  which  he  is  governed  throughout  the  description  of  this  whole 
scene — the  demonstrating  that  the  capture  of  Jesus  was  purely  an  act  of  his 
own  free  will.  When  Jesus  lays  the  soldiers  prostrate  by  the  power  of  his 
word,  he  gives  them  a  proof  of  what  he  could  do,  if  to  liberate  himself  were 
his  object ;  and  when  he  allows  himself  to  be  seized  immediately  after,  this 
appears  as  the  most  purely  voluntary  self-sacrifice.  Thus  in  the  fourth  gospel 
Jesus  gives  a  practical  proof  of  that  power,  which  in  the  first  he  only  ex- 
presses by  words,  when  he  says  to  one  of  his  disciples :  Thinkest  thou  that  I 
cannot  now  pray  to  my  Father^  and  he  shall  presently  give  me  twelve  legions  of 
angels  {y.  53)? 

After  this,  the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel  very  inappropriately  holds  up  the 
solicitude  which  Jesus  manifested  that  his  disciples  should  not  be  taken 
captive  with  him,  as  a  fulfilment  of  the  declaration  of  Jesus  (xvii.  12),  that  he 
had  lost  none  of  those  intrusted  to  him  by  the  Father ;  a  declaration  which 
was  previously  more  suitably  referred  to  the  spiritual  preservation  of  his 
disciples.  As  the  next  feature  in  the  scene,  all  the  Evangelists  agree,  that 
when  the  soldiers  began  to  lay  hands  on  Jesus,  one  of  his  disciples  drew  his 
sword,  and  cut  off  the  ear  of  the  high  priest's  servant,  an  act  which  met  with 
a  reproof  from  Jesus.  Still  Luke  and  John  have  each  a  peculiar  trait.  Not 
to  mention  that  both  particularize  the  ear  as  the  right  ear,  while  their  two 
predecessors  had  left  this  point  undetermined;  the  latter  not  only  gives  tiie 
name  of  the  wounded  servant,  but  states  that  the  disciple  who  wounded  him 
was  Peter.     Why  the  synoptists  do  not  name  Peter,  it  has  been  sought  to 

^  Liicke,  2,  s.  597  f. ;  Olshausen,  2,  s.  435 ;  Tholuck,  s.  299.  The  reference  to  the 
murderer  of  Coligny  is,  however,  im warranted,  as  any  one  will  find  who  will  look  into  the 
book  incorrectly  cited  by  Tholuck  :  Serrani  commentatorium  de  statu  religionis  et  reip.  in 
regno  Gallia^  L.  x.  p.  32,  b.  The  murderer  was  not  in  the  least  withheld  from  the  prosecu- 
tion of  his  design  by  the  firmness  of  the  noble  old  man.  Comp.  also  Schiller,  Werke,  i 
Bd.  s.  382  f.,  3S4 ;  Ersch  and  Gruber's  Encyclopadie,  7  Band,  s.  452  f.  Such  inaccuracit 
in  the  department  of  modem  history  cannot  indeed  excite  surprise  in  a  writer  who  elsewhere 
(GlaubwUrdigkeit,  s.  437)  speaks  of  the  duke  of  Orleans,  Louis  Philippe's  father,  as  the 
brother  of  Louis  XVI.  How  can  a  knowledge  so  diversified  as  that  of  Dr.  Tholuck  be 
always  quite  accurate. 
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explain  in  different  ways.  The  supposition  that  they  wished  to  avoid  com- 
promising the  apostle,  who  at  the  time  of  the  composition  of  their  gospels  was 
yet  livingy^  belongs  to  the  justly  exploded  fictions  of  an  exegesis  framed  on 
the  false  principle  of  supplying  conjecturally  all  those  links  in  the  chain  of 
natural  causation  which  are  wanting  in  the  gospels.  That  these  Evangelists 
elsewhere  for  the  most  part  omit  names,®  is  too  sweeping  an  accusation  as 
regards  Matthew,  though  he  does  indeed  leave  unnamed  indifferent  persons, 
such  as  Jairus,  or  Bartimaeus  ;  but  that  the  real  Matthew,  or  even  the  common 
evangelical  tradition,  thus  early  and  generally  should  have  lost  the  name  from 
an  anecdote  of  Peter,  so  thoroughly  accordant  with  the  part  played  by  this 
aposde,  can  scarcely  be  considered  very  probable.  To  me,  the  revefse  would 
be  much  more  conceivable,  namely,  that  the  anecdote  was  originally  current 
without  the  mention  of  any  name  (and  why  should,  not  a  less  distinguished 
adherent  of  Jesus — for  from  the  synoptists  it  is  not  necessarily  to  be  inferred 
that  it  was  one  of  the  twelve — whose  name  was  therefore  the  more  readily  for- 
gotten, have  had  courage  and  rashness  enough  to  draw  his  sword  at  that 
crisis  ?),  but  a  later  narrator  thought  such  a  mode  of  conduct  particularly 
suited  to  the  impetuous  character  of  Peter,  and  hence  ascribed  it  to  him  by  a 
combination  of  his  own.  On  this  supposition,  we  need  not  appeal,  in  sup- 
port of  the  possibility  that  John  could  know  the  servant's  name,  to  his  ac- 
quaintance with  the  household  of  the  high  priest,^  any  more  than  to  a 
peculiar  acquaintance  of  Mark  with  some  inhabitants  of  Jericho,  in  explana- 
tion of  his  obtaining  the  name  of  the  blind  man. 

The  distinctive  trait  in  Luke's  account  of  this  particular  is,  that  Jesus  heals 
the  servant's  ear,  apparently  by  a  miracle.  Olshausen  here  makes  the  com- 
placent remark,  that  this  circumstance  best  explains  how  Peter  could  escape 
uninjured — ^astonishment  at  the  cure  absorbed  the  general  attention  :  while 
according  to  Paulus,  Jesus  by  touching  the  wounded  ear  (d^oficvos)  only 
meant  to  examine  it,  and  then  told  what  must  be  done  for  the  purpose  of 
healing  (tao-aro  avrov) ;  had  he  cured  it  by  a  miracle  there  must  have  been 
some  notice  of  the  astonishment  of  the  spectators.  Such  pains-taking  inter- 
pretations are  here  especially  needless,  since  the  fact  that  Luke  stands  alone 
in  giving  the  trait  in  question,  together  with  the  whole  tenor  of  the  scene, 
tells  us  plainly  enough  what  opinion  we  are  to  form  on  the  subject  Should 
Jesus,  who  had  removed  by  his  miraculous  power  so  much  suffering  of  which 
he  was  innocent,  leave  uncured  suffering  which  one  of  his  disciples  out  of 
attachment  to  him,  and  thus  indirectly  he  himself,  had  caused  ?  This  must 
soon  have  been  found  inconceivable,  and  hence  to  the  stroke  of  the  snrord  of 
Peter  was  united  a  miraculous  cure  on  the  part  of  Jesus — the  last  in  the  evan- 
gelical history. 

Here,  immediately  before  he  is  led  away,  the  synoptists  place  the  remon- 
strance which  Jesus  addressed  to  those  who  had  come  to  take  him  prisoner : 
that  though,  by  his  daily  public  appearance  in  the  temple  he  had  given  the 
best  opportunity  for  them  to  lay  hands  upon  him,  yet — a  bad  augury  for  the 
purity  of  their  cause — they  came  to  a  distance  to  seek  him  with  as  many 
preparations,  as  against  a  thief?  In  the  fourth  gospel,  he  is  made  to  say 
something  similar  to  Annas,  to  whose  inquiries  concerning  his  disciples  and 
his  doctrine,  he  replies  by  referring  him  to  the  publicity  of  his  entire  agency, 
to  his  teaching  in  the  temple  and  synagogue  (xviii.  20  f.).  Luke,  as  if  he  had 
gathered  from  both,  that  Jesus  had  said  something  of  this  kind  to  the  high 
priest,  and  also  at  the  time  of  his  arrest,  represents  the  chief  priests  and  elders 


'  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  b,  s.  570. 

«  Ibid. 

'  As  Lucke,  Tholuck  and  Olshausen,  in  loc 
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themselves  as  being  present  in  the  garden,  and  Jesus  as  here  speaking  to  them 
in  the  above  manner,  which  is  certainly  a  mere  blunder. ^^ 

According  to  the  two  first  Evangelists,  all  the  disciples  now  fled.  Here 
Mark  has  the  special  particular,  that  a  young  man  with  a  linen  cloth  cast 
about  his  naked  body,  when  he  was  in  danger  of  being  seized,  left  the  linen 
cloth  and  fled  naked.  Apart  from  the  industrious  conjectures  of  ancient  and 
even  modern  expositors,  as  to  who  this  young  man  was ;  this  information  of 
Mark's  has  been  regarded  as  a  proof  of  the  very  early  origin  of  this  gospel^  on 
the  ground  that  so  unimportant  an  anecdote,  and  one  moreover  to  which  no 
name  is  attached,  could  have  no  interest  except  for  those  who  stood  in  close 
proximity  to  the  persons  and  events. ^^  But  this  inference  is  erroneous  ;  for 
the  above  trait  gives  even  to  us,  at  this  remote  distance  of  time,  a  vivid  idea 
of  the  panic  and  rapid  flight  of  the  adherents  of  Jesus,  and  must  therefore 
have  been  welcome  to  Mark,  from  whatever  source  he  may  have  received  it, 
or  how  late  soever  he  may  have  written. 


§  128. 

EXAMINATION   OF  JESUS   BEFORE  THE   HIGH   PRIEST. 

From  the  place  of  arrest  the  synoptists  state  Jesus  to  have  been  led  to  the 
high  priest,  whose  name,  Caiaphas,  is,  however,  only  mentioned  by  Matthew ; 
while  John  represents  him  as  being  led  in  the  first  instance  to  Annas,  the 
father-in-law  of  the  existing  high  priest ;  and  only  subsequently  to  Caiaphas 
(Matt.  xxvi.  57  ff.  parall.  ;  John  xviii.  12  ff.).  The  important  rank  of  Annas 
renders  this  representation  of  John  as  conceivable  as  the  silence  of  the 
synoptists  is  explicable,  on  the  ground  that  the  ex-high  priest  had  no  power 
of  deciding  in  this  cause.  But  it  is  more  surprising  that,  as  must  be  believed 
from  the  first  glance,  the  fourth  Evangelist  merely  gives  some  details  of  the 
transaction  with  Annas,  and  appears  entirely  to  pass  by  the  decisive  trial 
before  the  actual  high  priest,  except  that  he  states  Jesus  to  have  been  led 
away  to  Caiaphas.  There  was  no  more  ready  expedient  for  the  harmonists 
than  the  supposition,  which  is  found  e.g.  in  Euthymius,  that  John,  in  con- 
sistency with  the  supplementary  character  of  his  gospel,  perserved  the  examina- 
tion before  Annas  as  being  omitted  by  the  synoptists,  while  he  passed  by  that 
before  Caiaphas,  because  it  was  described  with  sufficient  particularity  by  his 
predecessors.  ^  This  opinion,  that  John  and  the  synoptists  speak  of  two 
entirely  distinct  trials,  has  a  confirmation  in  the  fact  that  the  tenor  of  the 
respective  trials  is  totaly  different  In  that  which  the  synoptists  describe, 
according  to  Matthew  and  Mark,  the  false  witnesses  first  appear  against 
Jesus  ;  the  high  priest  then  asks  him  if  he  really  pretends  to  be  the  Messiah, 
and  on  receiving  an  affirmative  answer,  declares  him  guilty  of  blasphemy,  and 
worthy  of  death,  whereupon  follows  maltreatment  of  his  person.  In  the  trial 
depicted  by  John,  Jesus  is  merely  questioned  concerning  his  disciples  and  his 
doctrine,  he  appeals  to  the  publicity  of  his  conduct,  and  after  having  been 
maltreated  for  this  reply  by  an  attendant  (vm/pcn/s),  is  sent  away  without  the 
passing  of  any  sentence.  That  the  fourth  Evangelist  should  thus  give  no 
particulars  concerning  the  trial  before  Caiaphas  is  the  more  surprising,  since 
in  the  one  before  Annas,  if  it  be  this  which  he  narrates,  according  to  his  own 
representation  nothing  was  decided,  and  consequently  the  grounds  for  the 

^®  Schleiermacher,  iiber  den  Lukas,  s.  290. 
^'  Paulas,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  b,  s.  576. 
^  Panlus,  ut  sup.  s.  577 ;  Olshausen,  2,  s.  244. 
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condemnation  of  Jesus  by  the  Jewish  authorities,  and  the  sentence  itself,  are 
altogether  wanting  in  his  gospel.  To  explain  this  by  the  supplementary  object 
of  John  is  to  impute  to  him  too*^ irrational  a  mode  of  procedure;  for  if  he 
omitted  facts  because  the  other  Evangelists  had  already  given  them,  without 
intimating  that  he  did  so  purely  for  that  reason,  he  could  only  reckon  on  intro- 
ducing confusion,  and  entailing  on  himself  the  suspicion  of  having  given  a 
false  narrative,  He  can  hardly  have  had  the  opinion  that  the  tnal  before 
Annas  was  the  principal  one,  and  that  therefore  it  was  allowable  to  omit  the 
other,  since  he  reports  no  judgment  as  having  been  passed  in  the  former ; 
but  if  he  knew  the  trial  before  Caiaphas  to  have  been  the  principal  one,  and 
yet  gave  no  more  particular  information  concerning  it,  this  also  was  a  highly 
singular  course  for  him  to  take. 

I'hus  the  very  simplest  view  of  the  case  seems  at  once  to  point  to  the 
attempt  to  discover  in  the  account  of  the  fourth  gospel  indications  that  it 
also  is  to  be  understood  of  the  trial  before  Caiaphas.  What  affords  the 
strongest  presumption  of  the  identity  of  the  two  trials  is  the  identity  of  an 
incident  concomitant  with  both,  John  as  well  as  the  synoptists  making  Peter 
deny  Jesus  during  the  trial  detailed.  It  is  further  remarkable  that  after  Annas 
has  been  spoken  of,  at  v.  13,  as  the  father-in-law  of  Caiaphas,  there  follows  at 
V.  14,  a  more  precise  designation  of  Caiaphas  as  the  author  of  the  fatal 
counsel,  recorded  in  John  xi.  50,  although  apparently  the  Evangelist  proceeds 
to  narrate  a  trial  held,  not  before  Caiaphas,  but  before  Annas.  Moreover  in 
the  description  of  the  trial  itself,  there  is  mention  throughout  of  the  palace 
and  of  questions  from  the  high  priest^  a  title  which  John  nowhere  else  applies 
to  Annas,  but  only  to  Caiaphas.  But  that  in  accordance  with  the  above 
supposition,  the  Evangelist  from  v.  15,  should  be  describing  something  which 
passed  before  Caiaphas,  appears  impossible  from  v.  24,  for  it  is  there  first  said 
that  Annas  sent  Jesus  to  Caiaphas,  so  that  he  must  until  then  have  been 
before  Annas.  With  ready  thought  this  difficulty  was  first  met  by  removing 
the  24th  verse  to  the  place  where  it  was  wanted,  namely,  after  v.  13,  and 
laying  the  blame  of  its  present  too  late  position  on  the  negligence  of  tran- 
scribers.* As,  however,  this  transposition,  being  destitute  of  any  critical 
authority^  must  appear  an  arbitrary  and  violent  expedient  for  getting  rid  of  the 
difficulty,  it  was  next  tried  whether  the  statement  in  v.  24,  without  being 
actually  moved  from  its  place,  might  not  receive  such  an  interpretation  as  to 
come  in  point  of  sense  after  v.  13  ;  i.e.,  the  word  dWorctXcv  was  taken  as  a 
pluperfect,  and  it  was  supposed  that  John  intended  here  to  supply  retro- 
spectively what  he  had  forgotten  to  observe  at  v.  13,  namely,  that  Annas 
immediately  sent  jesus  to  Caiaphas,  so  that  the  trial  just  described  was  con- 
ducted by  the  latter.  ^  As  the  general  possibility  of  such  an  enallage  iemporum 
is  admissible,  the  only  question  is  whether  it  be  accordant  with  the  style  of 
the  present  writer,  and  whether  it  be  intimated  in  the  context.  In  the  latter 
respect  it  is  certainly  true  that  if  nothing  important  had  occurred  in  the 
presence  of  Annas,  the  Evangelist,  in  annexing  to  his  notice  of  the  relation- 
ship of  Annas  to  Caiaphas  the  more  precise  designation  of  the  latter,  might 
be  drawn  on  to  speak  without  further  preface  of  the  trial  before  Caiaphas, 
and  might  afterwards,  by  way  of  appendix,  at  some  resting  place,  as  here  at 
the  close  of  the  transactions  of  the  high  priest  with  Jesus,  intimate  the  trans- 
ition which  he  had  made.  An  accurate  Greek  writer  certainly  in  this  case, 
if  he  did  not  use  the  pluperfect,  would  at  least  have  made  evident  the 
explanatory  reference  to  what  had  preceded,  by  the  addition  of  a  7^  to  the 

'  Thus  e.g.  Ensrous,  in  loc. 

*  Thus  Winer,  N.  T.  Gramm.,  §  41,  5 ;  TUuluck  and  Luoke,  in  loc« 
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aorist.  Our  Evangelist,  however,  in  whom  the  characteristic  of  the  Hellen- 
istic writers  to  connect  their  propositions  but  loosely,  in  accordance  with  the 
genius  of  the  Hebrew  language,  is  very  strongly  marked,  might  perhaps  have 
introduced  that  supplementary  observation  even  without  a  particle,  or,  accor- 
ding to  the  ordinary  reading,  by  oSv,  which  is  not  merely  indicative  that  a 
subject  is  continued,  but  also  that  it  is  resumed.^  If  these  considerations  be 
held  to  establish  that  he  also  intended  to  narrate  the  trial  before  Caiaphas  : 
it  is  clear  from  the  aspect  of  his  account  taken  by  itself,  as  well  as  from  the 
previous  comparison  with  the  synoptical  one,  that  his  narrative  cannot  be 
complete. 

We  turn,  therefore,  to  the  account  of  the  synoptists,  and  among  them  also, 
namely,  between  the  two  first  and  the  third,  we  find  numerous  divergencies. 
According  to  the  former,  when  Jesus  was  brought  into  the  palace  of  the  high 
priest,  the  scribes  and  elders  were  already  assembled,  and  while  it  was  still 
night  proceeded  to  hold  a  trial,  in  which  first  witnesses  appeared,  and  then 
the  high  priest  addressed  to  him  the  decisive  question,  on  the  answer  to 
which  the  assembly  declared  him  worthy  of  death  (in  John  also  the  trial  goes 
forward  in  the  night,  but  there  is  no  intimation  of  the  presence  of  the  great 
council).  According  to  the  representation  of  the  third  gospel,  on  the  other 
hand,  Jesus  throughout  the  night  is  merely  kept  under  guard  in  the  high 
priest's  palace,  and  maltreated  by  tne  underlings ;  and  when  at  the  break  of 
day  the  Sanhedrim  assembles,  no  witnesses  appear,  but  the  high  priest  pre- 
cipitates the  sentence  by  the  decisive  question.  Now,  that  in  the  depth  of  the 
night,  while  Judas  was  gone  out  with  the  guard,  the  members  of  the  council 
should  have  assembled  themselves  for  the  reception  of  Jesus,  might  be  regarded 
as  improbable,  and  in  so  far,  the  preference  might  be  given  to  the  represen- 
tation of  the  third  gospel,  which  makes  them  assemble  at  daybreak  only :  ^ 
were  it  not  that  Luke  himself  neutralizes  this  advantage  by  making  the  high 
priests  and  elders  present  at  the  arrest ;  a  zeal  which  might  well  have  driven 
them  straightway  to  assemble  for  the  sake  of  accelerating  the  conclusion.  But 
in  the  account  of  Matthew  and  Mark  also  there  is  this  singularity,  that  after 
they  have  narrated  to  us  the  whole  trial  together  with  the  sentence,  they 
yet  (xxvii.  i  and  xv.  r)  say  :  ivhen  the  morning  was  conie^  they  took  counsel^ 
irptiixMii  Sc  y€vo/A€vi79  ovfAfiovXioy  tXafiov^  thus  making  it  appear,  if  not  that  the 
members  of  the  Sanhedrim  reassembled  in  the  morning,  which  could  hardly 
be,  seeing  that  they  had  been  together  the  whole  night ;  yet  that  they  now 
first  came  to  a  definite  resolution  against  Jesus,  though,  according  to  these 
same  Evangelists^  this  had  already  been  done  in  the  nocturnal  council.  ®  It 
may  be  said  that  to  the  sentence  of  death  already  passed  in  the  night,  was 
added  in  the  morning  the  resolution  to  deliver  Jesus  to  Pilate :  but  according 
to  the  then  existing  state  of  the  law,  this  followed  as  a  matter  of  course,  and 
needed  no  sp>ecial  resolution.  That  Luke  and  John  omit  the  production  of 
the  false  witnesses,  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  deficiency  in  their  narrative.  For 
from  the  coincidence  of  John  ii.  19  and  Acts  vi.  14  with  Matthew  and  Mark, 
it  is  highly  probably  that  the  declaration  about  the  destruction  and  rebuilding 
of  the  temple  was  really  uttered  by  Jesus ;  while  that  that  declaration  should 
be  used  as  an  article  of  accusation  against  him  on  his  trial  was  an  almost 
necessary  result.  The  absence  of  this  weighty  point  in  Luke,  Schleiermacher 
explains  by  the  circumstance,  that  the  author  of  this  passage  in  the  third 
gospel  had  indeed  followed  the  escort  which  conducted  Jesus  from  the  garden, 
but  had  with  most  others  been  excluded  from  the  palace  of  the  high  priest, 

*  Winer,  Gramm.,  §  57,  4. 

'  1  hus  Schleiermacher,  iiber  den  Lukas,  s.  295. 

^  Schleiermacher,  ut  &up.  ;  cpmp.  Fritzsche,  in  loc.  Matth. 
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and  consequently  narrated  what  occurred  there  merely  from  hearsay.  But, 
not  to  anticipate  future  points,  the  single  trait  of  the  cure  of  the  servant's  ear 
suffices  to  preclude  our  attributing  to  the  author  of  this  portion  of  Luke's 
gospel  so  close  a  proximity  to  the  fact.  It  rather  appears  that  the  above 
declaration  came  to  the  third  Evangelist  under  the  form  of  an  article  of 
accusation  against  Stephen,  instead  of  Jesus  ;  while  the  fourth  has  it  only  as 
a  declaration  from  Jesus,  and  not  as  an  article  of  accusation  against  him.  This 
subject  having  however  necessarily  come  under  our  observation  at  an  earlier 
point  of  our  inquiry,  it  is  needless  to  pursue  it  further  here.^ 

When  Jesus  made  no  answer  to  the  allegations  of  the  witnesses,  he  was 
asked,  according  to  the  two  first  Evangelists,  by  the  high  priest,— in  the  third 
gospel,  without  the  above  cause,  by  the  Sanhedrim, — whether  he  actually 
maintained  that  he  was  the  Messiah  (the  Son  of  God)  ?  To  this  question, 
according  to  the  two  former,  he  at  once  replies  in  the  affirmative,  in  the 
words  (TV  eiira?,  tAou  hast  said,  and  cycu  tlfix,  I  am,  and  adds  that  hereafter  or 
immediately  {air  apri)  they  would  see  the  Son  of  man  sitting  on  the  right 
hand  of  the  divine  power,  and  coming  in  the  clouds  of  heaven ;  according  to 
Luke,  on  the  other  hand,  he  first  declares  that  his  answer  will  be  of  no  avail, 
and  then  adds  that  hereafter  the  Son  of  man  shall  sit  on  the  right  hand  of  the 
power  of  God ;  whereupon  all  eagerly  ask :  Art  thou  then  the  Son  of  God  ? 
and  he  replies  in  the  affirmative.  Thus  Jesus  here  expresses  the  expectation 
that  by  his  death  he  will  at  once  enter  into  the  glory  of  sitting  as  Messiah  at 
the  right  hand  of  God,  according  to  Ps.  ex.  i,  which  he  had  already,  Matt 
xxii.  44,  interpreted  of  the  Messiah.  For  even  if  he  at  first  perhaps  thought 
of  attaining  his  messianic  glorification  without  the  intervention  of  death, 
[  because  this  intervention  was  not  presented  to  him  by  the  ideas  of  the  age  ; 
if  it  was  only  at  a  later  period,  and  as  a  result  of  circumstances,  that  the  fore- 
boding of  such  a  necessity  began  to  arise  and  gradually  to  acquire  xlistinctness 
in  his  mind ;  now,  a  prisoner,  forsaken  by  his  adherents,  in  the  presence  of 
the  rancorously  hostile  Sanhedrim,  it  must^  if  he  would  retain  the  conviction 
pf  his  messiahship,  become  a  certainty  to  him,  that  he  could,  enter  into  his 
Jnessianic  glorification  by  death  alone.  When,  according  to  the  two"  first 
Evangelists,  Jesus  adds  to  the  sitting  on  the  right  hand  of  power,  the  coming  in 
the  clouds  of  heaven,  he  predicts,  as  on  an  earlier  occasion,  his  speedy  advent, 
and  in  this  instance  he  decidedly  predicts  it  as  a  return.  Olshausen  maintains 
that  the  h.tr  apri  of  Matthew  ought  to  be  referred  only  to  Ka$7Jfji^w  k.  t.  X., 
because  it  would  not  suit  Ipxo^^vov  k.  t.  X.,  since  it  is  not  to  be  conceived  that 
Jesus  could  then  have  represented  himself  as  about  to  come  in  the  clouds :  a 
purely  dogmatical  difficulty,  which  does  not  exist  in  our  point  of  view,  but 
which  cannot  in  any  point  of  view  warrant  such  an  offence  against  gram- 
matical interpretation  as  this  of  Olshausen.  On  the  above  declaration  of 
Jesus,  according  to  Matthew  and  Mark  the  high  priest  rends  his  clothes, 
declaring  Jesus  convicted  of  blasphemy,  and  the  coimcil  pronounces  him 
guilty  of  death  ;  and  in  Luke  also,  all  those  assembled  observe  that  now  there 
is  no  need  of  any  further  witness,  since  the  criminal  declaration  has  been 
uttered  by  Jesus  in  their  own  hearing. 

To  the  sentence  is  then  added  in  the  two  first  Evangelists  the  maltreatment 
of  Jesus,  which  John,  who  here  mentions  no  sentence,  represents  as  following 
the  appeal  of  Jesus  to  the  publicity  of  his  work,  while  Luke  places  it  before 
the  trial  ]  more  probably  because  it  was  not  any  longer  precisely  known  when 
this  maltreatment  occurred,  than  because  it  was  repeated  at  various  times  and 
under  various  circumstances.     In  John  the  maltreatment  is  said  to  proceed 
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from  an  attendant,  vmjp^Trf^j  in  Luke,  from  tAe  men  that  held  Jesus^  av8p€9 
(Twc^ovrcs  Tov  *I. ;  in  Mark,  on  the  contrary,  those  who  began  to  spit  in  the 
face  of  Jesus  (ical  ^piavro  rivcs  ifivrvtiv  avrcp)  must  have  been  some  of  those 
(fl-arrc9)  who  had  just  before  condemned  him,  since  he  distinguishes  the 
vmjpiras^  servants,  from  them ;  and  in  Matthew  also,  who,  without  introducing 
a  new  nominative  proceeds  merely  with  rorc  7Jp$avTOj  then  began  they,  it  is 
plainly  the  members  of  the  Sanhedrim  themselves  who  descend  to  such  un- 
worthy conduct :  which  Schleiermacher  jusdy  considers  improbable,  and  in 
so  far  prefers  the  representation  of  Luke  to  that  of  Matthew.^  In  John  the 
maltreatment  consists  in  a  blow  on  the  cheek  with  the  palm  of  the  hand,  paTrur/xo, 
which  an  attendant  gives  Jesus  on  account  of  a  supposed  insolent  answer  to 
the  high  priest ;  in  Matthew  and  Mark,  in  spitting  on  the  face  (^venrvo-av  ct9 
TO  wpoa-tairov  avrov),  and  blows  on  the  head  and  cheek,  to  which  it  is  added, 
in  Luke  also,  that  he  was  blindfolded,  then  struck  on  the  face,  and  scoffingly 
asked  to  attest  his  messianic  second  sight  by  telling  who  was  the  giver  of  the 
blow.^  According  to  Olshausen,  the  spirit  of  prophecy  did  not  scorn  to  pre- 
dict these  rudenesses  in  detail,  and  at  the  same  time  to  describe  the  state  of 
mind  which  the  Holy  One  of  God  opposed  to  the  unholy  multitude.  He 
correctly  adduces  in  relation  to  this  scene  Isa.  1.  6  f.;  (LXX.) :  I  gave  my 
back  to  the  smiters,  and  my  cheeks  to  them  that  plucked  off  the  hair :  I  hid  not 
my  face  from  shame  and  spitting,  etc.,  rov  vSnov  /xov  86Sa>«ca  cc9  /iocrrtyas,  rots  8c 
aiayovas  fiov  ct9  pajrurfiaraj  ro  8c  wpoaunrov  /xov  ovk  dircorpc^a  <i?ro  aurp^vn;^ 

ifiimHrfjMTiav  k-  r.  X.  (comp.  Mic.  iv.  14) ;  and  for  the  manner  in  which  Jesus 
bore  all  this,  the  well-known  passage  Isa.  liii.  7,  where  the  servant  of  God  is 
represented  as  enduring  maltreatment  in  silence.  But  the  interpretation  of 
these  passages  in  Isaiah  as  prophecies  concerning  the  Messiah  is  equally 
opposed  to  the  context  in  both  instances  :  ^^  consequently  the  agreement  of 
the  result  with  these  passages  must  either  have  been  the  effect  of  human 
design,  or  purely  accidental.  Now  it  is  certain  that  the  servants  and  soldiers 
in  their  maltreatment  had  not  the  intention  of  causing  prophecies  to  be  ful- 
filled in  Jesus ;  and  it  will  hardly  be  chosen  to  suppose  that  Jesus  affected 
silence  with  this  view;  while  to  deduce  from  mere  chance  a  coincidence 
which  certainly,  as  Olshausen  says,  extends  to  minutiae,  is  always  unsatis- 
factory. Probable  as  it  is  from  the  rude  manners  of  that  age,  that  Jesus  was 
maltreated  when  a  prisoner,  and  moreover  that  amongst  other  things  he 
received  just  sucih  insults  as  are  described  by  the  Evangelists :  it  is  yet 
scarcely  to  be  denied,  that  their  descriptions  are  modelled  on  prophecies 
which,  when  once  Jesus  appeared  as  a  sufferer  and  maltreated  person,  were 
applied  to  him;  and  however  consistent  it  may  be  with  the  character  of 
Jesus  that  he  should  have  borne  this  maltreatment  patiently,  and  repelled 
improper  questions  by  a  dignified  silence :  the  Evangelists  would  scarcely 
have  noticed  this  so  often  and  so  solicitously,^^  if  it  had  not  been  their  inten- 
tion thus  to  exhibit  the  fulfilment  of  Old  Testament  oracles. 

*  Utsup. 

'  Matthew  does  not  mention  the  blindfolding,  and  appears  to  imagine  that  Jesus  named 
the  person  who  maltreated  him,  whom  he  saw,  but  did  not  otherwise  know. 
'*  Vid.  Gesenius,  in  loc. 
^^  Matth.  xxvi.  63  ;  comp.  Mark  xiv.  61 :  6  Si  *1.  ia^uira, 

Matth.  xxvii.  12  :  odtip  dveKpbfaro, 

Matth.  xxvii.  14  ;  comp.  Mark  xv.  5  :  koI  ode  drcKpb^aro  adri  wp6f  ovdi  fp  ^17/^1,  C>rra 
Oaufxdj^eaf  rbv  ifye/jUtPa  X(ay. 

Luke  xxiii.  9  :  ai/rot  Hi  o^p  dvexplwaTO  aur^ 

John  xix.  9  :  6  Si 'I,  dwdxpurip  o6k  (Suik€p  af  r{ik 
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§  "9- 
THE  DENIAL  OF   PETER. 

The  two  first  Evangelists  state,  that  at  the  moment  in  which  Jesus  was  led 
away  from  the  garden,  all  the  disciples  forsook  him  and  fled ;  but  in  their 
accounts,  as  well  as  in  those  of  Luke  and  John,  Peter  is  said  to  have  followed 
him  at  a  distance,  and  to  have  obtaine'd  admission  with  the  escort  into  the 
court  of  the  high  priest's  palace :  while,  according  to  the  synoptists,  it  is 
Peter  alone  who  gives  this  proof  of  courage  and  attachment  to  Jesus,  which 
however  soon  enough  issues  in  the  deepest  humiliation  for  him ;  the  fourth 
Evangelist  gives  him  John  for  a  companion,  and  moreover  represents  the 
latter  as  the  one  who,  by  means  of  his  acquaintance  wnth  the  high  priest, 
procures  admittance  for  Peter  into  his  palace ;  a  divergency  which,  with  the 
whole  peculiar  relation  in  which  this  gospel  places  Peter  with  respect  to  John, 
has  been  already  considered.^ 

According  to  all  the  Evangelists,  it  was  in  this  courts  avX^,  that  Peter,  in- 
timidated by  the  inauspicious  turn  in  the  fortunes  of  Jesus,  and  the  high 
priest's  domestics  by  whom  he  was  surrounded,  sought  to  allay  the  repeatedly 
expressed  suspicion  that  he  was  one  of  the  followers  of  the  arrested  Galilean, 
by  reiterated  asseverations  that  he  knew  him  not  But^  as  we  have  already 
intimated,  in  relation  to  the  owner  of  this  habitation,  there  exists  an  apparent 
divergency  between  the  fourth  gospel  and  the  synoptists.  In  John,  to  judge 
from  the  first  glance  at  his  narrative,  the  first  denial  (xviil  17)  happens  during 
the  trial  before  Annas,  since  it  stands  after  the  statement  that  Jesus  was  led 
to  Annas  (v.  13),  and  before  the  verse  in  which  he  is  said  to  have  been  sent 
to  Caiaphas  (v.  24),  and  only  the  two  further  acts  of  denial  (v.  25-27),  in  so 
far  as  they  follow  the  last-named  statement,  and  as  immediately  after  them 
the  delivery  to  Pilate  is  narrated  (v.  28),  appear  in  John  also  to  have  occurred 
during  the  trial  before  Caiaphas  and  in  his  palace.  But  to  this  supposition 
of  a  different  locality  for  the  first  denial  and  the  two  subsequent  ones,  there  is 
a  hindrance  in  the  account  of  the  fourth  gospel  itself.  After  the  mention  of 
the  first  denial,  which  happened  at  the  door  of  the  palace  (of  Annas  appar- 
ently), it  is  said  that  the  night  being  cold  the  servants  and  officers  had  made 
a  fire  of  coals,  and  Peter  stood  with  them  and  warmed  himself^  ^v  8c  kox  /act 
oAjT^v  6  Ilerpos  coTa>s  kox  Oepfiaivo/ieuoi  (v.  1 8).  Now,  when  farther  on,  the 
narrative  of  the  second  and  third  denial  is  opened  with  nearly  the  same 
words  :  And  Simon  Peter  stood  and  warmed  himself^  ^v  Sc  Sifuov  Ilcrpos  cotw? 
KWL  0€pfiaLv6/j,€yo^  (v.  25):  this  cannot  be  understood  otherwise  than  as  an 
allusion  to  the  previously  noticed  circumstances  of  the  fire  of  coals,  and  of 
Peter's  standing  by  it  to  warm  himself,  and  hence  it  must  be  inferred  that  the 
Evangelist  intended  to  represent  the  second  and  third  denial  as  having 
occurred  by  the  same  fire,  consequently,  on  the  above  supposition,  likewise  in 
the  house  of  Annas.  It  is  true  that  the  synoptists  speak  of  a  fire  in  the  court 
of  the  palace  of  Caiaphas  also  (Mark  v.  54 ;  Luke  v.  55),  at  which  Peter 
warmed  himself  (here,  however,  sitting,  as  in  John  standing):  but  it  does  not 
thence  follow  that  John  also  imagined  a  similar  fire  to  have  been  in  the  court 
of  the  actual  high  priest,  and  according  to  the  supposition  on  which  we  have 
hitherto  proceeded,  he  only  mentions  such  a  fire  in  the  house  of  Annas. 
They  who  regard  as  too  artificial  an  expedient  the  conjecture  of  Euihymius, 
that  the  dwellings  of  Annas  and  Caiaphas  perhaps  had  a  common  court,  and 
that  consequently  Peter  could  remain  standing  by  the  same  fire  after  Jesus 
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had  been  led  away  from  the  former  to  the  latter,  prefer  the  supposition  that 
the  second  and  third  denial  occurred,  according  to  John,  not  after,  but  during 
the  leading  away  of  Jesus  from  Annas  to  Caiaphas.^  Thus  on  the  presup- 
position that  John  narrates  a  trial  before  Annas,  the  difference  between  the 
gospels  in  relation  to  the  locality  of  the  denial  remains  a  total  one ;  and  in 
this  irreconcilable  divergency,  some  have  decided  in  favour  of  John,  on  the 
ground  that  the  scattered  disciples  had  only  fragmentary  information  concern- 
ing this  scene, — that  Peter  himself  being  a  stranger  in  Jerusalem  did  not 
know  in  which  palace  he  had,  to  his  misfortune,  entered ;  but  that  he,  and 
after  him  the  first  Evangelists,  supposed  the  denials  to  have  taken  place  in 
the  court  of  Caiaphas ;  whereas  John,  from  his  more  intimate  acquaintance 
with  the  city  and  the  high  priest's  palace^  was  able  to  rectify  this  mistake.' 
But  even  admitting  the  incredible  supposition  that  Peter  erroneously  believed 
himself  to  have  denied  Jesus  in  the  palace  of  Caiaphas,  still  John,  who  in 
these  days  was  in  the  society  of  Peter,  would  certainly  at  once  have  corrected 
his  assertion,  so  that  such  an  erroneous  opinion  could  not  have  become  fixed 
in  his  mind.  Hence  it  might  be  preferred  to  reverse  the  attempt,  and  to 
vindicate  the  synoptists  at  the  expense  of  John  :  were  it  not  that  the  observa- 
tions contained  in  the  foregoing  section  (according  to  which  John,  after  having 
merely  mentioned  that  Jesus  was  led  away  to  Annas,  may  speak  from  v.  15 
of  what  occurred  in  the  palace  of  Caiaphas),  present  a  possible  solution  of  this 
contradiction  also. 

In  relation  to  the  separate  acts  of  denial,  all  the  Evangelists  agree  in 
stating  that  there  were  three  of  them,  in  accordance  with  the  prediction  of 
Jesus ;  but  in  the  description  of  the  several  instances  they  are  at  variance. 
First,  as  it  regards  place  and  persons ;  according  to  John  the  first  denial 
is  uttered  on  the  very  entrance  of  Peter,  to  a  damsel  that  kept  the  doar^ 
iraLtKcKq  Ovfxapoi  (v.  17) ;  in  the  synoptists,  in  the  inner  court,  where  Peter 
sat  at  the  fire,  to  a  damsel^  iraxZuTKq  (Matt.  v.  69  f.  parall.).  The  second  takes 
place,  in  John  (v.  25),  and  also  in  Luke,  who  at  least  notices  no  change  of 
position  (v.  58),  at  the  fire:  in  Matthew  (v.  71)  and  Mark  (v.  68  ff.),  af^er 
Peter  was  gone  out  into  the  porch^  wXcoi^,  TrpoavAtov;  further,  in  John  it  is 
made  to  several  persons ;  in  Luke,  to  one ;  in  Matthew  to  another  damsel 
th^  the  one  to  whom  he  made  the  first  denial ;  in  Mark,  to  the  same.  The 
third  denial  happened,  according  to  Matthew  and  Mark,  who  mention  no 
change  of  place  after  the  second,  likewise  in  the  porch ;  according  to  Luke 
and  John,  since  they  likewise  mention  no  change  of  place,  undoubtedly  still 
in  the  inner  court,  at  the  fire ;  further,  according  to  Matthew  and  Mark,  to 
many  bystanders,  according  to  Luke  to  one  :  according  to  John,  to  one  who 
happens  to  be  a  relative  of  the  servant  who  had  been  wounded  in  the  garden. 
As  regards  the  conversation  which  passed  on  this  occasion,  the  suspicious 
queries  are  at  one  time  addressed  to  Peter  himself,  at  another  to  the  by- 
standers, in  order  to  point  him  out  to  their  observation,  and  in  the  two  first 
instances  they  are  given  by  the  different  Evangelists  with  tolerable  agreement, 
as  merely  expressing  the  opinion  that  he  appeared  to  be  one  of  the  adherents 
of  the  man  recently  taken  prisoner.  But  in  the  third  instance,  where  the 
parties  render  a  motive  for  their  suspicion,  they  according  to  the  synoptists 
mention  his  Galilean  dialect  as  a  proof  of  its  truth ;  while  in  John  the  relative 
of  Malchus  appeals  to  his  recollection  of  having  seen  Peter  in  the  garden. 
Now  the  former  mode  of  accounting  for  the  suspicion  is  as  natural  as  the 
second,  together  with  the  designation  of  the  individual  who  adduced  it  as  a 

'  Thus  Schleiermacher,  liber  den  Lukas,  s.  289  ;  Olshausen,  2,  s.  445. 
'  Thus  Paulus,  ut  sup.  s.  577  f^- 
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relative  of  Malchus,  appears  artificial,  and  fabricated  for  the  sake  of  firmly 
interweaving  into  the  narrative  the  connexion  of  the  sword-stroke  given  in  the 
garden  with  the  name  of  Peter.*  In  the  answers  of  Peter  there  is  the  diver- 
gency, that  according  to  Matthew  he  already  the  second  time  fortifies  his 
denial  by  an  oath,  while  according  to  Mark  this  is  not  the  case  until  the  third 
denial,  and  in  the  two  other  Evangelists  this  circumstance  is  not  mentioned 
at  all ;  moreover,  Matthew,  to  preserve  a  gradation,  adds  on  the  third  denial 
that  Peter  began  to  curse  KaTava$€fiarCi€Lv  as  well  as  to  swear  ofMrkiv,  a  re- 
presentation which  when  compared  with  the  other  gospels  may  appear 
exaggerated. 

So  to  adjust  these  very  differently  narrated  denials  in  such  a  manner  that 
no  Evangelist  may  be  taxed  with  having  given  an  incorrect  or  even  a  merely 
inexact  account,  was  no  light  labour  for  the  harmonists.  Not  only  did  the 
older,  supranaturalistic  expositors,  such  as  Bengel,  undertake  this  task,  but 
even  recently,  Paulus  has  given  himself  much  trouble  to  bring  the  various 
acts  of  denial  recounted  by  the  Evangelists  into  appropriate  order,  and  thus 
to  show  that  they  have  a  natural  sequence.  According  to  him,  Peter  denies 
the  Ix)rd, 

1.  Before  the  portress  (ist  denial  in  John) ; 

2.  Before  several- standing  at  the  fire  (2nd  in  John) ; 

3.  Before  a  damsel  at  the  fire  (ist  in  the  synoptists) ; 

4.  Before  one  who  has  no  particular  designation  (2nd  in  Luke)'; 

5.  On  going  out  into  the  porch,  before  a  damsel  (2nd  in  Matthew  and 

Mark.  Out  of  this  denial  Paulus  should  in  consistency  have  made 
two,  since  the  damsel,  who  points  out  Peter  to  the  bystanders,  is 
according  to  Mark  the  same  as  the  one  in  No.  3,  but  according  to 
Matthew  another) ; 

6.  Before  the  relative  of  Malchus  (3rd  in  John) ; 

7.  Before  one  who  professes  to  detect  him  by  his  Galilean  dialect  (3rd  in 

Luke),  and  who  forthwith 

8.  is  seconded  by  several  others,  to  whom  Peter  yet  more  strongly  affirms 

that  he  knows  not  Jesus  (3rd  in  Matthew  and  Mark). 
Meanwhile  by  such  a  discrimination  of  the  accounts  out  of  respect  to  the 
veracity  of  the  Evangelists,  there  was  incurred  the  danger  of  impeaching  the 
yet  more  important  veracity  of  Jesus ;  for  he  had  spoken  of  a  threefold 
denial :  whereas,  on  the  plan  of  discrimination,  according  to  the  more  or  less 
consequent  manner  in  which  it  is  carried  out,  Peter  would  have  denied  Jesus 
from  6  to  9  times.  The  old  exegesis  found  help  in  the  canon :  abnegatio  ad 
plures plurium  interrogationes  facta  una paroxystno^  pro  und  numeratur,^  But 
even  granting  such  a  mode  of  reckoning  admissible,  still,  as  each  of  the  four 
nanators  for  the  most  part  notices  a  greater  or  less  interval  between  the 
separate  denials  which  he  recounts;  in  each  instance,  denials  related  by 
different  Evangelists,  e.g.  one  narrated  by  Matthew,  one  by  Mark,  and  so 
forth,  must  have  occurred  in  immediate  succession  :  a  supposition  altogether 
arbitrary.  Hence  of  late  it  has  been  a  more  favourite  exp^ient  to  urge  that 
the  thrice  rpU  in  the  mouth  of  Jesus  was  only  a  round  number  intended  to 
express  a  repeated  denial,  as  also  that  Peter,  once  entangled  in  the  confusion 
to  a  supposed  necessity  for  falsehood,  would  be  more  likely  to  repeat  his 
asseverations  to  6  or  7  than  merely  to  three  inquirers.^  But  even  if,  according 
to  Luke  (v.  59  f.),  the  interval  from  the  first  denial  to  the  last  be  estimated  as 
more  than  an  hour,  still  such  a  questioning  from  all  kinds  of  people  on  all 

*  Comp.  Webse,  die  evang.  Geschichte,  i,  s.  609. 
^  Ben^l,  in  the  Gnomon. 
'  Paulus,  ut  sup.  s.  578. 
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sides,  as  well  as  the  ultimate  impunity  of  Peter  amid  so  general  a  suspicion,  is 
extremely  improbable ;  and  when  expositors  describe  the  state  of  mind  of 
Peter  during  this  scene  as  a  complete  stupefaction,^  they  rather  present  the 
condition  which  befals  the  reader  who  has  to  arrange  his  ideas  in  such  a 
crowd  of  continually  repeated  questions  and  answers  having  an  identical 
meaning — ^like  the  incessant  and  lawless  beating  of  a  watch  out  of  order. 
Olshausen  has  justly  discarded  the  attempt  to  remove  such  differences  as  a 
fruitless  labour :  nevertheless  he,  on  the  one  hand,  immediately  proceeds  to  a 
forced  reconciliation  of  the  divergencies  at  some  points  of  the  narrative ;  and 
on  the  other,  he  maintains  that  there  were  precisely  three  denials,  whereas 
Paulus  again  has  evinced  a  more  correct  discernment  in  pointing  out  the 
premeditated  effort  of  the  Evangelists  to  show  that  the  denial  was  threefold. 
What  on  that  evening  happened  repeatedly  (not,  however,  eight  or  nine  times), 
was  represented  as  having  happened  precisely  three  times,  in  order  to  furnish 
the  closest  fulfilment  to  the  prediction  of  Jesus,  which  was  understood  in  its 
strictest  literality. 

The  termination,  and  as  it  were  the  catastrophe,  of  the  whole  history  of  the 
denial  is,  in  all  the  narratives,  according  to  the  prediction  of  Jesus,  introduced 
by  the  crowing  of  the  cock.  In  Mark,  it  crows  after  the  first  denial  (v.  68), 
and  then  a  second  time  after  the  third ;  in  the  other  Evangelists  only  once, 
after  the  last  act  of  denial.  While  John  concludes  his  account  with  this  par- 
ticular, Matthew  and  Mark  proceed  to  tell  us  that  on  hearing  the  cock  crow, 
Peter  remembered  the  words  of  Jesus  and  wept ;  but  Luke  has  an  additional 
feature  peculiar  to  himself,  namely,  that  on  the  crowing  of  the  cock  Jesus 
turned  and  looked  at  Peter,  whereupon  the  latter,  remembering  the  prediction 
of  Jesus,  broke  out  into  bitter  weeping.  Now  according  to  the  two  first 
Evangelists,  Peter  was  not  in  the  same  locality  with  Jesus :  for  he  is  said  to 
have  been  without  Uw  (Matt  v.  69)  ox  beneath  icaro)  (Mark  v.  66)  in  the  court 
€v  T^  avX^,  and  it  is  thus  implied  that  Jesus  was  in  an  inner  or  upper  apartment 
of  the  palace  :  it  must  be  asked,  therefore,  how  could  Jesus  hear  the  denial  of 
Peter,  and  thereupon  turn  to  look  at  him  ?  In  relation  to  the  latter  part  of 
the  difficulty,  the  usual  answer  is  that  Jesus  was  at  that  moment  being  led  from 
the  palace  of  Annas  to  that  of  Caiaphas,  and  looked  significantly  at  the  weak 
disciple  in  passing^  But  of  such  a  removal  of  Jesus  Luke  knows  nothing ; 
and  his  expression,  the  Lord  turned  and  looked  on  Peter^  k61  arpaifitU  6  Kvpcos 
cVc^Xc^c  r<p  Uerpfff  would  not  so  well  imply  that  Jesus  looked  at  Peter  in 
passing,  as  that  he  turned  round  to  do  so  when  standing ;  besides,  the  above 
supposition  will  not  explain  how  Jesus  became  aware  that  his  disciple  had 
denied  him,  since  in  the  tumult  of  this  evening  he  could  not  well,  as  Paulus 
thinks,  have  heard  when  in  a  room  of  the  palace  the  loud  tones  of  Peter  in  the 
court.  It  is  true  that  the  express  distinction  of  the  places  in  which  Jesus  and 
Peter  were  is  not  found  in  Luke,  and  according  to  him  Jesus  also  might  have 
had  to  remain  some  time  in  the  court :  but  first,  the  representation  of  the  other 
Evangelists  is  here  more  probable:  secondly,  Luke's  own  narrative  of  the  denial 
does  not  previously  create  the  impression  that  Jesus  was  in  the  immediate 
vicinity.  But  hypotheses  for  the  explanation  of  that  look  of  Jesus  might 
have  been  spared,  had  a  critical  glance  been  directed  to  the  origin  of  the 
incident  The  unaccountable  manner  in  which  Jesus,  who  in  the  whole  pre- 
vious occurrence  is  kept  behind  the  scene,  here  all  on  a  sudden  casts  a  glance 
upon  it,  ought  itself,  together  with  the  silence  of  the  other  Evangelists,  to  have 
been  taken  as  an  indication  of  the  real  character  of  this  feature  in  Luke's  nar- 

^  Hess,  Geschichte  Jesa,  2,  s.  343. 

*  Paulus  and  Olshausen,  in  loc. ;  Schleiermacber,  ut  sup.  289  ;  Neander,  s.  622,  Anm. 
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rative.  When  also  it  is  added,  that  as  Jesus  looked  on  Peter  the  latter 
remembered  the  words  which  Jesus  had  earlier  spoken  to  him  concerning  his 
coming  denial ;  it  might  have  been  observed  that  the  glance  of  Jesus  is  nothing 
else  than  the  sensible  image  of  Peter's  remorseful  recollection.  The  narrative 
of  John,  which  is  in  this  case  the  simplest,  exhibits  the  fulfilment  of^the  pre- 
diction of  Jesus  objectively,  by  the  crowing  of  the  cock ;  the  two  first  Evan- 
gelists add  to  this  the  subjective  impression,  which  this  coincidence  made  on 
Peter ;  while  Luke  renders  this  again  objective,  and  makes  sorrowful  remem- 
brance of  the  words  of  the  master,  with  the  force  of  a  penetrating  glance,  pierce 
the  inmost  soul  of  the  disciple.® 

§  130- 

THE  DEATH   OF  THE   BETRAYER. 

On  hearing  that  Jesus  was  condemned  to  death,  Judas,  according  to  the 
first  gospel  (xxviL  3  ff.),  was  smitten  with  remorse,  and  hastened  to  the  chief 
priests  and  elders  to  return  to  them  the  thirty  pieces  of  silver,  with  the  declara- 
tion that  he  had  betrayed  an  innocent  person.  When  however  the  latter 
scornfully  retorted  that  on  him  alone  rested  all  responsibility  for  that  deed, 
Judas,  after  casting  down  the  money  in  the  temple,  impelled  by  despair,  went 
away  and  hanged  himself.  Hereupon  the  Sanhedrists,  holding  it  unlawful  to 
put  the  money  returned  by  Judas  into  the  treasury,  since  it  was  the  price  of 
blood,  bought  with  it  a  potter's  field  as  a  burying  place  for  strangers.  To  this 
particular  the  Evangelist  appends  two  remarks :  first,  that  from  this  mode  of 
purchase,  the  piece  of  ground  was  called  iht  field  of  blood  yx^  to  his  time  :  and 
secondly,  that  by  this  course  of  things  an  ancient  prophecy  was  fulfilled — The 
rest  of  the  Evangelists  are  silent  concerning  the  end  of  Judas  ;  but  on  the 
other  hand  we  find  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  (i.  16  ff.)  some  information  on 
this  subject  which  in  several  points  diverges  from  that  of  Matthew.  Peter, 
when  about  to  propose  the  completion  of  the  apostolic  number  by  the  choice 
of  a  new  colleague,  thinks  proper,  by  way  of  preliminary  to  remind  his  hearers 
of  the  manner  in  which  the  vacancy  in  the  apostolic  circle  had  arisen^  i.e.  of 
the  treachery  and  the  end  of  Judas ;  and  in  relation  to  the  latter  he  says,  that 
the  betrayer  purchased  himself  a  field  with  the  reward  of  his  crime,  but  fell 
headlong,  and  burst  asunder  in  the  midst,  so  that  all  his  bowels  gushed  out, 
which  being  known  in  all  Jerusalem,  the  piece  of  ground  was  called  aiccASa/xa, 
i.e.  the  field  of  blood.  In  addition  to  this,  the  narrator  makes  Peter  observe 
that  these  occurrences  were  a  fulfilment  of  two  passages  in  the  Psalms. 

Between  these  two  accounts  there  exists  a  double  divergency  :  the  one  per- 
taining to  the  manner  of  the  death  of  Judas,  the  other  to  the  statement  when  and 
by  whom  the  piece  of  ground  was  bought.  As  regards  the  former,  Matthew  de- 
clares that  Judas  laid  violent  hands  on  himself  out  of  remorse  and  despair : 
whereas  in  the  Acts  nothing  is  said*of  remorse  on  the  part  of  the  traitor,  and  his 
death  has  not  the  appearance  of  suicide,  but  of  an  accident,  or  more  accur- 
ately, of  a  calamity  decreed  by  heaven  as  a  punishment ;  further,  in  Matthew 
he  inflicts  death  on  himself  by  the  cord  :  according  to  the  representation  of 
Peter,  it  is  a  fall  which  puts  an  end  to  his  life  by  causing  a  horrible  rupture  of 
the  body. 

How  active  the  harmonists  of  all  times  have  been  in  reconciling  these 
divergencies,  may  be  seen  in  Su'icer  ^  and  Kuinol :  here  we  need  only  briefly 
adduce  the  principal  expedients  for  this  purpose.     As  the  divergency  lay 

•  Comp.  de  Wette,  in  loc. 

*  Thesaurus,  vid.  ^virfx,^* 
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chiefly  in  the  words  ainjyiaTOj  he  hanged  himself^  in  Matthew,  and  icptpn^ 
y€v6fi.€vo9^  falling  headlong^  in  Luke,  the  most  obvious  resource  was  to  see 
whether  one  of  these  expressions  could  not  be  drawn  to  the  side  of  the  other. 
This  has  been  tried  with  amf/faro  in  various  ways ;  this  word  being  interpreted 
at  one  time  as  signifying  only  the  torments  of  a  guilty  conscience,^  at  another, 
a  disease  consequent  on  these,'  at  another,  any  death  chosen  out  of  melancholy 
and  despair ;  ^  and  to  this  it  has  been  thought  that  the  statement  ir^i^ 
7CV0/LICV09  K.  r.  X.  in  the  Acts  added  the  more  precise  information,  that  the  kind 
of  death  to  which  Judas  was  driven  by  an  evil  conscience  and  despair  was 
precipitation  from  a  steep  eminence.  Others  on  the  contrary  have  sought  to 
accommodate  the  meaning  of  vfrr/vr^  ytvofuyo^  to  amTy^aro,  understanding  it 
merely  to  express  as  a  circumstance  what  dmfyfaro  expresses  as  an  act :  and 
accordingly  maintaining  that  if  the  latter  should  be  rendered  se  suspendity  the 
former  should  be  translated  by  suspensus.^  From  repugnance  to  the  obvious 
violence  of  this  attempt,  others,  sparing  the  natural  meaning  of  the  expressions 
on  both  sides,  have  reconciled  the  divergent  accounts  by  the  supposition  that 
Matthew  narrates  an  earlier,  the  author  of  the  Acts  a  later,  stage  of  the  events 
which  marked  the  end  of  Judas. '  Some  of  the  ancient  commentators  indeed 
separated  these  two  stages  so  widely  as  to  see  in  Matthew's  statement 
(diriTy^aro)  only  an  unsuccessful  attempt  at  self-destruction,  which  from  the 
bough  whereon  he  suspended  himself  having  broken,  or  from  some  other 
cause,  Judas  outlived,  until  the  judgment  of  heaven  overtook  him  in  the 
irfyrivyi%  ytvofk^vvi^  falling  headlong,^  But  since  Matthew  evidently  intends  in  his 
expression  dm/y^aro  to  narrate  the  last  motnents  of  the  traitor :  the  two  epochs, 
the  account  of  which  is  supposed  to  be  respectively  given  by  Matthew  and  the 
Acts,  have  in  later  times  been  placed  in  closer  proximity,  and  it  has  been  held 
that  Judas  attempted  to  hang  himself  to  a  tree  on  an  .eminence,  but  as  the 
rope  gave  way  or  the  branch  broke,  he  was  precipitated  into  the  valley  over 
steep  cliffs  and  sharp  bushes,  which  lacerated  his  body.''  The  author  of  a 
treatise  on  the  fate  of  Judas  in  Schmidt's  Bibliothek^  has  already  remarked  as 
a  surprising  circumstance,  how  faithfully  according  to  this  opinion,  the  two 
narrators  have  shared  the  information  between  them  :  for  it  is  not  the  case 
that  one  gives  the  less  precise  statement,  the  other  the  more  precise ;  but  that 
one  of  them  narrates  precisely  the  first  part  of  the  incident  without  touching 
on  the  second,  the  other,  the  second  without  intruding  on  the  first ;  and  Hase 
justly  maintains  that  each  narrator  knew  only  the  state  of  the  fact  which  he 
has  presented,  since  otherwise  he  could  not  have  omitted  the  other  half.* 

After  thus  witnessing  the  total  failure  of  the  attempts  at  reconciliation  in  re- 
lation to  the  first  difference ;  we  have  now  to  inquire  whether  the  other,  relative 
to  the  acquisition  of  the  piece  of  ground,  can  be  more  easily  adjusted.  It 
consists  in  this  :  according  to  Matthew,  it  is  the  members  of  the  Sanhedrim 

*  Grotius. 

'  Heinsius. 

*  Perizonius. 

'  Thus  the  Vulgate  and  Erasmus.     See  in  opposition  to  all  these  interpretations,  KuinoU 
in  Matth.,  ?.  473  ff. 

^  CEcnmenius,  on  the  Acts,  I. :  6  *Ioi$^f  qvk  ipaxiBwe  rj  dyxJ^  ^l^'  ire^ta,  Kar&^exBtU 
wpo  rod  drowptyrjifax.  Comp.  Theophylact,  on  Matth.  xxvii.  and  a  Schol.  *Airo\iPapiov  ap. 
Matthsei. 

'  Thus,  after  Casaubon,  Paulus,  3,  b,  s.  457  f. ;  Kuinol,  in  Matth.  747  f. ;  Winer,  b. 
Realw.  Art.  Judas,  and  with  some  indecision  Olsbausen,  2,  s.  455  f.  Even  Fritzsche  is  be- 
come so  weary  on  the  long  way  to  these  last  chapters  of  Matthew,  that  he  contents  himself 
with  this  reconciliation,  and,  on  the  presupposition  of  it,  maintains  that  the  two  accounts 
concur  amicisstme. 

^  2  Band,  2  Stuck,  s.  248  f. 

*  L.  J.,  §  132.     Comp.  Theile,  zur  Biographie  Jesu,  §  33. 
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who,  after  the  suicide  of  Judas,  purchase  a  field  with  the  money  which  he  had 
left  behind  (from  a  potter  moreover — a  particular  which  is  wanting  in  the  Acts); 
whereas,  according  to  the  Acts,  Judas  himself  purchases  the  piece  of  ground, 
and  on  this  very  spot  is  overtaken  by  sudden  death ;  and  from  this  diflfer- 
ence  there  results  another,  namely,  that  according  to  the  latter  account,  it  was 
the  blood  of  the  betrayer  shed  on  the  piece  of  ground,  according  to  the  former, 
the  blood  of  Jesus  cleaving  to  the  purchase  money,  which  caused  the  ground 
to  be  named  the  field  of  blood,  aypos  or  x'^^^  at/Aaro«.  Now  here  Matthew's 
manner  of  expressing  himself  is  so  precise,  that  it  cannot  well  be  twisted  so  as 
to  favour  the  other  narrative ;  but  the  word  iKTr/a-aro  (Ae  purchased  or  acquired) 
in  the  Acts  presents  inviting  facilities  for  its  adaptation  to  Matthew,  hy  the 
reward  of  treachery,  Judas  acquired  a  field — such,  it  is  said,  is  the  meaning  in 
the  Acts — not  immediately,  but  mediately ;  since  by  returning  the  money  he 
gave  occasion  for  the  purchase  of  a  piece  of  ground ;  not  for  himself,  but  for 
the  Sanhedrim  or  the  public  good.^^  But  however  numerous  the  passages 
adduced  in  which  KrajcrOai  has  the  signification :  to  acquire  for  another,  still  in 
such  instances  it  is  necessary  that  the  other  party  for  whom  one  acquires 
should  be  specified  or  intimated,  and  when  this  is  not  the  case,  as  in  the  pas- 
sage in  the  Acts,  it  retains  the  original  meaning :  to  acquire  for  one's  self.^' 
This  Paulus  felt,  and  hence  gave  the  facts  the  following  turn :  the  terrible  fall 
of  Judas  into  a  lime  pit  was  the  cause  of  this  piece  of  ground  being  purchased 
by  the  Sanhedrim,  and  thus  Peter  might  very  well  say  of  Judas  ironically,  that 
in  death  by  the  fall  of  his  corpse  he  had  appropriated  to  himself  a  fine 
property. ^^  But  in  the  first  place  this  interpretation  is  in  itself  strained ;  and 
in  the  second,  the  passage  cited  by  Peter  from  the  Psalms  :  let  his  habitation  be 
desolate^  yvrffiyfrm  t\  CTravXt?  avrov  iprf/io^  shows  that  he  thought  of  the  piece  of 
ground  as  the  real  property  of  Judas,  and  as  being  judicially  doomed  to  deso- 
lation as  the  scene  of  his  death. 

According  to  this,  neither  the  one  difference  nor  the  other  admits  of  a  favour- 
able reconciliation ;  indeed  the  existence  of  a  real  divergency  was  admitted 
even  by  Salmasius,  and  Hase  thinks  that  he  can  explain  this  discrepancy, 
without  endangering  the  apostolic  origin  of  the  two  statements,  from  the 
violent  excitement  of  those  days,  in  consequence  of  which  only  the  general 
fact  that  Judas  committed  suicide  was  positively  knonrn,  and  concerning  the 
more  particular  circumstances  of  the  event,  various  reports  were  believed. 
But  in  the  Acts  nothing  is  said  of  suicide,  and  that  two  apostles,  Matthew  and 
Peter  (if  the  first  gospel  be  supposed  to  proceed  from  the  former,  the  discourse 
in  the  Acts  firom  the  latter),  should  have  remained  so  entirely  in  the  dark  con- 
cerning the  death  of  their  late  colleague,  a  death  which  took  place  in  their  im- 
mediate vicinity,  that  one  of  them  represented  him  as  dying  by  accident,  the 
other  voluntarily,  is  difficult  to  believe.  That  therefore  only  one  of  the  two 
accounts  can  be  maintained  as  apostolic,  has  been  correctly  perceived  by  the 
author  of  the  above-mentioned  treatise  in  Schmidt's  Bibliothek.  And  in 
choosing  between  the  two  he  has  proceeded  on  the  principle  that  the  narrative 
the  least  tending  to  glorification  is  the  more  authentic ;  whence  he  gives  the 
preference  to  the  account  in  the  Acts  before  that  in  the  first  gospel,  because 
the  former  has  not  the  glorifying  circumstances  of  the  remorse  of  Judas,  and 
his  confession  of  the  innocence  of  Jesus.  But,  it  is  ever  the  case  with  two  con- 
tradictory narratives,  not  only  that  if  one  stands  it  excludes  the  other,  but  also 
that  if  one  falls  it  shakes  the  other :  hence,  if  the  representation  of  the  facts 
which  is  attested  by  the  authority  of  the  Aposde  Mat^ew  be  renounced,  there 

"«  Vid.  Kuinol,  in  Matth.,  p.  748. 

"  Vid.  Schmidt's  Biblioth.,  ut  sup.  s.  251  f. 

"  Paalus,  3,  b,  s.  457  f. ;  Fritzsche,  p.  799. 
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is  no  longer  any  warrant  for  the  other,  which  professedly  rests  on  the  testimony 
of  the  Apostle  Peter. 

If  then  we  are  to  treat  the  two  narratives  on  the  same  footing,  namely  as 
legends,  with  respect  to  which  it  is  first  to  be  discovered  how  far  their  his- 
torical nucleus  extends,  and  how  far  they  consist  of  traditional  deposits  ;  we 
must,  in  order  to  be  clear  on  the  subject,  consider  the  data  which  form  the 
roots  of  the  two  narratives.  Here  we  find  one  which  is  common  to  both,  with 
two  others  of  which  each  has  one  peculiarly  to  itself  The  datum  common 
to  both  narratives  is,  that  there  was  in  Jerusalem  a  piece  of  ground  which  was 
called  the  field  of  bloody  dypo«  or  yvapiav  aifutros,  or  in  the  original  tongue,  ac- 
cording to  the  statement  of  the  Acts,  <i«ccX3a/ia.  As  this  information  is  con- 
currently given  by  two  narratives  in  other  respects  totally  divergent,  and  as, 
besides,  the  author  of  the  first  gospel  appeals  to  the  actual  practice  of  his  day 
in  proof  that  the  field  was  called  by  this  name :  we  cannot  well  doubt  the 
existence  of  a  piece  of  ground  so  named.  That  it  really  had  a  relation  to  the 
betrayer  of  Jesus  is  less  certain,  since  our  two  narratives  give  different  accounts 
of  this  relation  :  the  one  stating  that  Judas  himself  bought  the  property^  the 
other  that  it  was  not  purchased  until  after  his  death,  with  the  thirty  pieces  of 
silver.  We  can  therefore  draw  no  further  conclusion  than  that  the  primitive 
Christian  legend  must  have  early  attributed  to  that  field  of  blood  a  relation  to 
the  betrayer.  But  the  reason  wherefore  this  relation  took  various  forms  is  to 
be  sought  in  the  other  datum  from  which  our  narratives  proceed,  namely,  in 
the  Old  Testament  passages,  which  the  authors  cite  (from  different  sources, 
however),  as  being  fulfilled  by  the  fate  of  Judas. 

In  the  passage  of  the  Acts,  Ps.  Ixix.  25,  and  Ps.  cix.  8,  are  quoted  in  this 
manner.  The  latter  is  a  psalm  which  the  first  Christians  from  among  the 
Jews  could  not  avoid  referring  to  the  relation  of  Judas  to  Jesus.  For  not 
only  does  the  author,  alleged  to  be  David,  but  doubtless  a  much  later  indi- 
vidual,^^ dilate  from  the  opening  of  the  psalm  on  such  as  speak  falsely  and 
insidiously  against  him,  and  return  him  hatred  for  his  love,  but  from  v.  6, 
where  the  curses  commence,  he  directs  himself  against  a  particular  person,  so 
that  the  Jewish  expositors  thought  of  Doeg,  David's  calumniator  with  Saul, 
and  the  Christians  just  as  naturally  of  Judas.  From  this  psalm  is  gathered 
the  verse  which,  treating  of  the  transfer  of  one  office  to  another,  appeared 
perfectly  to  suit  the  case  of  Judas.  The  other  psalm,  it  is  true,  speaks  more 
vaguely  of  such  as  hate  and  persecute  the  author  without  cause,  yet  this  also 
is  ascribed  to  David,  and  is  so  similar  to  the  other  in  purport  and  style,  that 
it  might  be  regarded  as  its  parallel,  and  if  curses  might  be  applied  to  the 
betrayer  out  of  the  former,  they  might  be  so  out  of  the  latter.^*  Now  if  Judas 
had  actually  bought  with  the  wages  of  his  treachery  a  piece  of  land,  which 
from  being  the  scene  of  his  horrible  end,  subsequently  remained  waste :  it 
was  a  matter  of  course  to  refer  to  him  precisely  those  passages  in  this  psalm 
which  denounce  on  the  enemies  the  desolation  of  their  habitation  cTrauXt?. 
As,  however,  from  the  divergency  of  Matthew,  the  fact  that  Judas  himself 
bought  that  piece  of  ground  and  came  to  his  end  upon  it,  is  doubtful :  while 
it  can  scarcely  be  supposed  that  the  piece  of  land  on  which  the  betrayer  of 
Jesus  met  his  end  would  be  so  abhorrent  to  the  Jews  that  they  would  let  it 
lie  waste  as  a  land  of  blood ;  it  is  more  probable  that  this  name  had  another 
origin  no  longer  to  be  discovered,  and  was  interpreted  by  the  Christians  in 
accordance  with  their  own  ideas ;  so  that  we  must  not  derive  the  application 
of  the  passage  in  the  Psalms,  and  the  naming  of  that  waste  piece  of  land,  from 

"  Vid.  De  Wette,  in  loc. 

^^  In  other  parts  of  the  N.  T.  also  we  find  passages  from  this  psalin^messianically  applied  : 
as  V.  4,  John  xv.  25,  v.  9  ;  John  ii.  17  ;  and  John  xix.  28  f.,  probably  v.  21. 
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an  actual  possession  of  it  by  Judas,  but  on  the  contrary,  we  must  refer  to 
those  two  causes  the  existence  of  the  legend,  which  ascribes  such  a  possession 
to  Judas.  For  if  the  two  psalms  in  question  were  once  applied  to  the  be- 
trayer, and  if  in  one  of  them  the  desolation  of  his  liravAt9(LXX.)  was  denounced, 
he  must  have  previously  been  in  possession  of  such  an  ciravXis,  and  this  it 
was  thought,  he  would  probably  have  purchased  with  the  reward  of  bis 
treason.  Or  rather,  that  out  of  the  above  psalms  the  desolation  of  the  cntivXt^ 
was  a  particular  specially  chosen,  appears  to  have  been  founded  on  the  natural 
presupposition,  that  the  curse  would  be  chiefly  manifested  in  relation  to  some- 
thing which  he  had  acquired  by  the  wages  of  his  iniquity ;  added  to  the 
circumstance  that  among  the  objects  anathematized  in  the  psalm,  the  one  most 
capable  of  being  bought  was  the  eravXis.  This  conception  of  the  facts  was 
met  in  the  most  felicitous  manner  by  the  aiccX&xfia  lying  near  Jerusalem, 
which,  the  less  was  known  of  the  origin  of  its  name  and  of  the  horror  attached 
to  it,  might  the  more  easily  be  applied  by  the  primitive  Christian  legend  to  its 
own  purposes,  and  regarded  as  the  desolate  habitation^  hcav\x%  '^fnjfjuofUtn^,  of 
ihe  betrayer. 

Instead  of  these  passages  from  the  Psalms,  the  first  gospel  cites  as  being 
fulfilled  by  the  last  acts  of  Judas,  a  passage  which  it  attributes  to  Jeremiah, 
but  to  which  nothing  corresponding  is  to  be  found  except  in  Zech.  xi.  laf., 
whence  it  is  now  pretty  generally  admitted  that  the  Evangelist  substituted  one 
name  for  the  other  by  mistake.  ^^  How  Matthew  might  be  led  by  the  funda- 
mental idea  of  this  passage — an  unreasonably  small  price  for  the  speaker  in 
the  prophecy — to  an  application  of  it  to  the  treachery  of  Judas,  who  for  a 
paltry  sum  had  as  it  were  sold  his  master,  has  been  already  shown. ^^  Now 
the  prophetic  passage  contains  a  command  from  Jehovah  to  tlie  author  of  the 
prophecy,  to  cast  the  miserable  sum  with  which  he  had  been  paid,  into  the 

house  of  the  Lord,  and  also  "^^^^n"/^,  which,  it  is  added,  was  done.  The 
person  who  casts  down  the  money  is  in  the  prophecy  the  same  with  the 
speaker,  and  consequently  with  him  who  is  rated  at  the  low  price,  because 
the  sum  here  is  not  purchase  money  but  hire,  and  hence  is  received  by  the 
person  so  meanly  estimated^  who  alone  can  cast  it  away  again  :  in  the  appli- 
cation of  the  Evangelist,  on  the  contrary,  the  sum  being  considered  as  purchase 
money,  another  than  the  one  so  meanly  estimated  was  to  be  thought  of  as 
receiving  and  casting  away  the  sum.  If  the  one  sold  for  so  paltry  a  price 
was  Jesus  :  he  who  received  the  money  and  finally  rejected  it  could  be  no 
other  than  his  betrayer.     Hence  it  is  said  of  the  latter,  that  Ae  cast  down  the 

pieces  of  silver  in  the  temple  hv  r^  vaw  corresponding  to  the  phrase  ^^^  ^^^^) 
n)n'[  n^3  in  the  prophetic  passage,  although  these  very  words  happen  to  be 
absent  from  the  extremely  mutilated  citation  of  Matthew.  But  in  apposition 
to  the  njn^.  n^3^  wherein  the  money  was  cast,  there  stood  besides  ■^^*r3"^^. 
The  LXX.  translates :  cts  to  xoo^^vn/piov,  into  the  melting  furnace ;  now,  it  is 
with  reason  conjectured  that  the  pointing  should  be  altered  thus  :  lV^*iT7^, 
and  the  word  rendered  :  into  the  treasury ;  ^'^  the  author  of  our  gospel  adhered 
to  the  literal  translation  by  K€pa/j.€v^  potter.  But  what  the  potter  had  to  do 
here, — why  the  money  should  be  given  to  him,  must  at  first  have  been  as  in- 
comprehensible to  him  as  it  is  to  us  when  we  adhere  to  the  common  reading. 
Here  however  there  occurred  to  his  recollection  the  field  of  blood,  to  which, 
as  we  gather  from  the  Acts,  the  Christian  legend  gave  a  relation  to  Judas,  and 

^*  Still  for  other  conjectures  see  Kuinol,  in  loc. 

"  §  119. 

"  Hitzig,  in  Ullmann's  and  Umbreit's  Studien,  1830^  i,  s.  35 ;  Gesenius,  Worterbuch  ; 
comp.  RosenmulIer*s  Scholia  in  V.  T.  7,  4,  s.  320  fF. 
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hence  resulted  the  welcome  combinatioD,  that  it  was  probably  that  field  for 
which  the  thirty  pieces  of  silver  were  to  be  given  to  the  potter.  As,  however, 
it  was  impossible  to  conceive  the  potter  as  being  in  the  temple  when  receiving 
the  money^  and  yet  according  to  the  prophetic  passage  the  pieces  of  silver 
were  cast  into  the  temple :  a  separation  was  made  between  the  casting  into 
the  temple  and  the  payment  to  the  potter.  If  the  former  must  be  ascribed  to 
JudaSy  if  he  had  thus  once  cast  away  the  money,  he  himself  could  no  longer  pur- 
chase the  piece  of  ground  from  the  potter,  but  this  must  be  done  by  another  party, 
with  the  money  which  Judas  had  cast  away.  Who  this  party  must  be  followed 
of  course :  if  Judas  gave  up  the  money,  he  would  give  it  up  to  those  from 
whom  he  had  received  it ;  if  he  cast  it  into  the  temple,  it  would  fall  into  the 
hands  of  the  rulers  of  the  temple  :  thus  in  both  ways  it  would  revert  to  the 
Sanhedrim.  The  object  of  the  latter  in  purchasing  the  ground  was  perhaps 
drawn  from  the  use  to  which  that  waste  place  was  actually  appropriated. 
Lastly,  if  Judas  cast  away  again  the  reward  of  his  treachery,  this,  it  must*  be 
inferred,  could  only  be  out  of  remorse.  To  make  Judas  manifest  remorse, 
and  thus  win  from  the  traitor  himself  a  testimony  to  the  innocence  of  Jesus, 
was  as  natural  to  the  conception  of  the  primitive  Christian  community,  as  to 
convert  Pilate,  and  to  make  Tiberius  himself  propose  in  the  Roman  senate 
the  deification  of  Christ,^^  But  how  would  the  remorse  of  Judas  further 
manifest  itself?  A  return  to  the  right  on  his  part,  was  not  only  unattested  by 
any  facts,  but  was  besides  far  too  good  a  lot  for  the  traitor :  hence  repentance 
must  have  become  in  him  despair,  and  he  must  have  chosen  the  end  of  the 
well-known  traitor  in  the  history  of  David,  Ahithophel,  of  whom  it  is  said,  2 
Sam.  xvii.  23  :  avcon;  #cai  a^r^X^cv — kox  dirqy(aTOj  he  arose^  and  went — and 
hanged  himself ^  as  of  Judas  here :  dv€xjafyqir€  koL  dirtKBtav  awrjyiaroy  he  de^ 
parted^  and  went  and  hanged  himself, 

A  tradition  referred  to  Papias  appears  to  be  allied  to  the  narrative  in  the 
Acts  rather  than  to  that  of  Matthew.  CEcumenius,  quoting  the  above  col- 
lector of  traditions,  says,  that  Judas,  as  an  awful  example  of  impiety,  had  his 
body  distended  to  such  a  degree,  that  a  space  where  a  chariot  could  pass  was 
no  longer  sufficiently  wide  for  him,  and  that  at  last  being  crushed  by  a  chariot, 
he  burst  asunder  and  all  his  bowels  were  pressed  oxxO^  The  latter  statement 
doubtless  arose  from  a  misconstruction  of  the  ancient  legend ;  for  the  chariot 
was  not  originally  brought  into  immediate  contact  with  the  body  of  Judas, 
but  was  merely  used  as  a  measure  of  his  size,  and  this  was  afterwards  errone- 
ously understood  as  if  a  chariot  in  passing  had  crushed  the  swollen  body  of 
Judas.  Hence,  not  only  in  Theophylact  and  in  an  ancient  Scholium^ 
without  any  distinct  reference  to  Papias,  but  also  in  a  Catena  with  an  express 
citation  of  his  ^£irr7(rct9,  we  actually  find  the  fact  narrated  without  that  addi- 
tion.^^     The  monstrous  swelling  of  Judas,  spoken  of  in  this  passage,  might,  it 

'•  Tertulh  Apologet.  c.  xxi. :  Ea  omnia  super  Ckristo  PiUUus^  ei  ipse  Jam  pro  sua  con- 
scientia  Christianus,  Casari  turn  Tiberio  nunciaviL  c.  v.  :  Ti^rius  ergo,  cujus  tempore 
nomen  Christianum  in  secuium  iniroit,  annunciatum  sibi  ex  Syria  Palastina,  quod  ilUc 
veritaUm  illius  DivinitaHs  revelaverat^  detulit  ad  Senatum  cum  prarogativa  sujfi'agii  sui, 
Sena/us,  quia  nan  ipse  probaverat^  respuit.  For  farther  details  on  tnis  subject,  see  Fabricius, 
Cod.  Apocr.  N.  T.  I,  p.  214  flf.,  298  if. ;  comp.  2,  p.  505. 

**  CEcumen.  ad  Act.  i.  :  rvwro  8^  ffwpiaTcpop  laropci  IJaT^t,  6  'Ictfdyyov  roO  dwwrrdXov 
/ulBijti^s'  ftiyn  daepelat  iv69€iy/ia  iw  To&r(p  rf  xbafjuffi  wepierdnfffep  *Io6Sas,  UpTfirOtls  ydp  iwl 
Too'oOror  rj)v  0-d/Mta,  Aore  ftii  9^aur$ai  dicXffeip,  ifidj^fp  ^6ltas  dupxo/thnis,  btrb  rijs  &fid^^^ 
iwleaSrij  Ctrre  rd  fyncara  o^ov  iKK€Wfa6^»ai, 

«•  Vid.  sup. 

■*  In  Miinter's  Fragm.  Patr.  i,  p.  17  ff.  For  the  rest  the  passage  is  of  very  similar  tenor 
with  that  of  CEcumenius,  and  is  partly  an  exaggeration  of  it :  ro}rro  9i  <ra^vr€po9  Iffropet 
Ilawlati  6  *ludPi^ov  fmOriHjSi  Xfyftw  othut  h  n}  rerdpn^  t^j  i^rrf/jffttas  rwr  KVptaxQy  Xbywp' 
ftdya  Si  dffepelas  birbdeiyfUk  h  rvlrri^  r^  Khaiufi  v€pi€irdnfff€P  6  'I<H/dar  ir/niaBtU  ini  roaoOrow  r^r 
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is  supposed,  originally  be  only  an  explanation  of  the  displacing  and  protrusion 
of  the  viscera,  and  in  like  manner  the  dropsy  into  which  Theophylact  repre- 
sents him  as  falling  might  be  regarded  as  an  explanation  of  this  swelling : 
when,  however,  in  Ps.  dx.,  applied  in  the  Acts  to  Judas,  amongst  other 

maledictions,  we  read:  ^3")R4  D?03  (n^j'j?)  Kipi  LXX:  cZcr^cv  (^  Kardipa) 
cMTct  vSf^p  €U  TOL  eyKara  aurov,  SO  let  it  (cursing)  conu  into  his  bowels  like  water 
(v.  i8) :  it  appears  possible  that  the  dropsical  disease^  voo-os  vScpiin),  may  have 
been  also  taken  from  this  passage;  as  also  one  of  the  features  in  the  monstrous 
description  which  Papias  gives  of  the  condition  of  Judas,  namely,  that  from 
the  enormous  swelling  of  his  eyelids  he  could  no  longer  see  the  light  of  day, 
might  remind  us  of  v.  23  in  the  other  psalm  applied  to  Judas,  where,  among 
the  curses  this  is  enumerated :  Let  their  eyes  be  darkened  that  they  see  not^ 
a'K<mir6i^<aa'av  oi  o^OaXfAcii  aMav  rov  /ir)  )3Xc9reiv,  a  hindrance  to  sight,  which 

when  once  the  swollen  body  of  Judas  was  presupposed,  must  necessarily 
assume  the  form  of  a  swelling  up  of  the  eyelids.  If  then  the  tradition  which 
is  allied  to  the  account  in  Acts  i.  developed  its  idea  of  the  end  of  Judas  chiefly 
in  correspondence  with  the  ideas  presented  in  these  two  psalms ;  and  if  in 
that  passage  of  the  Acts  itself  the  account  of  the  connexion  of  Judas  with 
the  piece  of  ground  is  derived  from  the  same  source :  it  is  no  farfetched 
conjecture  that  what  is  said  in  the  Acts  concerning  the  end  of  the  betrayer 
may  have  had  a  similar  origin.  That  he  died  an  early  death  may  be  historiad ; 
but  even  if  not  so,  in  Psalm  cix.  in  the  very  same  verse  (v.  8),  which  contains 
the  transfer  of  the  office,  ^irurKOTr^,  to  another,  an  early  death  is  predicted  for 
the  betrayer  in  the  words :  Let  his  days  be  few,  yanjOifrwrav  ai  -q/xtpat  avrov 
6XlyajL,  and  it  migHt  also  be  believed  that  the  death  by  falling  headlong  also 
was  gathered  from  Ps.  Ixix.  22,  where  it  is  said:  Let  their  table  become  a  snare 
before  iheniy  ytytfi-fjfrta  r\  rpdwt^a  avrw — cts  (rKaySaXov  (B^E?Op). 

Thus  we  scarcely  know  with  certainty  concerning  Judas  even  so  much  as 
that  he  came  to  a  violent  and  untimely  death,  for  if,  as  was  natural,  after  his 
departure  from  the  community  of  Jesus,  he  retired,  so  far  as  the  knowledge  of 
its  members  was  concerned,  into  an  obscurity  in  which  all  historical  informa- 
tion as  to  his  further  fate  was  extinguished :  the  primitive  Christian  legend  might 
without  hindrance  represent  as  being  fulfilled  in  him  all  that  the  prophecies 
and  types  of  the  Old  Testament  threatened  to  the  false  friend  of  the  Son  of 
David,  and  might  even  associate  the  memory  of  his  crime  with  a  well-known 
desecrated  place  in  the  vicinity  of  Jerusalem.** 

adpKa,  &cr€  firiSi  6ir6$€v  &/xa^a  ^q.Blu)s  blepx^raxt  iKtu^w  SOtfaaBai  iuKOtif,  d^Xd  firiSi  aii^ 
fui-vov  rbv  6yKW  r^f  «re0aX^s  a&rov'  rd  fjukv  yiip  pk4if>apa  rial'  6<bOvXfjMiv  airw  (Cod.  Venet. : 
ifxxal  TocovTOP  i^oiiijff€u,  us  ainbv  fUv  xaOoXov  t6  0^f  fi^  pkiTtuf)  /iifH  inr6  teerpov  Howrpos 
6^9ri»w.  K.  r.  X.  Merd  roXXdt  9i  fiaadffovs  koI  TifxtapLas  iv  liUfij  ^00*2,  X^V  rcXevn^orrof 
K.  r.  X.  Papias,  the  disciple  of  John,  nves  a  clearer  account  of  this  {in  the  fourth  section  cf 
his  exegesis  of  our  Lord*s  words)  as  follows:  Judas  numed  about  in  this  world  a  terrible  ex- 
ample  of  impiety,  being  swollen  in  body  to  such  a  degree  that  where  a  chariot  could  easily 
pass  he  was  not  able  to  find  a  passage,  even  for  the  hulk  of  his  head.  His  eyelids^  thev  say, 
were  so  swelled  out  that  he  could  not  see  the  lights  ttor  could  his  eyes  be  made  visible  even  by  the 
physician^ s  dioptra,  etc  After  suffering  fitany  torments  and  judgments,  dying,  as  they  say,  in 
his  own  field,  etc. 

*■  Comp.  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  i,  s.  231  f. ;  i,  4,  s.  10 f. 
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§   131. 
JESUS   BEFORE   PILATE  AND   HEROD. 

According  to  all  the  Evangelists  it  was  in  the  morning  when  the  Jewish 
magistrates,  after  having  declared  Jesus  worthy  of  death,^  caused  him  to  be 
led  away  to  the  Roman  procurator,  Pontius  Pilate  (Matt  xxvii.  i  ff.  parall. ; 
John  xviii.  28).  According  to  Matthew  and  Mark,  Jesus  was  bound  prepar- 
atory to  his  being  conducted  before  Pilate,  according  to  John  xviii.  12,  im- 
mediately on  his  arrest  in  the  garden  ;  Luke  says  nothing  of  his  being  bound. 
To  this  measure  of  sending  him  to  Pilate  they  were  compelled,  according  to 
John  xviii.  31,  by  the  circumstance  that  the  Sanhedrim  was  deprived  of  the 
authority  to  execute  the  punishment  of  death  (without  the  concurrence  of  the 
Roman  government):^  but  at  all  events  the  Jewish  rulers  must  in  this  instance 
have  been  anxious  to  call  in  the  agency  of  the  Romans,  since  only  their  power 
could  afford  security  against  an  uproar  among  the  people  Oopv^o^  iv  r<p  Aa(p, 
which  the  former  feared  as  a  result  of  the  execution  of  Jesus  during  the  feast 
time  (Matt.  xxvi.  5  parall.). 

Arrived  at  the  Praetorium,  the  Jews,  according  to  the  representation  of  the 
fourth  gospel,  remained  without,  from  fear  of  Levitical  de^lement,  but  Jesus 
was  led  into  the  interior  of  the  building :  so  that  Pilate  must  alternately  have 
come  out  when  he  would  speak  to  the  Jews,  and  have  gone  in  again  when  he 
proceeded  to  question  Jesus  (xviii.  28  flf.).  The  synoptists  in  the  sequel  re- 
present Jesus  as  in  the  same  locality  with  Pilate  and  the  Jews,  for  in  them 
Jesus  immediately  hears  the  accusations  of  the  Jews,  and  answers  them  in  the 
presence  of  Pilate.  Since  they,  as  well  as  John,  make  the  condemnation  take 
place  in  the  open  air  (after  the  condemnation  they  represent  Jesus  as  being 
led  into  the  Praetorium,  Matt,  xxvii.  27,  and  Matthew,  like  John,  xix.  13,  de- 
scribes Pilate  ascending  \.ht  judgment  seat  ^^fia,  which  according  to  Josephus*^ 
stood  in  the  open  air),  without  mentioning  any  change  of  place  in  connexion 
with  the  trial :  they  apparently  conceived  the  whole  transaction  to  have  passed 
on  the  outer  place,  and  supposed,  in  divergency  from  John,  that  Jesus  himself 
was  there. 

The  first  question  of  Pilate  to  Jesus  is  according  to  all  the  gospels :  Art 
thou  the  king  of  the  Jews  9  av  €t  6  ^ao-iAcvs  twv  'IovSoudv,  i.e.  the  Messiah  ?  In 
the  two  first  Evangelists  this  question  is  not  introduced  by  any  accusation  on 
the  part  of  the  Jews  (Matt.  v.  1 1 ;  Mark  v.  2) ;   in  John,  Pilate,  stepping  out 

^  According  to  Babl.  Sanhedrin,  ap.  Lightfoot,  p.  486,  this  mode  of  procedure  would  have 
been  illegal.  It  is  there  said  t/udicia  de  capitalibus  finiunt  eodem  die  si  sint  ad absolutionem  ; 
si  vera  sint  ad  damnationem^jtniuntur  die  sequentt, 

*  Besides  this  passage  of^John  :  ^aUv  oiiK  J^eortF  drofcreu^at  ov8£va.  It  is  not  lawful  for 
us  to  put  any  man  to  deaths  there  is  no  other  authority  for  the  existence  of  this  slate  of 
things  than  an  obscure  and  variously  interpreted  tradition,  Avoda  Zaraf.  viii.  2  (Lightfoot, 
p.  1 123  f.) :  Rabh  Cahna  dicit^  cum  agrotard  R,  Ismail  bar  fose,  miserunt  odeum,  dicentes :  die 

nohi,  6  Domine^  duo  aut  tria,  qua  aliquando  dixisti  nobis  nomine  patris  tui,     Dicit  iis 

quadraginta  annis  ante  excidium  templi  migravit  Synedrium  et  sedit  in  tabemis.  Quid  sibi 
mUt  hac  traditio  ?  Rabh  Isaac,  bar  Abdimi  dicit:  non  judicArunt  judicia  mulctativa.  Dixit 
R,  Packman  bar  Iscuic :  ne  dicat,  quod  non  judicdnmt  Judicia  mulctativa^  sed  quod  fton 

judicdrunt  judicia  eapitcUia*  With  this  may  be  compared  moreover  the  information  given 
by  Josephus,  Antiq.  xx.  ix.  i,  that  it  was  not  lawful  for  A  nanus  (the  high  priest)  to  assemble 
tie  Sankedrim  xtntkout  the  consent  of  the  procurator.  On  the  other  hand  the  execution  of 
Stephen  (Acts  vii.)  without  the  sanction  of  the  Romans  might  seem  to  speak  to  the  contrary  ; 
but  this  was  a  tumultuary  act,  undertaken  perhaps  in  the  confidence  that  Pilate  was  absent. 
Compare  on  this  point  Liicke,  2,  s.  631  ff. 

•  De  bell.  Jud.  IL  ix.  3. 
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of  the  Praetorium,  asks  the  Jews  what  accusation  they  have  to  bring  against 
Jesus  (xviii.  29),  on  which  they  insolently  reply  :  If  he  were  not  a  malefactor, 
we  would  not  have  delivered  him  up  unto  thee  :  an  answer  by  which  they  could 
not  expect  to  facilitate  their  obtaining  from  the  Roman  a  ratification  of  their 
sentence,*  but  only  to  embitter  him.  After  Pilate,  with  surprising  mildness, 
has  rejoined  that  they  may  take  him  and  judge  him  according  to  their  law — 
apparently  not  supposing  a  crime  involving  death — and  the  Jews  have  opposed 
to  this  permission  their  inability  to  administer  the  punishment  of  death  :  the 
procurator  re-enters  and  addresses  to  Jesus  the  definite  question :  Art  thou 
the  king  of  the  Jews  /  which  thus  here  likewise  has  no  suitable  introduction. 
This  is  the  case  only  in  Luke,  who  first  adduces  the  accusations  of  the  San- 
hedrists  against  Jesus,  that  he  stirred  up  the  people  and  encouraged  them  to 
refuse  tribute  to  Caesar,  giving  himself  out  to  be  Christ  a  king^  Xpurrov  fiacrtXia 
(xxiii.  2). 

If  in  this  manner  the  narrative  of  Luke  enables  us  to  understand  how 
Pilate  could  at  once  put  to  Jesus  the  question  whether  he  were  the  king  of 
the  Jews ;  it  leaves  us  in  all  the  greater  darkness  as  to  how  Pilate,  immedi- 
ately on  the  affirmative  answer  of  Jesus,  could  without  any  further  inquiries 
declare  to  the  accusers  that  he  found  no  fault  in  the  accused.  He  must  first 
have  ascertained  the  grounds  or  the  want  of  grounds  for  the  charge  of  exciting 
the  populace,  and  also  have  imformed  himself  as  to  the  sense  in  which  Jesus 
claimed  the  title  oi  king  of  the  Jews^  before  he  could  pronounce  the  words :  / 
find  no  fault  in  this  man.  In  Matthew  and  Mark,  it  is  true,  to  the  affirmation 
of  Jesus  that  he  is  the  king  of  the  Jews  is  added  his  silence,  in  opposition  to 
the  manifold  accusations  of  the  Sanhedrists — a  silence  which  surprises  Pilate  : 
and  this  is  not  followed  by  a  precise  declaration  that  no  fault  is  to  be  found 
in  Jesus,  but  merely  by  the  procurator's  attempt  to  set  Jesus  at  liberty  by 
coupling  him  with  Barabbas  ;  still  what  should  move  him  even  to  this  attempt 
does  not  appear  from  the  above  gospels.  On  the  other  hand,  this  point  is 
sufficiently  clear  in  the  fourth  gospel.  It  is  certainly  surprising  that  when 
Pilate  asks  whether  he  be  really  the  King  of  the  Jews,  Jesus  should  reply  by 
the  counter-question,  whether  he  say  this  of  himself  or  at  the  suggestion  of 
another.  In  an  accused  person,  however  conscious  of  innocence,  such  a 
question  cannot  be  held  warrantable,  and  hence  it  has  been  sought  in  every 
possible  way  to  give  the  words  of  Jesus  a  sense  more  consonant  with  pro- 
priety: but  the  question  of  Jesus  is  too  definite  to  be  a  mere  repulse  of  the 
accusation  as  absurd,^  and  too  indefinite  to  be  regarded  as  an  inquiry,  whether 
the  Procurator  intended  the  title  ^ao-tXcv?  rw  lovSauov  in  the  Roman  sense 
(d<^*  cavTou)  or  in  the  Jewish  (oAAot  <rot  cTttov).*  And  Pilate  does  not  so  un- 
derstand it,  but  as  an  unwarrantable  question  to  which  it  is  a  mark  of  his  in- 
dulgence that  he  replies  ; — in  the  first  instance,  it  is  true,  with  some  impatience, 
by  the  second  counter-question,  whether  he  be  a  Jew,  and  thus  able  of  him- 
self to  have  information  concerning  a  crime  so  specifically  Jewish  ;  but  here- 
upon he  good-naturedly  adds  that  it  is  the  Jews  and  their  rulers  by  whom 
Jesus  has  been  delivered  to  him,  and  that  he  is  therefore  at  liberty  to  speak 
more  particularly  of  the  crime  which  these  lay  to  his  charge.  Now  on  his 
Jesus  gives  Pilate  an  answer  which,  added  to  the  impression  of  his  whole 
appearance,  might  certainly  induce  in  the  Procurator  a  conviction  of  his  in- 
nocence. He  replies,  namely,  that  his  kingdom  ^oxtO^joa  is  not  of  this  world 
Ik  rov  Kocrfwv  rovrovy  and  adduces  as  a  proof  of  this,  the  peaceful,  passive  con- 
duct of  his  adherents  on  his  arrest  (v.  36).     On  the  further  question  of  Pilate, 

*  As  LUcke  supposes,  s.  631. 

*  Calvin,  in  loc. 

^  Liicke  and  Tholuck,  in  loc. 
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whether,  since  Jesus  has  thus  ascribed  to  himself  a  kingdom,  although  no 
earthly  one,  he  then  claims  to  be  a  king  ?  he  replies  that  certainly  he  is  so, 
but  only  in  so  far  as  he  is  born  to  be  a  witness  to  the  truth :  whereupon 
follows  the  famous  question  of  Pilate :  What  is  truth  f  ri  ccmv  aXrfi€uaL\  Al- 
though in  this  latter  reply  of  Jesus  we  cannot  but  be  struck  by  its  presenting 
the  peculiar  hue  of  thought  which  characterizes  the  author  of  the  fourth  gos- 
pel, in  the  use  of  the  idea  of  truth  oXrfituaL^  as  we  were  before  surprised  at  the 
unwarrantable  nature  of  the  counter-question  of  Jesus  ;  still  this  account  in 
John  renders  it  conceivable  how  Pilate  could  immediately  step  forth  and  de- 
clare to  the  Jews  that  he  found  no  fault  in  Jesus.  But  another  point  might 
easily  create  suspicion  against  this  narrative  of  John.  According  to  him  the 
trial  of  Jesus  went  forward  in  the  interior  of  the  Prgetorium,  which  no  Jew 
would  venture  to  enter  \  who  then  are  we  to  suppose  heard  the  conversation  of 
the  Procurator  with  Jesus,  and  was  the  informant  who  communicated  it  to  the 
author  of  the  fourth  gospel  ?  The  opinion  of  the  older  commentators  that 
Jesus  himself  narrated  these  conversations  to  his  disciples  after  the  resurrec- 
tion is  renounced  as  extravagant ;  the  more  modem  idea  that  perhaps  Pilate 
himself  was  the  source  of  the  information  concerning  the  trial,  is  scarcely  less 
improbable,  and  rather  than  take  refuge,  with  Liicke,  in  the  supposition  that 
Jesus  remained  at  the  entrance  of  the  Prastorium^  so  that  those  standing  im- 
mediately without  might  with  some  attention  and  stillness  (?)  have  heard  the 
conversation,  I  should  prefer  appealing  to  the  attendants  of  the  Procurator, 
who  would  scarcely  be  alone  with  Jesus.  Meanwhile  it  is  easily  conceivable 
that  we  have  here  a  conversation,  which  owes  its  origin  solely  to  the  Evange- 
list's own  combination,  and  in  this  case  we  need  not  bestow  so  much  labour  in 
ascertaining  the  precise  sense  of  Pilate's  question  :  ivhat  is  truth  ?  since  this 
would  only  be  an  example  of  the  fourth  Evangelist's  favourite  form  of  dialogue, 
the  contrast  of  profound  communications  on  the  part  of  Jesus,  with  questions 
either  of  misapprehension  or  of  total  unintelligence  on  the  part  of  the  hearers, 
as  xii.  34,  the  Jews  ask  who  is  this  Son  of  man  9  m  co-nv  ollros  6  vio^  r.  a. ; 
so  here  Pilate :  what  is  truth  f  ri  iariv  dXi^cia  ;  7 

Before  the  introduction  of  Barabbas,  which  in  all  the  other  Evangelists 
comes  next  in  order,  Luke  has  an  episode  peculiar  to  himselfl  On  the  de- 
claration of  Pilate  that  he  finds  no  guilt  in  the  accused,  the  chief  priests  and 
their  adherents  among  the  multitude  persist  in  asserting  that  Jesus  stirred  up 
the  people  by  his  agency  as  a  teacher  from  Galilee  to  Jerusalem :  Pilate 
notices  the  word  Galilee,  asks  whether  the  accused  be  a  Galilean,  and  when 
this  is  confirmed,  he  seizes  it  as  a  welcome  pretext  for  ridding  himself  of  the 
ungrateful  business,  and  sends  Jesus  to  the  Tetrarch  of  Galilee,  Herod  Anti- 
pas,  at  that  time  in  Jerusalem  in  observance  of  the  feast ;  perhaps  also  design- 
ing as  a  secondary  object,  what  at  least  was  the  result,  to  conciliate  the  petty 
prince  by  this  show  of  respect  for  his  jurisdiction.  This  measure,  it  is  said, 
gave  great  satisfaction  to  Herod,  because  having  heard  much  of  Jesus,  he  had 
long  been  desirous  to  see  him,  in  the  hope  that  he  would  perhaps  perform  a 
miracle.  The  Tetrarch  addressed  various  questions  to  him,  the  Sanhedrists 
urged  vehement  accusations  against  him,  but  Jesus  gave  no  answer ;  where- 
upon Herod  with  his  soldiers  betook  themselves  to  mockery,  and  at  length, 
after  arraying  him  in  a  gorgeous  robe,  sent  him  back  to  Pilate  (xxiii.  4  ff.). 
This  narrative  of  Luke's,  whether  we  consider  it  in  itself  or  in  its  relation  to 
the  other  gospels,  has  much  to  astonish  us.  If  Jesus  as  a  Galilean  really  be- 
longed to  the  jurisdiction  of  Herod,  as  Pilate,  by  delivering  the  accused  to 
him,  appears  to  acknowledge  :  how  came  Jesus  (and  the  question  is  equally 

'  Comp.  Kaiser,  bibl.  TheoL  I,  s.  252. 
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difficult  whether  we  regard  him  as  the  siDle;>s  Jesus  of  the  orthodox  system,  or 
as  the  one  who  in  the  history  of  the  tribute-penny  manifested  his  subjection 
to  the  existing  authorities)  to  withhold  from  him  the  answer  which  was  his 
due  ?  and  how  was  it  that  Herod,  without  any  further  procedures,  sent  him 
away  again  from  his  tribunal  ?  To  say,  with  Olshausen,  that  the  intenx>gation 
before  Herod  had  elicited  the  fact  that  Jesus  was  not  bom  in  Nazareth  and 
Galilee,  but  in  Bethlehem,  and  consequently  in  Judasa,  is  on  the  one  hand  an 
inadmissible  appeal  to  the  history  of  the  birth  of  Jesus,  of  the  statements  in 
which  there  is  no  further  trace  in  the  whole  subsequent  course  of  Luke's  gos- 
pel ;  and  on  the  other  hand,  a  totally  accidental  birth  in  Judxa,  such  as  that 
represented  by  Luke,  the  parents  of  Jesus,  and  even  Jesus  himself  being  both 
before  and  after  resident  in  Galilee,  would  not  have  constituted  Jesus  a 
Judsean  ;  but  above  all  we  must  ask,  through  whom  was  the  Judaean  origin  of 
Jesus  brought  to  light,  since  it  is  said  of  Jesus  that  he  gave  no  answer,  while 
according  to  all  the  information  we  possess,  that  origin  was  totally  unknown 
to  the  Jews  ?  It  would  be  preferable  to  explain  the  silence  of  Jesus  by  the 
unbecoming  manner  of  Herod's  interrogation,  which  manifested,  not  the 
seriousness  of  the  judge,  but  mere  curiosity ;  and  to  account  for  his  beiog 
sent  back  to  Pilate  by  the  fact,  that  not  only  the  arrest,  but  also  a  part  of  the 
ministry  of  Jesus  had  occurred  within  the  jurisdiction  of  Pilate.  But  why  do 
the  rest  of  the  Evangelists  say  nothing  of  the  entire  episode  ?  Espeoally 
when  the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel  is  regarded  as  the  Apostle  John,  it  is  not 
easy  to  see  how  this  omission  can  be  explained.  The  common  plea,  that  he 
supposed  the  fact  sufficiently  known  from  the  synoptists,  will  not  serve  here, 
since  Luke  is  the  sole  Evangelist  who  narrates  the  incident,  and  thus  it  does 
not  appear  to  have  been  very  widely  spread ;  the  conjecture,  that  it  may  prob- 
ably have  appeared  to  him  too  unimportant,^  loses  all  foundation  when  it  is 
considered  that  John  does  not  scorn  to  mention  the  leading  away  to  Annas, 
which  nevertheless  was  equally  indecisive ;  and  in  general,  the  narrative  of 
these  events  in  John  is,  as  Schleiermacher  himself  confesses,  so  consecutive 
that  it  nowhere  presents  a  break  in  which  such  an  episode  could  be  inserted 
Hence  even  Schleiermacher  at  last  takes  refuge  in  the  conjecture  that  pos- 
sibly the  sending  to  Herod  may  have  escaped  the  notice  of  John,  because  it 
happened  on  an  opposite  side  to  that  on  which  the  disciple  stood,  throagh  a 
back  door  ;  and  that  it  came  to  the  knowledge  of  Luke  because  his  informant 
had  an  acquaintance  in  the  household  of  Herod,  as  John  had  in  that  of 
Annas :  the  former  conjecture,  however,  is  figuratively  as  well  as  literally 
nothing  more  than  a  back  door ;  the  latter,  a  fiction  which  is  but  the  efibrt  of 
despair.  Certainly  if  we  renounce  the  presupposition  that  the  author  of  the 
fourth  gospel  was  an  apostle,  we  lose  the  ground  of  attack  against  the  narra- 
tive of  Luke,  which  in  any  case,  since  Justin  knows  of  the  consignment  to 
Herod,®  is  of  very  early  origin.  Nevertheless,  first,  the  silence  of  the  other 
Evangelists  in  a  portion  of  their  common  history,  in  which,  with  this  excep- 
tion, there  prevails  an  agreement  as  to  the  principal  stages  in  the  development 
of  the  fate  of  Jesus ;  and  secondly,  the  internal  difficulties  of  the  narratiTr* 
remain  so  suspicious,  that  it  must  still  be  open  to  us  to  conjecture,  that  the 
anecdote  arose  out  of  the  effort  to  place  Jesus  before  all  the  tribunals  that 
could  possibly  be  gathered  together  in  Jerusalem ;  to  make  every  authorit} 
not  hierarchical,  though  treating  him  with  ignominy,  still  either  explicitly  <:x 
tacitly  acknowledge  his  innocence ;  and  to  represent  him  as  maintaining  bis 
equable  demeanour  and  dignity  before  all.      If  this  be  probable  with  respect 

^  Schleiermacher,  uber  den  Lukas,  s.  291. 
•  Dial,  cum  Try  ph.  103. 
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to  the  present  narrative,  in  which  the  third  Evangelist  stands  alone,  a  similar 
conjecture  concerning  the  leading  away  to  Annas,  in  which  we  have  seen  that 
the  fourth  Evangelist  stands  alone,  would  only  be  warded  off  by  the  circum- 
stance that  this  scene  is  not  described  in  detail,  and  hence  presents  no  inter- 
nal difficulties. 

After  Jesus,  being  sent  back  by  Herod,  was  returned  upon  his  hands,  Pilate, 
according  to  Luke,  once  more  called  together  the  Sanhedrists  and  the  people, 
and  declared,  alleging  in  his  support  the  judgment  of  Herod  as  accordant 
with  his  own,  his  wish  to  dismiss  Jesus  with  chastisement ;  for  which  purpose 
he  might  avail  himself  of  the  custom  of  releasing  a  prisoner  at  the  feast  of  the 
passover.^^  This  circumstance,  which  is  somewhat  abridged  in  Luke,  is  more 
fully  exhibited  in  the  other  Evangelists,  especially  in  Matthew.  As  the  privi- 
lege to  entreat  the  release  of  a  prisoner  belonged  to  the  people,  Pilate,  well 
knowing  that  Jesus  was  persecuted  by  the  rulers  out  of  jealousy,  sought  to 
turn  to  his  advantage  the  better  disposition  of  the  people  towards  him ;  and  in 
order  virtually  to  oblige  them  to  free  Jesus,  whom,  partly  out  of  mockery  of 
the  Jews,  partly  to  deter  them  from  his  execution  as  degrading  to  themselves, 
he  named  the  Messiah  or  King  of  the  Jews,  he  reminded  them  that  their 
choice  lay  between  him  and  a  notable  prisoner^  Sia-fuos  hrur/ffjuKj  Barabbas,^^ 
whom  John  designates  as  a  robber^  Xf^trnf^y  but  Mark  and  Luke  as  one  who 
was  imprisoned  for  insurrection  and  murder.  This  plan  however  failed,  for 
the  people,  suborned,  as  the  two  first  Evangelists  observe,  by  their  rulers,  with 
one  voice  desired  the  release  of  Barabbas  and  the  crucifixion  of  Jesus. 

As  a  circumstance  which  had  especial  weight  with  Pilate  in  favour  of  Jesus, 
and  moved  him  to  make  the  proposal  Relative  to  Barabbas  as  urgently  as  pos- 
sible, it  is  stated  by  Matthew  that  while  the  procurator  sat  on  his  tribunal,  his 
wife,^^  in  consequence  of  a  disturbing  dream,  sent  to  him  a  warning  to  incur 
no  responsibility  in  relation  to  that  just  man  (xxvii.  19).  Not  only  Paulus, 
but  even  Olshausen,  explains  this  dream  as  a  natural  result  of  what  Pilate's 
wife  might  have  heard  of  Jesus  and  of  his  capture  on  the  preceding  evening ; 
to  which  may  be  added  as  an  explanatory  conjecture,  the  notice  of  the  Evan- 
gelium  Nkodemi^  that  she  was  pUms^  tfcoo-c^^,  and  judaizing^  lou&xifotKra.^^ 
Nevertheless,  as  constantly  in  the  New  Testament,  and  particularly  in  the 
Gospel  of  Matthew,  dreams  are  regarded  as  a  special  dispensation  from  heaven, 
so  this  assuredly  in  the  opinion  of  the  narrator  happened  non  sine  numine  \ 
and  hence  it  should  be  possible  to  conceive  a  motive  and  an  object  for  the 
dispensation.  If  the  dream  were  really  intended  to  prevent  the  death  of 
Jesus,  taking  the  orthodox  point  of  view,  in  which  this  death  was  necessary 
for  the  salvation  of  man,  we  must  be  led  to  the  opinion  of  some  of  the 
ancients^  that  it  may  have  been  the  devil  who  suggested  that  dream  to  the 
wife  of  the  procurator,  in  order  to  hinder  the  propitiatory  death ;  ^*   if  on  the 

''^  It  is  doubted  whether  this  custom,  of  which  we  should  have  known  nothing  but  for  the 
N.  T.,  was  of  Roman  or  Jewish  origin  ;  comp.  Fritzsche  and  Paulus,  in  loc,  and  Baur,  liber 
die  urspnin^liche  Bedeutung  des  Passahfestes,  u.  s.  f.,  Tiib.  Zeitschr.  f.  Theol.  1832,  i,  s.  94. 

^*  According  to  one  reading,  the  full  name  of  this  man  was  Jutts  Barabbas^  which  we 
mention  here  merely  because  Olshausen  finds  it  "  remarkable."  Bar  Abba  meaning  Son  of 
tfufcUhtr^  Olshausen  exclaims  :  All  that  was  essential  in  the  Saviour  appears  in  the  mur- 
derer as  caricature !  and  he  quotes  as  applicable  to  this  case  the  verse  :  ludit  in  humanis 
divina  potentia  rebus.  For  our  owm  part,  we  can  only  see  in  this  idea  of  Olshausen's  a  lusus 
humofut  impotentia. 

^'  In  the  Evang,  Nkodemi  and  in  later  ecclesiastical  historians  she  is  called  Procula 
IXp^xXi;.    Comp.  Thilo.  Cod.  Apocr.  N.  T.,  p.  522,  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.,  2,  b,  s.  640  f. 

"  Cap.  II.  s.  520,  ap.  Thilo. 

^^  Ignat.  ad  Philippens.  iv.  :  0o/3et  ^  r6  y^atof,  iw  dwelpois  airb  KaraTapdrrwr  xal  raCea^ 
Tciparai  rd  rorA  rbw  9ravpf»,  {The  devil)  terrifies  the  woman,  troubling  her  in  her  dreams, 
and  endeavoufs  to  put  a  stop  to  the  things  of  the  cross.    The  Jews  in  the  Evang.  Nicodemi,  c. 

U  U 
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contrary,  the  dream  were  not  intended  to  prevent  the  death  of  Jesus,  its  object 
must  have  been  limited  to  Pilate  or  his  wife.  But  as  far  as  Pilate  was  con- 
cerned, so  late  a  warning  could  only  aggravate  his  guilt,  without  sufficing  to 
deter  him  from  the  step  abready  half  taken ;  while  that  his  wife  was  converted 
by  means  of  this  dream,  as  many  have  supposed,  ^^  is  totally  unattested  by  his- 
tory or  tradition,  and  such  an  object  is  not  intimated  in  the  narrative.  But, 
as  the  part  which  Pilate  himself  plays  in  the  evangelical  narrative  is  such  as  to 
exhibit  the  blind  hatred  of  the  feUow-countrymen  of  Jesus  in  contrast  with 
the  impartial  judgment  of  a  Gentile ;  so  his  wife  is  made  to  render  a  testimony 
to  Jesus,  in  order  that,  not  only  out  of  the  mouth  of  babes  and  sucklings  (Matt. 
xxi.  16),  but  also  out  of  the  mouth  of  a  weak  woman,  praise  might  be  pre- 
pared for  him ;  and  to  increase  its  importance  it  is  traced  to  a  significant 
dream.  To  give  this  an  appearance  of  probability,  similar  instances  are  ad- 
duced from  profane  history  of  dreams  which  have  acted  as  presentiments  and 
warnings  before  a  sanguinary  catastrophe :  ^^  but  the  more  numerous  are  these 
analogous  cases,  the  more  is  the  suspicion  excited  that  as  the  majority  of 
these,  so  also  the  dream  in  our  evangelical  passage,  may  have  been  fabricated 
after  the  event,  for  the  sake  of  heightening  its  tragical  effect. 

When  the  Jews,  in  reply  to  the  repeated  questions  of  Pilate,  vehemently 
and  obstinately  demand  the  release  of  Barabbas  and  the  crucifixion  of  Jesus, 
the  two  intermediate  Evangelists  represent  him  as  at  once  yielding  to  their 
desire ;  but  Matthew  first  interposes  a  ceremony  and  a  colloquy  (xxviL  24  ff.). 
According  to  him  Pilate  calls  for  water,  washes  his  hands  before  the  people, 
and  declares  himself  innocent  of  the  blood  of  this  just  man.     The  washing 
of  the  hands,  as  a  protestation  of  purity  from  the  guilt  of  shedding  blood,  was 
a  custom  specifically  Jewish,  according  to  Deut  xxi.  6  f.^^   It  has  been  thought 
improbable  that  the  Roman  should  have  here  intentionally  imitated  this  Jewish 
custom,  and  hence  it  has  been  contended,  that  to  any  one  who  wished  so 
solemnly  to  declare  his  innocence  nothing  would  more  readily  suggest  itself 
than  the  act  of  washing  the  hands.^^    But  that  an  individual,  apart  from  any 
allusion  to  a  known  usage,  should  invent  extemporaneously  a  symbolical  act, 
or  even  that  he  should  merely  fall  in  with  the  custom  of  a  foreign  nation,  would 
require  him  to  be  deeply  interested  in  the  fact  which  he  intends  to  symbolize. 
That  Pilate,  however,  should  be  deeply  interested  in  attesting  his  innocence 
of  the  execution  of  Jesus,  is  not  so  probable  as  that  the  Christians  should  have 
been  deeply  interested  in  thus  gaining  a  testimony  to  the  innocence  of  their 
Messiah :  whence  there  arises  a  suspicion  that  perhaps  Pilate's  act  of  washing 
his  hands  owes  its  origin  to  them  alone.    This  conjecture  is  confirmed,  when 
we  consider  the  declaration  with  which  Pilate  accompanies  his  symbolical  act: 
/  am  innocent  of  the  blood  of  this  Just  man^  &6il»6i  cifu  ivo  rov  ai/uuiros  rov  8uc<ubv 
rovTov,   For  that  the  judge  should  publicly  and  emphatically  designate  as  a/vx/ 
man,  Siicaiof,  one  whom  he  was  nevertheless  delivering  over  to  the  severest  inflic- 
tion of  the  law, — this  even  Paulus  finds  so  contradictory  that  he  here,  contrary  to 
his  usual  mode  of  exposition,  supposes  that  the  narrator  himself  expresses  in 
these  words  his  own  interpretation  of  Pilate's  symbolical  act     It  is  surprising 
that  he  is  not  also  struck  by  the  equal  improbability  of  the  answer  which  is  attri- 
buted to  the  Jews  on  this  occasion.     After  Pilate  has  declared  himself  guiltless 

II.  p.  524,  explain  the  dream  as  a  result  of  the  magic  arts  of  Jesus :  y&ns  itm — ^do^drcip^rcfi- 
irro  (wtityfft  Tp6s  t^p  ywaucd  aov.  He  is  a  magician — see^  he  has  sent  messages  in  a  dream  to 
tky  wife. 

"  Kg.  Theophylact,  vid.  Thilo,  p.  523. 

*•  Vid.  Paulus  and  Kuinol,  in  loc  They  especially  adduce  the  dream  of  Caesar^s  wife 
th  e  night  before  his  assassination. 

*'  Comp.  Sota,  viii.  6. 

^»  Fritische,  in  Matth.,  p.  808. 
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of  the  blood  of  Jesus,  and  by  the  addition  :  see  ye  to  it^  has  laid  the  responsi- 
bility on  the  Jews,  it  is  said  in  Matthew  that  <Ul  the  people  vq.%  6  Xao9,  cried : 
His  blood  be  on  us  and  on  our  children^  ro  aXfia  avrov  j^'  i^/xa?  koX  to.  riKvayfrnv. 
But  this  is  obviously  spoken  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  Christians,  who  in 
the  miseries  which  shortly  after  the  death  of  Jesus  fell  with  continually  increas- 
ing weight  on  the  Jewish  nation,  saw  nothing  else  than  the  payment  of  the 
debt  of  blood  which  they  had  incurred  by  the  crucifixion  of  Jesus :  so  that  this 
whole  episode,  which  is  peculiar  to  the  first  gospel,  is  in  the  highest  degree 
suspicious. 

According  to  Matthew  and  Mark,  Pilate  now  caused  Jesus  to  be  scourged, 
preparatory  to  his  being  led  away  to  crucifixion.  Here  the  scourging  appears 
to  correspond  to  the  vt/^  cadere,  which  according  to  Roman  usage  preceded 
the  securiperculere,  and  to  the  scourging  of  slaves  prior  to  crucifixion.^*  In  Luke 
it  has  a  totally  different  character.  While  in  the  two  former  Evangelists  it  is 
said :  WAen  he  had  scourged  Jesus ^  he  delivered  him  to  be  crucified^  rov  %\  *I. 
^payeAAd>a-a$  TTopeScDiccv  tva  oravpo)^:  in  Luke,  Pilate  repeatedly  (v.  16  and  22) 
makes  the  proposal  :  having  chastised  him  I  will  let  him  go^  wotScvcra?  avrov 
a^oXvo-Q):  i.  e.  while  there  the  scourging  has  the  appearance  ofa  mere  accessory 
of  the  crucifixion,  here  it  appears  to  be  intended  as  a  substitute  for  the  cruci- 
fixion :  Pilate  wishes  by  this  chastisement  to  appease  the  hatred  of  the  enemies 
of  Jesus,  and  induce  them  to  desist  from  demanding  his  execution.  Again, 
while  in  Luke  the  scourging  does  not  actually  take  place, — because  the  Jews 
will  in  nowise  accede  to  the  repeated  proposal  of  Pilate :  in  John  the  latter 
causes  Jesus  to  be  scourged,  exhibits  him  to  the  people  with  the  purple  robe 
and  the  crown  of  thorns  and  tries  whether  his  pitiable  aspect,  together  with 
the  repeated  declaration  of  his  innocence,  will  ilot  mollify  their  embittered 
minds  :  this,  however,  proving  also  in  vain  (xix.  i  ff.).  Thus  there  exists  a 
contradiction  between  the  Evangelists  in  relation  to  the  scourging  of  Jesus, 
which  is  not  to  be  conciliated  after  the  method  of  Paulus,  namely  by  para- 
phrasing the  words  rov  1.  ^paycXXcdo-as  trap&oKev  Iva  aravpfoOy  in  Matthew 
and  Mark  thus  :  Jesus,  whom  he  had  already  before  scourged  in  order  to 
save  him,  suffered  this  in  vain,  since  he  was  still  delivered  over  to  crucifixion. 
But,  acknowledging  the  difference  in  the  accounts,  we  must  only  ask,  which 
of  the  two  has  the  advantage  as  regards  historical  probability  ?  Although  it 
is  certainly  not  to  be  proved  that  scourging  before  crucifixion  was  a  Roman 
custom  admitting  no  exception :  still,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  a  purely  harmon- 
istic  effort  to  allege,  that  scourging  was  only  made  to  precede  crucifixion  in 
cases  where  the  punishment  was  intended  to  be  particularly  severe,^  and  that 
consequently  Pilate,  who  had  no  wish  to  be  cruel  to  Jesus,  can  only  have 
caused  him  to  be  scourged  with  the  special  design  which  Luke  and  John 
mention,  and  which  is  also  to  be  understood  in  the  narratives  of  their  pre- 
decessors. It  is  far  more  probable  that  in  reality  the  scourging  only  took 
place  as  it  is  described  by  the  two  first  Evangelists,  namely,  as  an  introduc- 
tion to  the  crucifixion,  and  that  the  Christian  legend  (to  which  that  side  of 
Pilate's  character,  in  virtue  of  which  he  endeavoured  in  various  ways  to  savQ 
Jesus,  was  particularly  welcome  as  a  testimony  against  the  Jews)  gave  such 
a  turn  even  to  the  fact  of  the  scourging  as  to  obtain  from  it  a  new  attempt 
at  release  on  the  part  of  Pilate.  This  use  of  the  fact  is  only  incipient  in  the 
third  gospel,  for  here  the  scourging  is  a  mere  proposal  of  Pilate  :  whereas  in 
the  fourth,  the  scourging  actually  takes  place,  and  becomes  an  additional  act 
in  the  drama. 

^'  Comp.  in  particular  the  passages  cited  by  Wetstein,  on  Matth.  xxvii.  26. 
^  Paulus,  ut  sup.  s.  647. 
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With  the  scourging  is  connected  in  the  two  first  gospels  and  the  fourth,  the 
maltreatment  and  mockery  of  Jesus  by  the  soldiers,  who  attired  him  in  a  purple 
robe,  placed  a  crown  of  thorns  on  his  head,*^  put,  according  to  Matthew,  a 
reed  in  his  hand,  and  in  this  disguise  first  greeted  him  as  King  of  the  Jews, 
and  then  smote  and  maltreated  him.^  Luke  does  not  mention  any  derision 
on  the  part  of  the  soldiers  here,  but  he  has  something  similar  in  his  narrative 
of  the  interrogation  of  Jesus  before  Herod,  for  he  represents  this  prince  wit  A 
his  men  0/ war,  <rvv  roU  orrpaTevfiaaiv  avrov,  as  mocking  Jesus,  and  sending 
him  back  to  Pilate  in  a  gorgeous  robe^  ia-Otf^  Xxtfivpa.  Many  suppose  that  this 
was  the  same  purple  robe  which  was  afterwards  put  on  Jesus  by  the  soldiers 
of  Pilate ;  but  it  must  rather  have  been  thrice  that  Jesus  had  to  wear  this 
disguise,  if  we  take  the  narrative  of  John  into  the  account  and  at  the  same 
time  refuse  to  attribute  error  to  any  of  the  synoptists :  first  in  the  presence 
of  Herod  (Luke) ;  secondly,  before  Pilate  brought  Jesus  forth  to  the  Jews, 
that  he  might  excite  their  con^passion  with  the  words :  Behold  the  man^  iiSc  o 
ayOponro9  (John) ;  thirdly,  after  he  was  delivered  to  the  soldiers  for  crucifixion 
(Matthew  and .  Mark).  This  repetition  is  as  improbable  as  it  is  probable  that 
the  one  disguising  of  Jesus,  which  had  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  £van< 
^elists,  was  assigned  by  them  to  different  places  and  times,  and  ascribed  to 
different  persons. 

While  in  the  two  first  gospels  the  process  of  trial  is  already  concluded  before 

the  scourging,  and  in  the  third,  on  the  rejection  of  his  proposal  to  scourge 

and  release  Jesus  by  the  Jews,  Pilate  forthwith  delivers  him  to  be  crucified : 

in  the  fourth  Evangelist  the  scene  of  the  trial  is  further  developed  in  the 

following  manner.    When  even  the  exhibition  of  Jesus  scourged  and  disguised 

avails  nothing,  but  his  crucifixion  is  obstinately  demanded,  the  procurator 

is  incensed,  and  cries  to  the  Jews,  that  they  may  take  him  and  crucify  him 

themselves,  for  he  finds  no  fault  in  him.     The  Jews  reply  that  according  to 

their  law  he  must  die,  since  he  had  made  himself  the  Son  of  God  vio9  ^cov  \  a 

remark  which  affects  Pilate  with  a  superstitious  fear,  whence  he  once  more 

leads  Jesus  into  the  Prastorium,  and  inquires  concerning  his  origin  (whether 

it  be  really  heavenly),  on  which  Jesus  gives  him  no  answer,  and  when  the 

procurator  seeks  to  alarm  him  by  reminding  him  of  the  power  which  he 

possesses  over  his  life,  refers  to  the  higher  source  firom  whence  he  had  this 

power.      Pilate,  after  this  reply,  seeks  (yet  more  earnestly  than  before)  to 

release  Jesus ;  but  at  last  the  Jews  hit  upon  the  right  means  of  making  him 

accede  to  their  will,  by  throwing  out  the  intimation  that,  if  he  release  Jesus 

who  has  opposed  himself  to  Caesar  as  an  usurper,  he  cannot  be  Ccesat^ s  friepuL 

I'hus,  intimidated  by  the  possibility  of  his  being  calumniated  to  Tiberius,  he 

mounts  the  tribunal,  and,  since  he  cannot  prosecute  his  will,  betakes  himself 

to  derision  of  the  Jews  in  the  question,  whether  they  then  wish  that  he  should 

crucify  their  king  ?     Whereupon  they,  keeping  to  the  position  which  they  had 

last  taken  with  such  evident  effect,  protest  that  they  will  have  no  king  but 

Caesar.     The  procurator  now  consents  to  deliver  Jesus  to  be  crucified,  for 

which  purpose,  as  the  two  first  Evangelists  remark,  the  purple  mantle  was 

removed,  and  he  was  again  attired  in  his  own  clothes. 

^'  From  the  explanation  of  Paulus,  s.  649  f.,  it  appears  highly  probable  that  the  vii^v^f 
i^  dKcwBOif  was  not  a  crown  of  sharp  thorns,  but  one  taken  from  the  nearest  hedge,  in  order 
to  deride  Jesus  by  the  vilissinia  corona^  spintola  (Plin.  H.  N.  xxi.  10). 

'*  A  similar  disguising  of  a  man,  in  derision  of  a  third  party,  is  adduced  by  Wetstein,. 
(p.  533  f.)  from  Philo,  in  Flaccum. 
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THE   CRUCIFIXION. 

Even  concerning  the  progress  of  Jesus  to  the  place  of  crucifixion  there  is  a 
divergency  between  the  synoptists  and  John,  for  according  to  the  latter  Jesus 
himself  carried  his  cross  thither  (xix.  17),  while  the  former  state  that  one 
Simon  a  Cyrenian  bore  it  in  his  stead  (Matt,  xxvil  32  parall.;.  The  com- 
mentators indeed,  as  if  a  real  agreement  were  assumed  as  a  matter  of  course, 
reconcile  these  statements  thus :  at  first  Jesus  himself  endeavoured  to  bear 
the  cross,  but  as  the  attempt  made  it  obvious  that  he  was  too  much  exhausted, 
it  was  laid  on  Simon.^  But  when  John  says  ;  And  he  bearing  his  cross  went 
forth  into  —  Golgotha^  where  they  crucified  him,  koL  paxTrditav  rov  a-ravpov  avrov 
€$^\6€v  €1$ — VoXyoOa'  owov  aurov  eoravpoxrav :  he  plainly  presupposes  that  the 
cross  was  borne  by  Jesus  on  the  way  thither.^  But  the  statement  so  unani- 
mously given  by  the  synoptists  respecting  the  substitution  of  Simon  appears 
the  less  capable  of  being  rejected,  the  more  difficult  it  is  to  discover  a  motive 
which  might  lead  to  its  fabrication.  On  the  contrary,  this  individual  trait 
might  very  probably  have  remained  unknown  in  the  circle  in  which  the  fourth 
gospel  had  its  origin,  and  the  author  might  have  thought  that,  according  to  the 
general  custom,  Jesus  must  have  carried  his  cross.  All  the  synoptists  desig- 
nate this  Simon  as  a  Cyrenian,  i.e.  probably  one  who  had  come  to  Jerusalem 
to  the  feast,  from  the  Libyan  city  of  Cyrene^  where  many  Jews  resided.' 
According  to  all,  the  carrying  of  the  cross  was  forced  upon  him,  a  circum- 
stance which  can  as  litde  be  urged  for  as  against  the  opinion  that  he  was 
favourable  to  Jesus.*  According  to  Luke  and  Mark,  the  man  came  directly 
out  of  the  country,  Aw*  dypov,  and  as  he  attempted  to  pass  by  the  crowd 
advancing  to  the  place  of  crucifixion,  he  was  made  use  of  to  relieve  Jesus. 
Mark  designates  him  yet  more  particularly  as  the  father  of  Alexander  and 
Eufus,  who  appear  to  have  been  noted  persons  in  the  primitive  church  (comp. 
Rom.  xvl  13  ;  Acts  xix.  33  (?) ;  i  Tim.  i.  20  (?)  ;  2  Tim.  iv.  14  (?)  ).* 

On  the  way  to  the  place  of  execution,  according  to  Luke,  there  followed 
Jesus,  lamenting  him,  a  great  company,  consisting  especially  of  women,  whom 
he  however  admonished  to  weep  rather  for  themselves  and  their  children, 
in  prospect  of  the  terrible  time,  which  would  soon  come  upon  them  (xxiil 
27  E).  The  details  are  taken  partly  from  the  discourse  on  the  second  advent, 
Luke  xxi.  23  ;  for  as  there  it  is  said.  Oval  Sc  rat?  iv  yaorpi  €)(pwTax%,  ical  rai? 
^i^Aa^ovcrcuf,  kv  lKdvox%  reus  ^/xcpcus,  SO  here  Jesus  says,  that  the  days  are 
coming  in  which  at  <rr€ip(u,  koX  kolXIou  at  ovk  hf€vvrf<rav,  k<u  fiaarol  01  ovk 
iOi^Xao'ay,  will  be  pronounced  blessed ;  partly  from  Hosea  x.  8,  for  the  words 
TOT€  apiovTOLL  Xcyctv  T015  6p€<n  K.T,  \.  {then  shcUl  they  begin  to  say  to  the  moun- 
tains, etc.)  are  almost  exactly  the  Alexandrian  translation  of  that  passage. 

The  place  of  execution  is  named  by  all  the   Evangelists  Golgotha,  the 

Chaldaic  ^9?^?^  and  they  all  interpret  this  designation  by  KpavCov  totto^  the 
place  of  a  skull,  or  KpavCov  a  skull  (Matt.  v.  33  parall.).  From  the  latter  name 
it  might  appear  that  the  place  was  so  called  because  it  resembled  a  skull  in 
form ;  whereas  the  former  interpretation,  and  indeed  the  nature  of  the  case,. 

^  Thus  Paulus,  KuidoI,  Tholuck  and  Olshausen  in  their  Commentaries  ;  Neander,  L.  J» 
Chr.,  s.  634. 

'  Fritzsche,  in  Marc.  684  :  Significai  foannes,  fesum  suam  crucem  portttvisse,  donee  ad 
Cahforia  locum  pervenisset. 

"  Joseph.,  Antiq.  xiv.  vii.  2. 

^  It  is  used  in  the  former  way  by  Grotius  ;  in  the  latter,  by  Olshausen,  2.  s.  481. 

^  Comp.  Paulus,  Fritzsche,  and  De  Wette,  in  loc. 
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renders  it  probable  that  it  owed  its  name  to  its  destination  as  a  place  of  exe- 
cution, and  to  the  bones  and  skulls  of  the  executed  which  were  heaped  up 
there.  Where  this  place  was  situated  is  not  known,  but  doubtless  it  was  out 
of  the  city  ;  even  that  it  was  a  hill,  is  a  mere  conjecture.^ 

The  course  of  events  after  the  arrival  at  the  place  of  execution  is  narrated 
by  Matthew  (v.  34  flf.)  in  a  somewhat  singular  order.  First,  he  mentions  the 
beverage  offered  to  Jesus ;  next,  he  says  that  after  they  had  nailed  him  to 
the  cross,  the  soldiers  shared  his  clothes  among  them  j  then,  that  they  sat 
down  and  watched  him ;  after  this  he  notices  the  superscription  on  the  cross, 
and  at  length,  and  not  as  if  supplying  a  previous  omission,  but  with  a  particle 
expressive  of  succession  in  time  (rorc),  the  fact  that  two  thieves  were  crucified 
with  him.  Mark  follows  Matthew,  except  that  instead  of  the  statement  about 
the  watching  of  the  cross,  he  has  a  determination  of  the  time  at  which  Jesus 
was  crucified  :  while  Luke  more  correctly  relates  first  the  crucifixion  of  the 
two  malefactors  with  Jesus,  and  then  the  casting  of  lots  for  the  clothes ;  and 
the  same  order  is  observed  by  John.  But  it  is  inadmissible  on  this  account 
to  transpose  the  verses  in  Matthew  (34,  37,  38,  35,  36),  as  has  been  pro- 
posed f  and  we  must  rather  abandon  the  author  of  the  first  gospel  to  the 
charge,  that  in  his  anxiety  not  to  omit  any  of  the  chief  events  at  the  cruci- 
fixion of  Jesus,  he  has  neglected  the  natural  order  of  time.^ 

As  regards  the  mode  of  the  crucifixion  there  is  now  scarcely  any  debated 
point,  if  we  except  the  question,  whether  the  feet  as  well  as  the  hands  were 
nailed  to  the  cross.  As  it  lay  in  the  interest  of  the  orthodox  view  to  prove 
the  affirmative :  so  it  was  equally  important  to  the  rationalistic  system  to 
maintain  the  negative.  From  Justin  Martyr  •  down  to  Hengstenberg  ^^  and 
Olshausen,  the  orthodox  find  in  the  nailing  of  the  feet  of  Jesus  to  the  cross 
a  fulfilment  of  the  prophecy  Ps.  xxii.  17,  which  the  LXX.  translates  :  copvfav 
Xcif>a9  IMA)  KoX  iroSas,  but  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  original  text  really  speaks 
of  piercing,  and  in  no  case  does  it  allude  to  crucifixion :  moreover  the 
passage  is  nowhere  applied  to  Christ  in  the  New  Testament  To  the  rational- 
ists, on  the  contrary,  it  is  at  once  more  easy  to  explain  the  death  of  Jesus 
as  a  merely  apparent  death,  and  only  possible  to  conceive  how  he  could 
walk  immediately  after  the  resurrection,  when  it  is  supposed  that  his  feet 
were  left  unwounded ;  but  the  case  should  rather  be  stated  thus :  if  the 
historical  evidence  go  to  prove  that  the  feet  also  of  Jesus  were  nailed,  it 
must  be  concluded  that  the  resuscitation  and  the  power  of  walking  shortly 
after,  either  happened  supematurally  or  not  at  all.  Of  late  there  have  stood 
opposed  to  each  other  two  learned  and  profound  investigations  of  this  point, 
the  one  by  Paulus  against,  the  other  by  Bahr,  in  favour  of— the  nailing  of 
the  feet*^  From  the  evangelical  narrative,  the  former  opinion  can  princi- 
pally allege  in  its  support,  that  neither  is  the  above  passage  in  the  Psalms 
anywhere  used  by  the  Evangelists,  though  on  the  presupposition  of  a  nailing 
of  the  feet  it  was  so  entirely  suited  to  their  mode  of  accounting  for  facts,  nor 
in  the  history  of  the  resurrection  is  there  any  mention  of  wounds  in  the  feet, 
together  with  the  wounds  in  the  hands  and  side  (John  xx.  20,  25,  27).     The 

*  Vid.  Paulus  and  Fritzsche,  in  loc.   Winer,  bibl.  Realw.  art.  Golgotha. 

7  Wassenbeigh,  Diss,  de  trajecdonibus  N.  T.  in  Balcknaer's  schoke  in  11.  quosdam  N.  T. 

a,  p.  31-  ' 

*  Comp.  Schleiermacher,  Uber  den  Lukos,  s.  295 ;  Winer,   N.  T.  Gramm.,  s.  226,  and 
Fritzsche,  in  Matt,  p.  814. 

*  ApoL  i.  35.     Dial.  c.  Tryph.  xcvii. 
^^  Christologie  des  A.  T.  i,  a,  s.  182  if. 

^^  Paulus,  exeg.  Handbuch  3,  b,  s.  669-754 ;  Bahr,  in  ThoIuck*s  liter.  Anzeiger  iiir  christL 
Theol.  1835,  ^o-  i~6.    Comp.  also  Neander,  L.  J.  Chr.«  s.  636,  Anm. 
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Other  opinion  appeals  not  without  reason  to  Luke  xxiv.  39,  where  Jesus  invites 
the  disciples  to  behold  his  hands  and  his  feet  (tScrc  ras  x^W^  f^v  koL  rov9 
7o3a$  /wv) :  it  is  certainly  not  here  said  that  the  feet  were  pierced,  but  it  is 
difficult  to  understand  how  Jesus  should  have  pointed  out  his  feet  merely 
to  produce  a  conviction  of  the  reality  of  his  body.  The  fact  that  among 
the  fathers  of  the  church,  those  who,  living  before  Constantine,  might  be 
acquainted  with  the  mode  of  crucifixion  from  personal  observation,  as  Justin 
and  Tertullian,  suppose  the  feet  of  Jesus  to  have  been  nailed,  is  of  weight. 
It  might  indeed  be  concluded  from  the  remark  of  the  latter :  Qui  {Christus) 
solus  a  populo  tarn  insigniter  crucifixus  est^^^  that  for  the  sake  of  the  passage 
in  the  Psalms  these  fathers  supposed  that  in  the  crucifixion  of  Christ  his 
feet  also  were  pierced  by  way  of  exception ;  but,  as  Tertullian  had  before 
called  the  piercing  of  the  hands  and  feet  the  propria  atrocia  crucis^  it  is 
plain  that  the  above  words  imply,  not  a  special  manner  of  crucifixion,  but 
the  special  manner  of  death  by  crucifixion,  which  does  not  occur  in  the  Old 
Testament,  and  by  which  therefore  Jesus  was  distinguished  from  all  the 
characters  therein  celebrated.  Among  the  passages  in  profane  writers,  the 
most  important  is  that  of  Plautus,  in  which,  to  mark  a  crucifixion  as  extra- 
ordinarily severe,  it  is  said :  offigantur  bis  pedes^  bis  brachia^^  Here  the 
question  is :  does  the  extraordinary  feature  lie  in  the  bis^  so  that  the  nailing 
of  the  feet  as  well  as  of  the  hands  only  once  is  presupposed  as  the  ordinary 
usage ;  or  was  the  bis  offigere  of  the  hands,  i.e.  the  nailing  of  both  the  hands, 
the  usual  practice,  and  the  nailing  of  the  feet  an  extraordinary  aggravation 
of  the  punishment  ?  Every  one  will  pronounce  the  former  alternative  to  be 
the  most  accordant  with  the  words.  Hence  it  appears  to  me  at  present,  that 
the  balance  of  historical  evidence  is  on  the  side  of  those  who  maintain  that 
the  feet  as  well  as  the  hands  of  Jesus  were  nailed  to  the  cross. 

It  was  before  the  crucifixion,  according  to  the  two  first  Evangelists,  that 
there  was  offered  to  Jesus  a  beverage,  which  Matthew  (v.  34)  describes  as 
vinegar  mingled  with  gaily  0^09  ficra  x<^^  fi€fuyfji4yo¥j  Mark  (v.  23)  as  wine 
mingled  with  myrrh,  la-fivpyurfiiyw  otvov,  but  which,  according  to  both,  Jesus 
(Matthew  says,  after  having  tasted  it)  refused  to  accept  As  it  is  not  under- 
stood with  what  object  gadl  could  be  mixed  with  the  vinegar,  the  x^^*^^  of 
Matthew  is  usually  explained,  by  the  aid  of  the  ccr/xvpyur/icyoF  of  Mark,  as 
implying  bitter  vegetable  ingredients,  especially  myrrh ;  and  then  either  otvov 
wine  is  actually  substituted  for  6(09  vinegar,  or  the  latter  is  understood  as 
sour  wine  ;^^  in  order  that  the  beverage  offered  to  Jesus  may  thus  appear  to 
have  been  the  stupefying  draught  consisting  of  wine  and  strong  spices,  which, 
according  to  Jewish  usage,  was  presented  to  those  about  to  be  executed,  for 
the  purpose  of  blunting  their  susceptibility  to  pain.^^  But  even  if  the  text 
admitted  of  this  reading,  and  the  words  of  this  interpretation,  Matthew  would 
assuredly  protest  strongly  against  the  real  gall  and  the  vinegar  being  thus 
explained  away  from  his  narrative,  because  by  this  means  he  would  lose 
the  fulfilment  of  the  passage  in  the  psalm  of  lamentation  elsewhere  used 
messianically  :  (LXX.)  koX  IScokov  ci9  ro  fip(afid  fjuov  xokr/v,  koX  tU  r^v  Bulrav  fiov 
ivoTuray  /m  6(o9y  they  gave  me  also  gall  for  my  meat,  and  in  my  thirst  th^ 
gave  me  vinegar  to  drink  {V^,  Ixix.  21).  Matthew  incontestably  means,  in 
accordance  with  this  prophecy,  real  gall  with  vinegar,  and  the  comparison 

*'  Adv.  Marcion,  iii.  19. 

^'  Mostellaria,  ii.  i. 

'^  Vid.  KuinOl,  Paulus,  in  loc. 

*»  Sanhedrim,  f.  xliii.  i,  ap.  Wetstein,  p.  635 :  Dixit  R.  Chaja^  f,  R.  Ascher,  Mxisse 
R,  Chasdam:  exeunti^  ut  capite  plectatur^  dant  Hbendum  granum  iuris  in  poculo  yini^  ut 
alieneiur  mens  ejus,  sec,  d,  Prov.  xxxi.  6  :  dati  siceram  pereunti  ei  vinum  amaris  anima. 
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with  Mark  is  only  calculated  to  suggest  the  question,  whether  it  be  more 
probable  that  Mark  presents  the  incident  in  its  original  form,  which  Matthew 
has  remodelled  into  a  closer  accordance  with  the  prophecy ;  or  that  Matthew 
originally  drew  the  particular  from  the  passage  in  the  Psalm,  and  that  Mark 
so  modified  it  as  to  give  it  an  appearance  of  greater  historical  probability  ? 

In  order  to  come  to  a  decision  on  this  question  we  must  take  the  two 
other  Evangelists  into  consideration.  The  presentation  to  Jesus  of  a  drink 
mingled  with  vinegar  is  mentioned  by  all  four,  and  even  the  two  who  have 
the  vinegar  mingled  with  gall,  or  the  myrrhed  wine,  as  the  first  drink  offered 
to  Jesus,  mention  afterwards  the  offering  of  simple  vinegar.  According  to 
Luke,  this  offering  of  vinegar^  6(09  irpoo^^tv,  was  an  act  of  derision  com- 
mitted by  the  soldiers  not  very  long  after  the  crucifixion,  and  before  the 
commencement  of  the  darkness  (v.  36  f.) ;  according  to  Mark,  shortly  before 
the  end,  three  hours  after  the  darkness  came  on,  one  of  the  bystanders,  on 
hearing  the  cry  of  Jesus :  my  God,  my  God,  etc.,  presented  vinegar  to  him, 
likewise  in  derision,  by  means  of  a  sponge  fixed  on  a  reed  (v.  36) ;  according 
to  Matthew,  one  of  the  bystanders,  on  the  same  cry,  and  in  the  same  manner, 
presented  vinegar  to  him,  but  with  a  benevolent  intention,  as  we  gather  from 
the  circumstance  that  the  scoffers  wished  to  deter  him  from  the  act  (v.  48  f.);^' 
whereas  in  John  it  is  on  the  exclamation :  /  thirsty  that  some  fill  a  sponge 
with  vinegar  from  a  vessel  standing  near,  and  raise  it  on  a  stem  of  hyssop  to 
the  mouth  of  Jesus  (v.  29).  Hence  it  has  been  supposed  that  there  were 
three  separate  attempts  to  give  a  beverage  to  Jesus :  the  first  before  the 
crucifixion,  with  the  stupefying  drink  (Matthew  and  Mark) ;  the  second  after 
the  crucifixion,  when  the  soldiers  in  mockery  goffered  him  some  of  their 
ordinary  beverage,  a  mixture  of  vinegar  and  water  called  posca  ^^  (Luke) ;  and 
the  third,  on  the  complaining  cry  of  Jesus  (Matt,  Mark  and  John).^^  But 
if  the  principle  of  considering  every  divergent  narrative  as  a  separate  event  be 
once  admitted,  it  must  be  consistently  carried  out :  if  the  beverage  mentioned 
by  Luke  must  be  distinguished  from  that  of  Matthew  and  Mark  on  account 
of  a  difference  in  the  time,  then  must  that  of  Matthew  be  distinguished  from 
that  of  Mark  on  account  of  the  difference  in  the  design ;  and,  again,  the 
beverage  mentioned  by  John  must  not  be  regarded  as  the  same  with  that  of 
the  two  first  synoptists,  since  it  follows  a  totally  different  exclamation.  Thus 
we  should  obtain  in  all  five  instances  in  which  a  drink  was  offered  to  Jesus, 
and  we  should  at  least,  be  at  a  loss  to  understand  why  Jesus  after  vinegar 
had  already  been  thrice  presented  to  his  lips,  should  yet  a  fourth  time  have 
desired  to  drink.  If  then  we  must  resort  to  simplification,,  it  is  by  no  means 
only  the  beverage  in  the  two  first  gospels,  and  that  in  the  fourth,  which,  on 
account  of  the  agreement  in  the  time  and  manner  of  presentation,  are  to  be 
understood  as  one ;  but  also  that  of  Mark  (and  through  this  the  others)  must 
be  pronounced  identical  with  that  of  Luke,  on  account  of  their  being  alike 
offered  in  derision.  Thus  there  remain  two  instances  of  a  drink  being  offered 
to  Jesus,  the  one  before  the  crucifixion,  the  other  after ;  and  both  have  a 
presumptive  support  from  history,  the  former  in  the  Jewish  custom  of  giving 
a  stupefying  draught  to  persons  about  to  be  executed,  the  other  in  the  Roman 
custom,  according  to  which  the  soldiers  on  their  expeditions,-^and  the  com- 
pleting an  execution  was  considered  as  such, — were  in  the  habit  of  taking 
with  them  their  posca.  But  together  with  this  possible  historical  root,  there 
is  a  possible  prophetic  one  in   Ps.  Ixix.,  and  the  two  have  an  opposite 

*•  Vid.  Fritzsche,  in  loc 
'7  Comp.  Paulas,  in  loc. 
^^  Thus  Kuinol,  in  Luc,  p.  710  f. ;  Tholuck,  s.  3x6. 
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influence :  the  latter  excites  a  suspicion  that  the  narrative  may  not  have 
anything  historical  at  its  foundation ;  the  former  throws  doubt  on  the  ex- 
planation that  the  whole  story  has  been  spun  out  of  the  prophecies. 

On  once  more  glancing  over  the  various  narratives,  we  shall  at  least  find 
that  their  divergencies  are  precisely  of  a  nature  to  have  arisen  from  a  various 
application  of  the  passage  in  the  Psalms.  The  eating  of  gall  and  the  drinking 
of  vinegar  being  there  spoken  of,  it  appears  as  if  in  the  first  instance  the 
former  particular  had  been  set  aside  as  inconceivable,  and  the  fulfilment  of 
the  prophecy  found  in  the  circumstance  (very  possibly  historical,  since  it  is 
mentioned  by  all  the  four  Evangelists),  that  Jesus  had  vinegar  presented  to 
him  when  on  the  cross.  This  might  either  be  regarded  as  an  act  of  com- 
passion, as  by  Matthew  and  John,  or  of  mockery,  with  Mark  and  Luke.  In 
this  manner  the  words :  th^  gave  me  vinegar  to  drink^  lirorurdv  fit  o^o?,  were 
indeed  literally  fulfilled,  but  not  the  preceding  phrase :  in  my  thirsty  ci9  iV 
^ov  fjuov ;  hence  the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel  might  think  it  probable  that 
Jesus  actually  complained  of  thirst,  i.e."cried,  I  thirst,  ^<a,  an  exclamation, 
wliich  he  expressly  designates  as  a  fulfilment  of  the  scripture^  ypa<l>ri,  by 
which  we  are  doubtless  to  understand  the  above  passage  in  the  Psalms  (comp. 
Ps.  xxii.  1 6);  nay,  since  he  introduces  the  Iva  rcXcuo^  17  yp<^<l>Vi  ^^  ^^^ 
scripture  might  be  fulfilled,  by  ci8a)s  h  'Iiyo-ow,  oriiravra  ^Si;  TeriktoTaij  Jesus ^ 
kfunving  that  all  things  were  mnv  accomplished,  he  almost  appears  to  mean  that 
the  fulfilment  of  the  prophecy  was  the  sole  object  of  Jesus  in  uttering  that 
exclamation :  but  a  man  suspended  on  the  cross  in  the  agonies  of  death  is 
not  the  one  to  occupy  himself  with  such  typological  trifling — this  is  only  the 
part  of  his  biographer  who  finds  himself  in  perfect  ease.  Even  this  addition, 
however,  only  showed  the  fulfilment  of  one  half  of  the  messianic  verse,  that 
relating  to  the  vinegar  :  there  still  remained  what  was  said  of  the  gall,  which, 
as  the  concentration  of  all  bitterness,  was  peculiarly  adapted  to  be  placed  in 
relation  to  the  suffering  Messiah.  It  is  true  that  the  presentation  of  the  gall, 
XoXv>  2W  meat,  ^pwfui,  which  the  prophecy  strictly  taken  required,  was  still 
suppressed  as  inconceivable :  but  it  appeared  to  the  first  Evangelist,  or  to 
the  authority  which  he  here  follows,  quite  practicable  to  introduce  the  gall  as 
an  ingredient  in  the  vinegar,  a  mixture  which  Jesus  might  certainly  be  unable 
to  drink,  from  its  unpalatableness.  More  concerned  about  historical  prob- 
ability  than  prophetic  connexion,  the  second  Evangelist,  with  reference  to 
a  Jewish  custom,  and  perhaps  in  accordance  with  historical  fact,  converted 
the  vinegar  mingled  with  gall,  into  wine  mingled  with  myrrh,  and  made  Jesus 
reject  this,  doubtless  from  a  wish  to  avoid  stupefaction.  As  however  the 
narrative  of  the  vinegar  mingled  with  gall  reached  these  two  Evangelists  in 
company  with  the  original  one  of  the  presentation  of  simple  vinegar  to  Jesus ; 
they  were  unwilling  that  this  should  be  excluded  by  the  former,  and  hence 
placed  the  two  side  by  side.  But  in  making  these  observations,  as  has  been 
before  remarked,  it  is  not  intended  to. deny  that  such  a  beverage  may  have 
been  oflfered  to  Jesus  before  the  crucifixion,  and  afterwards  vinegar  also,  since 
the  former  was  apparently  customary,  and  the  latter,  from  the  thirst  which 
tormented  the  crucified,  natural :  it  is  merely  intended  to  show,  that  the 
Evangelists  do  not  narrate  this  circumstance,  and  under  such  various  forms, 
because  they  knew  historically  that  it  occurred  in  this  or  that  manner,  but 
because  they  were  convinced  dogmatically  that  it  must  have  occurred  accord- 
ing to  the  above  prophecy,  which  however  they  applied  in  different  ways.^' 

During  or  immediately  after  the  crucifixion  Luke  represents  Jesus  as 

*•  Comp.  also  Bleek,  Comm.  zum  Hehraerbrief,  2,  s.  312,   Anm.  ;   De  Wctte,  exejj. 
Handb.  I,  3,  s.  198. 
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saying :  Father^  forgive  them^  for  they  know  not  what  they  do  (v.  34);  an 
intercession  which  is  by  some  limited  to  the  soldiers  who  crucified  him,^ 
by  others,  extended  to  the  real  authors  of  his  death,  the  Sanhedrists  and 
Pilate.^^  However  accordant  such  a  prayer  may  be  with  the  principles  con- 
cerning love  to  enemies  elsewhere  inculcated  by  Jesus  (Matt.  v.  44),  and 
however  great  the  internal  probability  of  Luke's  statement  viewed  in  this 
light :  still  it  is  to  be  observed,  especially  as  he  stands  alone  in  giving  this 
particular,  that  it  may  possibly  have  been  taken  from  the  reputed  messianic 
chapter,  Isa.  liiL,  where  in  the  last  verse,  the  same  from  which  the  words : 
he  was  numbered  with,  the  transgressors^  fitra  ayofuny  IkoyurOrj  are  borrowed, 
it  is  said  :  y^JlR.*  D^yp^B7\  (^^  made  intercession  for  the  transgressors)^  which  the 
LXX.  erroneously  translate  8ia  ras  dyo/uas  avrSn^  iropcSo^,  he  was  delivered 
for  their  transgressions^  but  which  already  the  Targum  Jonathan  renders  by 
pro  peccatis  (it  should  bt  peccatoribus)  deprecatus  est. 

All  the  Evangelists  agree  in  stating  that  two  malefactors  3vo  ncaicov/r/oc 
(Matthew  and  Mark  call  them  Xj^oras  thieves)  were  crucified,  one  on  each  side 
of  Jesus ;  and  Mark,  if  his  28th  verse  be  genuine,  sees  in  this  a  literal  fulfil* 
ment  of  the  words  :  he  was  numbered  with  the  transgressors,  which,  according 
to  Luke  xxii.  37,  Jesus  had  the  evening  before  quoted  as  a  prophecy  about  to 
be  accomplished  in  him.  Of  the  further  demeanour  of  these  fellow-sufferers, 
John  says  nothing ;  the  two  first  Evangelists  represent  them  as  reviling  Jesus 
(Matt,  xxvii.  44 ;  Mark  xv.  32) :  whereas  Luke  narrates  that  only  one  of  them 
was  guilty  of  this  offence,  and  that  he  was  rebuked  by  the  other  (xxiii.  39  ff.). 
In  order  to  reconcile  this  difference,  commentators  have  advanced  the  sup- 
position, that  at  first  both  criminals  reviled  Jesus,  but  that  subsequently  one 
of  them  was  converted  by  the  marvellous  darkness ;  ^  more  modem  ones 
have  resorted  to  the  supposition  of  an  enallage  numeri :  ^  but  without  doubt 
those  only  are  right  who  admit  a  real  difference  between  Luke  and  his  pre- 
decessors.^ It  is  plain  that  the  two  first  Evangelists  knew  nothing  of  the 
more  precise  details  which  Luke  presents  concerning  the  relation  of  the  two 
malefactors  to  Jesus.  He  narrates,  namely,  that  when  one  of  them  derided 
Jesus  by  calling  upon  him,  if  he  were  the  Messiah,  to  deliver  himself  and 
them,'  the  other  earnestly  rebuked  such  mockery  of  one  with  whom  he  was 
sharing  a  like  fate,  and  moreover  as  a  guilty  one  with  the  guiltless,  entreating 
for  his  own  part  that  Jesus  would  remember  him  when  he  should  come  into 
his  kingdom  ^wrCKjila. :  whereupon  Jesus  gave  him  the  promise  that  he  should 
that  very  day  be  with  him  in  Paradise  iv  t^  iropaScMr^.  In  this  scene  there 
is  nothing  to  create  difficulty,  until  we  come  to  the  words  which  the  second 
malefactor  addresses  to  Jesus.  For  to  expect  from  one  suspended  on  the 
cross  a  future  coming  to  establish  the  messianic  kingdom,  would  presuppose 
the  conception  of  the  whole  system  of  a  dying  Messiah,  which  before  the 
resurrection  the  apostles  themselves  could  not  comprehend,  and  which  there- 
fore, according  to  the  above  representation  of  Luke,  a  thief  must  have  been 
beforehand  with  them  in  embracing.  This  is  so  improbable,  that  it  cannot 
excite  surprise  to  find  many  regarding  the  conversion  of  the  thief  on  the  cross 
as  a  miracle,^^  and  the  supposition  which  commentators  call  in  to  their  aid, 

^  Kuinol,  in  Luc.  p.  710. 

'^  Olshausen,  p.  484 ;  Neander,  s.  637. 

**  Thus  Chrysostom  and  others. 

**  Beza  and  Grotius. 

*^  Paulus,  s.  763 ;  Winer,  N.  T.  Gramm.,  s.  143;  Fritzsche,  in  Matth.,  p.  817. 

^  Vid.  ThUo,  Cod.  apocr.  i,  s.  143.  Further  apocryphal  information  concerning  the  two 
malefactors  crucified  with  Jesus  is  to  be  found  in  the  evang.  infant,  arab.  c.  xxiii.  ap.  Thilo, 
p.  92  f.  ;  comp.  the  note  p.  143  ;  in  the  evang.  Nicod.  c  ix.  10,  ThUo,  p.  581  ff. ;  c.  xxvi. 
p.  766  ff. 
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namely,  that  the  man  was  no  common  criminal,  but  a  political  one,  perhaps 
concerned  in  the  insurrection  of  Barabbas,^^  only  serves  to  render  the  incident 
still  more  inconceivable.  For  if  he  was  an  Israelite  inclined  to  rebellion,  and 
bent  on  liberating  his  nation  from  the  Roman  yoke,  his  idea  of  the  Messiah 
was  assuredly  the  most  incompatible  with  the  acknowledgment  as  such,  of 
one  so  completely  annihilated  in  a  political  view,  as  Jesus  then  was.  Hence 
we  are  led  to  the  question,  whether  we  have  here  a  real  history  and  not 
rather  a  creation  of  the  legend  ?  Two  malefactors  were  crucified  with  Jesus  : 
thus  much  was  indubitably  presented  by  history  (or  did  even  this  owe  its 
origin  to  the  prophecy,  Isa.  liii.  12  ?).  At  first  they  were  suspended  by  the 
side  of  Jesus  as  mute  figures,  and  thus  we  find  them  in  the  narrative  of  the 
fourth  Evangelist,  into  whose  region  of  tradition  only  the  simple  statement, 
that  they  were  crucified  with  Jesus,  had  penetrated.  But  it  was  not  possible 
for  the  legend  long  to  rest  contented  with  so  slight  a  use  of  them  :  it  opened 
their  mouths,  and  as  only  insults  were  reported  to  have  proceeded  from  the 
bystanders,  the  two  malefactors  were  at  first  made  to  join  in  the  general 
derision  of  Jesus,  without  any  more  particular  account  being  given  of  their 
words  (Matt,  and  Mark).  But  the  malefactors  admitted  of  a  still  better  use. 
If  Pilate  had  borne  witness  in  favour  of  Jesus ;  if  shortly  after,  a  Roman  cen- 
turion— nay,  all  nature  by  its  miraculous  convulsions — had  attested  his  exalted 
character :  so  his  two  fellow-sufierers,  although  criminals,  could  not  remain 
entirely  impervious  to  the  impression  of  his  greatness,  but,  though  one  of 
them  did  indeed  revile  Jesus  agreeably  to  the  original  form  of  the  legend,  the 
other  must  have  expressed  an  opposite  state  of  feeling,  and  have  shown  faith 
in  Jesus  as  the  Messiah  (Luke).  The  address  of  the  latter  to  Jesus  and  his 
answer  are  besides  conceived  entirely  in  the  spirit  of  Jewish  thought  and  ex- 
pression ;  for  according  to  the  idea  then  prevalent,  paradise  was  that  part  of 
the  nether  world  which  was  to  harbour  the  souls  of  the  pious  in  the  interval 
between  their  death  and  the  resurrection  :  a  place  in  paradise  and  a  favour- 
able remembrance  in  the  future  age  were  the  object  of  the  Israelite's  petition 
to  God,  as  here  to  the  Messiah ;  ^^  and  it  was  believed  concerning  a  man 
distinguished  for  piety  that  he  could  conduct  those  who  were  present  at  the 
hour  of  his  death  into  paradise.^ 

To  the  cross  of  Jesus  was  affixed,  according  to  the  Roman  custom,^^  a 
superscription  hnypo.^  (Mark  and  Luke),  or  a  title  rirko^  (John)  which  con- 
tained his  accusation  rrfv  alriay  avrov  (Matthew  and  Mark),  consisting 
according  to  all  the  Evangelists  in  the  words :  6  fiatriXw  r<ov  'lovScuW,  tAe 
King  of  the  Jews,  Luke  and  John  state  that  this  superscription  was  couched 
in  three  different  tongues,  and  the  latter  informs  us  that  the  Jewish  rulers 
were  fully  alive  to  the  derision  which  this  form  of  superscription  reflected  on 
their  nation,  and  on  this  account  entreated  Pilate,  but  in  vain,  for  an  altera- 
tion of  the  terms  (v.  21  f.). 

Of  the  soldiers,  according  to  John  four  in  number,  who  crucified  Jesus,  the 
Evangelists  unanimously  relate  that  they  parted  the  clothes  of  Jesus  among 
themselves  by  lot.  According  to  the  Roman  law  de  bonis  damnatorum  ^  the 
vestments  of  the  executed  fell  as  spolia  to  the  executioners,  and  in  so  far  that 

**  Paulas  and  Kuinol,  in  loc. 

*'  Confessio  Judsei  aegroti,  ap.  Wetstein,  p.  820  : — da  portwrum  meam  in  korto  Edems, 
et  numenio  tnei  in  iccuUTfuturo^  quod  absconaitum  est  justis.  Other  passages  are  given,  ib , 
p.  819. 

**  Cetuboth,  f.  dii.  ap.  Wetstein,  p.  819  :  Quo  die  Rabbi  moriturus  erat,  venii  vox  deccelo, 
dixitque :  quiprasens  aderit  tnorierUi  Rabbit  tUe  intrabii  in  paradisum, 

»»  Vid.  Wetstein,  In  loc.  Matth, 

^  Quoted  in  Wetstein,  p.  536 ;  compare,  however,  the  correction  of  the  text  in  Paulus, 
ex.  handb.  3,  b^  s.  751. 
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Statement  of  the  Evangelists  has  a  point  of  contact  with  history.     But,  like 
most  of  the  features  in  this  last  scene  of  the  life  of  Jesus,  it  has  also  a  point 
of  contact  with  prophecy.     It  is  true  that  in  Matthew  the  quotation  of  the 
passage  Ps.  xxii.  18  is  doubtless  an  interpolation;  but  on  the  other  hand  the 
same  quotation  is  undoubtedly  genuine  in  John  (xix.  24)  :  tva  ^  yp<i4*ri  7r\rfpia&^ 
17  Xeyoucra*   (verbally  after   the   LXX.)    hufitpLa-avro  ra  ifidrid  fiov  iavroi^,  koI 
iirl  Tov  Ifiaria-fiov  fiov  ipaXov  icX^pov,  that  the  scripture  might  be  fulfilled  which 
saith,  They  parted  my  raiment  among  them^  and  for  my  vesture  they  did  cast  lots. 
Here  also,  according  to  the  assertion  of  orthodox  expositors,  David  the  author 
of  the  psalm,  under  divine  guidance,  in  the  moments  of  inspiration  chose 
such  figurative  expressions  as  had  a  literal  fulfilment  in  Christ/*^^     Rather  we 
must  say,  David,  or  whoever  else  may  have  been  the  author  of  the  psalm,  as 
a  man  of  poetical  imagination  used  those  expressions  as  mere  metaphors  to 
denote  a  total  defeat ;  but  the  petty,  prosaic  spirit  of  Jewish  interpretation, 
which  the  Evangelists  shared  without  any  fault  of  theirs,  and  from  which 
orthodox  theologians,  by  their  own  fault  however,  have  not  perfectly  liberated 
themselves  after  the  lapse  of  eighteen  centuries,  led  to  the  belief  that  those 
words  must  be  imderstood  literally,  and  in  this  sense  must  be  shown  to  be 
fulfilled  in  the  Messiah.    Whether  the  Evangelists  drew  the  circumstance  of 
the  casting  of  lots  for  the  clothes  more  from  historical  information  which 
stood  at  their  command,  or  from  the  prophetic  passage  which  they  variously 
interpreted,  must  be  decided  by  a  comparison  of  their  narratives.     These 
present  the  divergency,  that  while  according  to  the  synoptists  all  the  clothes 
were  parted  by  lot,  as  is  evident  from  the  words :  Stc/xcpio-avro  rh.  ifiAna  avrov, 
jSoXXovrcs  Kkrjpov^  they  parted  his  garments,  casting  lots,  in  Matthew  (v.  35),  and 
the  similar  turn  of  expression  in  Luke  (v.  34),  but  still  more  decidedly  from 
the  addition  of  Mark  :  ri9  rC  Sipyj,  what  every  man  should  take  (v.  24)  :  in  John 
it  is  the  coat  or  tunic,  ^rhv,  alone  for  which  lots  are  cast,  the  other  garments 
being  parted  equally  (v.  23  f.).     This  divergency  is  commonly  thought  of 
much  too  lightly,  and  is  tacitly  treated  as  if  the  synoptical  representation  were 
related  to  that  of  John  as  the  indefinite  to  the  definite.     Kuinol  in  considera- 
tion of  John  translates  the  words  Stc/xcpiitavTo  /SoXXoktc?  of  Matthew  thus : 
partim  dividebant,  partim  in  sortem  conjiciebant :  but  the  meaning  is  not  to  be 
thus  distributed,  for  the  Sic/xcpifavro,  they  parted,  states  what  they  did,  the 
jSoXAorrc?  icX^poF,  casting  lots,  how  they  did  it :  besides  Kuinol  passes  in  total 
silence  over  the  words  ns  ri  Siprf,  because  they  undeniably  imply  that  lots 
were  cast  for  several  articles  :  while  according  to  John  the  lots  had  reference 
only  to  one  garment.     If  it  be  now  asked,  which  of  the  two  contradictory 
narratives  is  the  correct  one,  the  answer  given  from  the  point  of  view  to  which 
the  comparative  criticism  of  the  gospels  has  at  present  attained  is,  that  the 
eye-witness  John  gives  the  correct  particulars,  but  the  synoptists  had  merely 
received  the  indefinite  information,  that  in  parting  the  clothes  of  Jesus  the 
soldiers  made  use  of  the  lot,  and  this,  from  unacquaintance  with  the  more 
minute  particulars,  they  understood  as  if  lots  had  been  cast  for  all  the  gar- 
ments of  Jesus. *s    But  not  only  does  the  circumstance  that  it  is  John  alone 
who  expressly  cites  the  passage  in  the  Psalms  prove  that  he  had  an  especial 
view  to  that  passage  :  but,  in  general,  this  divergency  of  the  Evangelists  is 
precisely  what  might  be  expected  from  a  difference  in  the  interpretation  of 
that  supposed  prophecy.     When  the  psalm  speaks  of  the   parting   of  the 
garments  and   a  casting  of  lots  for  the  vesture :  the  second  particular  is, 
according  to  the  genius  of  the  Hebrew  language  which  abounds  in  parallel- 

®*  Tholuck,  in  loc 

•*  E.  G.  Theile,  zur  Biographic  Jesu,  §  36,  Anm.  13. 
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ism,  only  a  more  precise  definition  of  the  first,  and  the  synoptists,  correctly 
understanding  this,  naake  one  of  the  two  verbs  a  participle.  One  however 
who  did  not  bear  in  mind  this  peculiarity  of  the  Hebrew  style,  or  had  an 
interest  in  exhibiting  the  second  feature  of  the  prophecy  as  specially  fulfilled, 
might  understand  the  and^  which  in  reality  was  indicative  only  of  more  pre- 
cise definition,  as  denoting  addition,  and  thus  regard  the  casting  of  lots  and 
the  distribution  as  separate  acts.  Then  the  i/manar/Aos  (^^^7)  which  was 
originally  a  synonyme  of  iftorta  (D^i?)  must  become  a  distmct  garment,  the 
closer  particularization  of  which,  since  it  was  not  in  any  way  conveyed  in  the 
word  itself,  was  left  to  choice.  The  fourth  Evangelist  determined  it  to  be  the 
XiTWK,  tuniCy  and  because  he  believed  it  due  to  his  readers  to  show  some  cause 
for  a  mode  of  procedure  with  respect  to  this  garment,  so  different  from  the 
equal  distribution  of  the  others,  he  intimated  that  the  reason  why  it  was 
chosen  to  cast  lots  for  the  tunic  rather  than  to  divide  it,  probably  was  that  it 
had  no  seam  {appaffx^)  which  might  render  separation  easy,  but  was  woven 
in  one  piece  (v<|^aKTo«  81'  oAov).  **  Thus  we  should  have  in  the  fourth  Evan- 
gelist exactly  the  same  procedure  as  we  have  found  on  the  side  of  the  first,  in 
the  history  of  the  entrance  into  Jerusalem  :  in  both  cases  the  doubling  of  a 
trait  originally  single,  owing  to  a  false  interpretation  of  the  ^  in  the  Hebrew 
parallelism ;  the  only  difference  being  that  the  first  Evangelist  in  the  passage 
referred  to  is  less  arbitrary  than  the  fourth  is  here,  for  he  at  least  spares  us 
the  tracing  out  of  the  reason  why  two  asses  must  then  have  been  required  for 
one  rider.  The  more  evident  it  thus  becomes  that  the  representation  of  the 
point  in  question  in  the  different  Evangelists  is  dependent  on  the  manner  in 
which  each  interpreted  that  supposed  prophecy  in  the  Psalms  :  the  less  does 
a  sure  historical  knowledge  appear  to  have  had  any  share  in  their  representa- 
tion, and  hence  we  remain  ignorant  whether  lots  were  cast  on  the  distribution 
of  the  clothes  of  Jesus,  nay  whether  in  general  a  distribution  of  clothes  took 
place  under  the  cross  of  Jesus ;  confifdendy  as  Justin  appeals  in  support  of 
this  very  particular  to  the  Acts  of  Pilate,  which  he  had  never  seen.  3* 

Of  the  conduct  of  the  Jews  who  were  present  at  the  crucifixion  of  Jesus, 
John  tells  us  nothing ;  Luke  represents  the  people  as  standing  to  look  on, 
and  only  the  rulers  apxovT€s  and  the  soldiers  as  deriding  Jesus  by  the  sum- 
mons to  save  himself  if  he  were  the  Messiah,  to  which  the  latter  adds  the 
offer  of  the  vinegar  (v.  35  ff.) ;  Matthew  and  Mark  have  nothing  here  of 
mockery  on  the  part  of  the  soldiers,  but  in  compensation  they  make  not  only 
the  cAief  priests,  scribes^  and  elders^  but  also  the  passers  by^  irapaTrop€v6fuvoiy 
vent  insults  against  Jesus  (v.  39  ff.,  29  if.).  The  expressions  of  these  people 
partly  refer  to  former  discourses  and  actions  of  Jesus ;  thus,  the  sarcasm : 
TAou  that  destroyest  the  temple  and  buildest  it  again  in  three  days^  save  thyself 
(Matt  and  Mark),  is  an  allusion  to  the  words  of  that  tenor  ascribed  to  Jesus  ^ 
while  the  reproach  :  he  saved  others^  himself  he  cannot  save^  or  save  thyself  (in 
all  three),  refers  to  his  cures.  Partly  however  the  conduct  of  the  Jews  to- 
wards Jesus  on  the  cross,  is  depicted  after  the  same  psalm  of  which  Ter- 
tullian  justly  says  that  it  contains  totam  ChrisH  passionem,^^  When  it  is  said 
in  Matthew  and  Mark :  And  they  that  passed  by  reviled  him,  wagging  their 
/leads  and  saying:  ol  Sc  ?rapa9ro/>€voficvo&  ipKauGr^fuow  avrof,  kjivovvt€^  ra? 
Kc^oXas  a\may  kcli  Xryovres*  (Luke  says  of  the  rulers  apxovTt.%  they  derided  him 
ii€fivKrqptiov)y  this  is  certainly  nothing  else  than  a  mere  reproduction  of  what 

**  Expositors  observe  in  connexion  with  this  particular,  that  the  coat  of  the  Jewish  high 
priest  was  also  of  this  kind.  Jos.  Antiq.  iii.  vii.  4 — The  same  view  of  the  above  difference 
has  been  already  presented  in  the  Probabilia,  p.  So  f. 

**  ApoL  i.  35. 

'^  Adv.  Marcion,  ut  sup. 
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Stands  in  Ps.  xxii.  8  (LXX.) :  All  they  that  see  me  laugh  me  to  scom^  they 
shoot  out  the  lip  and  shake  the  head :  Travre?  01  Otfopovvri^  fi€  €$€fivKTiqpKrdv  /te, 
iXaXTja-av  iv  x€^<<^^>'^  iKLvrja-av  K€<l^rjv ;  and  the  words  which  are  hereupon 
lent  to  the  Sanhedrists  in  Matthew  :  Ife  trusted  in  God ;  let  him  deliver  him 
now  if  he  will  have  him^  iren-ottfev  hrXrov  ^eov,  pva-atr&a)  vvv  avrov,  ct  ^e\ci  auroF, 
are  the  same  with  those  of  the  following  verse  in  that  Psalm :  J^e  trusted  in 
the  Lord  that  he  would  deliver  him  :  let  him  deliver  him,  seeing  he  delighted  in 
him,  ^Xirwrev  ctti  Kvptov,  pixrao^o)  avrov  (raxrard)  avrov^  art  BtXxi  avrov.  Now 
though  the  taunts  and  shaking  of  the  head  on  the  part  of  the  enemies  of  Jesus 
may,  notwithstanding  that  the  description  of  them  is  drawn  according  to  the 
above  Old  Testament  passage,  still  very  probably  have  really  happened  :  it  is 
quite  otherwise  with  the  words  which  are  attributed  to  these  mockers.  Words 
which,  like  those  above  quoted,  are  in  the  Old  Testameut  put  into  the  mouth 
of  the  enemies  of  the  godly,  could  not  be  adopted  by  the  Sanhedrists  without 
their  voluntarily  assuming  the  character  of  the  ungodly :  which  they  would 
surely  have  taken  care  to  avoid.  Only  the  Christian  legend,  if  it  once  applied 
the  Psalm  to  the  sufferings  of  Jesus,  and  especially  to  his  last  hours,  could 
attribute  these  words  to  the  Jewish  rulers,  and  find  therein  the  fulfilment  of  a 
prophecy. 

The  two  first  Evangelists  do  not  tell  us  that  any  one  of  the  twelve  was 
present  at  the  crucifixion  of  Jesus:  they  mention  merely  several  Galilean 
women,  three  of  whom  they  particularize :  namely,  Mary  Magdalene ;  Mary 
the  mother  of  James  the  Less  and  of  Joses ;  and,  as  the  third,  according  to 
Matthew,  the  mother  of  the  sons  of  Zebedee,  according  to  Mark,  Salome, 
both  which  designations  are  commonly  understood  to  relate  to  the  same 
person  (Matt.  v.  55  f. ;  Mark  v.  40  f.):  according  to  these  Evangelists  the 
twelve  appear  not  yet  to  have  reassembled  after  their  flight  on  the  arrest  of 
Jesus. *^  In  Luke,  on  the  contrary,  among  all  his  acquaintance,  waKTcs  al 
yvoxrroi  avrov,  whom  he  represents  as  beholding  the  crucifixion  (v.  49)  the 
twelve  would  seem  to  be  included :  but  the  fourth  gospel  expressly  singles  out 
from  among  the  disciples  the  one  whom  Jesus  loved,  i.e.  John,  as  present,  and 
among  the  women,  together  with  Mary  Magdalene  and  the  wife  of  Cleopas, 
names  instead  of  the  mother  of  James  and  John,  and  the  mother  of  Jesus 
himself.  Moreover,  while  according  to  all  the  other  accounts  the  acquain- 
tances of  Jesus  stood  afar  off,  /laKpoSey,  according  to  the  fourth  gospel  John 
and  the  mother  of  Jesus  must  have  been  in  the  closest  proximity  to  the  cross, 
since  it  represents  Jesus  as  addressing  them  fi-om  the  cross,  and  appointing 
John  to  be  his  substitute  in  the  filial  relation  to  his  mother  (v.  25  £).  Ols- 
hausen  believes  that  he  can  remove  the  contradiction  which  exists  between 
the  synoptical  statement  and  the  presupposition  of  the  fourth  gospel  as  to  the 
position  of  the  friends  of  Jesus,  by  the  conjecture  that  at  first  they  did  indeed 
stand  at  a  distance,  but  that  subsequently  some  approached  near  to  the  cross : 
it  is  to  be  observed,  however,  in  opposition  to  this,  that  the  synoptists  mention 
that  position  of  the  adherents  of  Jesus  just  at  the  close  of  the  scene  of  cruci- 
fixion and  death,  immediately  before  the  taking  down  from  the  cross,  and 
thus  presuppose  that  they  had  retained  this  position  until  the  end  of  the 
scene ;  a  state  of  the  case  which  cannot  but  be  held  entirely  consistent  with 
the  alarm  which  filled  the  minds  of  the  disciples  during  those  days,  and  still 
more  with  feminine  timidity.  If  the  heroism  "of  a  nearer  approach  might 
perhaps  be  expected  from  maternal  tenderness  :  still,  the  total  silence  of  the 
synoptists,  as  the  interpreters  of  the  common  evangelical  tradition,  renders  the 

**  Justin,  Apol.  i.  50,  and  elsewhere,  even  speaks  of  apostacy  and  denial  on  the  part  of 
all  the  disciples  after  the  crucifixion. 


CRUCIFIXION  OF  JESUS.  687 

historical  reality  of  that  particular  doubtful.  The  synoptists  cannot  have 
known  anything  of  the  presence  of  the  mother  of  Jesus  at  the  cross,  other- 
wise they  would  have  mentioned  her  as  the  chief  person,  before  all  the  other 
women ;  nor  does  anything  appear  to  have  been  known  of  a  more  intimate 
relation  between  her  and  John :  at  least  in  the  Acts  (i.  1 2  f.)  the  mother  of 
Jesus  is  supposed  to  be  with  the  twelve  in  general,  his  brothers,  and  the  ' 
women  of  the  society.  It  is  at  least  not  so  easy  to  understand  how  the  mem- 
ory of  that  affecting  presence  and  remarkable  relation  could  be  lost,  as  to 
conceive  how  the  idea  of  them  might  originate  in  the  circle  from  which  the 
fourth  gospel  proceeded.  If  this  circle  be  imagined  as  one  in  which  the 
Apostle  John  enjoyed  peculiar  veneration,  on  which  account  our  gospel  drew 
him  out  of  the  trio  of  the  more  confidential  associates  of  Jesus,  and  isolated 
him  as  the  beloved  disciple  :  it  will  appear  that  nothing  could  be  more 
strikingly  adapted  to  confirm  this  relation  than  the  statement  that  Jesus 
bequeathed,  as  it  were,  the  dearest  legacy,  his  mother  (in  reference  to  whom, 
as  well  as  to  the  alleged  beloved  disciple,  it  must  have  been  a  natural 
question,  whether  she  had  left  the  side  of  Jesus  in  this  last  trial),  to  John, 
and  thus  placed  this  disciple  in  his  stead, — made  him  vicarius  Christi. 

As  the  address  of  Jesus  to  his  mother  and  the  favourite  disciple  is  peculiar 
to  the  fourth  gospel:  so,  on  the  other  hand,  the  exclamation.  My  Gody  my 
Gody  why  Jiast  thou  forsaken  me  f  17X1,  ^Xl,  Xa/xa  araPaxOavC ;  is  only  found  in  the 
two  first  gospels  (Matt.  v.  46  ;  Mark  v.  34).    This  exclamation,  with  the  men- 
tal state  from  which  it  proceeded,  like  the  agony  in  Gethsemane,  constitutes  in 
the  opinion  of  the  church  a  part  of  the  vicarious  suffering  of  Christ.    As  how- 
ever in  this  instance  also  it  was  impossible  to  be  blind  to  the  difficulties  of  the 
supposition,  that  the  mere  corporeal  suffering,  united  with  the  external  depres- 
sion of  his  cause,  overwhelmed  Jesus  to  such  a  degree  that  he  felt  himself 
forsaken  by  God,  while  there  have  been  both  before  and  after  him  persons 
who,  under  sufferings  equally  severe,  have  yet  preserved  composure  and  forti- 
tude: the  opinion  of  the  church  has  here  also,  in  addition  to  the  natural 
corporeal  and  spiritual  afiAiction,  supposed  as  the  true  cause  of  that  state  of 
mind  in  Jesus,  a  withdrawal  of  God  from  his  soul,  a  consciousness  of  the  divine 
wrath,  which  it  was  decreed  that  he  should  bear  in  the  stead  of  mankind,  by 
whom  it  was  deserved  as  a  punishment.^^    How,  presupposing  the  dogma  of 
the  church  concerning  the  person  of  Christ,  a  withdrawal  of  God  from  his  soul 
is  conceivable,  it  is  the  part  of  the  defenders  of  this  opinion  themselves,  to 
decide.    Was  it  the  human  nature  in  him  which  felt  so  forsaken  ?    Then 
would  its  unity  with  the  divine  have  been  interrupted,  and  thus  the  very  basis 
of  the  personality  of  Christ,  according  to  the  above  system,  removed.     Or  the 
divine?    In  that  case  the  second  person  in  the  Godhead  would  have  been 
separated  from  the  first     As  little  can  it  have  been  the  God-man,  consisting 
of  both  natures,  that  felt  forsaken  by  God,  since  the  very  essence  of  this  is  the 
unity  and  inseparableness  of  the  divine  and  the  human.     Thus  urged  by  the 
self-contradiction  of  this  supranaturalistic  explanation,  to  fall  back  on  the 
natural  mode  of  accounting  for  the  above  exclamation  by  the  sense  of  external 
suffering,  and  yet  repelled  from  the  idea  that  Jesus  should  have  been  so  com- 
pletely subdued  by  this,  commentators  have  attempted  to  mollify  the  sense  of 
the  exclamation.     It  consists  of  the  opening  words  of  Ps.  xxii.,  a  passage 
which  is  classical  for  this  last  scene  in  the  life  of  Jesus.    Now  this  psalm  be- 
gins with  a  complaining  description  of  the  deepest  suffering,  but  in  the  course 
of  its  progress  soars  into  joyful  hope  of  deliverance ;  hence  it  has  been  sup- 
posed that  the  words  which  Jesus  immediately  utters  do  not  give  his  entire 

*'  Vid.  Calvin,  Comm.  in  harm.  ew.  in  Matth.  xxvii.  46  ;  Olshausen,  in  loc. 
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experience,  and  that  in  thus  reciting  the  first  verse  he  at  the  same  time  quotes 
the  whole  psalm  and  especially  its  exulting  close,  just  as  if  he  meant  to  say : 
It  is  true  that  I,  like  the  author  of  this  psalm,  appear  now  forsaken  of  God, 
but  in  me,  as  in  him,  the  divine  succour  will  only  be  so  much  the  more  glorified.^^ 
But  if  Jesus  uttered  this  exclamation  with  a  view  to  the  bystanders,  and  in 
order  to  assure  them  that  his  affliction  would  soon  be  merged  in  triumph,  be 
would  have  chosen  the  means  the  least  adapted  to  his  purpose,  if  he  had 
uttered  precisely  those  words  of  the  Psalm  which  express  the  deepest  miseiy ; 
and  instead  of  the  first  verse  he  would  rather  have  chosen  one  from  the  loth 
to  the  i2th^  or  from  the  20th  to  the  end.  If  however  in  that  exclamation 
he  meant  merely  to  give  vent  to  his  own  feeling,  he  would  not  have  chosen 
this  verse  if  his  actual  experience  in  these  moments  had  been,  not  what  is 
there  expressed,  but  what  is  described  in  the  succeeding  verses.  Now  if  this 
experience  was  his  own,  and  if,  all  supernatural  grounds  of  explanation  being 
dismissed,  it  proceeded  from  his  external  calamities ;  we  must  observe  that  one 
who,  as  the  gospels  narrate  of  Jesus,  had  long  included  sufiering  and  death  in 
his  idea  of  the  Messiah,  and  hence  had  regarded  them  as  a  part  of  the  divine 
arrangements,  could  scarcely  complain  of  them  when  they  actually  arrived  as 
an  abandonment  by  God ;  rather,  on  the  above  supposition,  we  should  be  led 
to  think  that  Jesus  had  found  himself  deceived  in  the  expectations  which  he 
had  previously  cherished,  and  thus  believed  himself  forsaken  by  God  in  the 
prosecution  of  his  plan.'^  But  we  could  only  resort  to  snch  conjectures  if  the 
above  exclamation  of  Jesus  were  shown  to  have  an  historical  foundation.  In 
this  respect  the  silence  of  Luke  and  John  would  not,  it  is  true,  be  so  serious  a 
difficulty  in  our  eyes,  that  we  should  take  refuge  in  explanations  like  the 
following  :  John  suppressed  the  exclamation,  lest  it  should  serve  to  counte- 
nance the  Gnostic  ^opinion,  by  admitting  the  inference  that  the  i£on  which 
was  insusceptible  of  sufi'ering,  departed  from  Jesus  in  that  moment^®  But 
the  relation  of  the  words  of  Jesus  to  the  32nd  Psalm  does  certainly  render  this 
particular  suspicious.  If  the  Messiah  was  once  conceived  of  as  suffering,  and 
if  that  psalm  was  used  as  a  sort  of  programme  of  his  suffering  —  for  which  it 
was  by  no  means  necessary  as  an  inducement  that  Jesus  should  have  really 
quoted  one  of  its  verses  on  the  cross : — the  opening  words  of  the  psalm  which 
are  expressive  of  the  deepest  suffering  must  appear  singularly  adapted  to  be 
put  into  the  mouth  of  the  crucified  Messiah.  In  this  case  the  derisive  speech^^ 
of  the  bystanders,  he  callethfor  Eliasj  etc,  can  have  had  no  other  origin  than 
this — that  the  wish  for  a  variety  of  taunts  to  complete  this  scene  after  the 
model  of  the  psalm,  was  met  by  the  similarity  of  sound  between  the  7AI  in  the 
exclamation  lent  to  Jesus,  and  the  name  of  Elias  which  was  associated  with 
the  Messiah. 

Concerning  the  last  words  which  the  expiring  Jesus  was  heard  to  utter,  the 
Evangelists  differ.     According  to  Matthew  and  Mark,  it  was  merely  a  loud 

•*  Thus  Paulus,  Gratz,  in  loc.     Schleiermacher,  Glaubenslebre,  2,  s.  154,  Anm. 

^  Such  is  the  inference  drawn  by  the  author  of  the  Wolfenbuttel  Fragments,  von  Zweck 
Jesu  und  seiner  TUnger,  s.  153. 

^°  Schneckenbuiger,  Beitrage,  s.  66  f. 

^*  According  to  Olshausen,  s.  495,  there  is  no  syllable  in  this  speech  by  which  such  a 
meaning  is  intimated  ;  on  the  contrary,  a  secret  horror  had  already  dlflfused  itself  over  the 
minds  of  the  scoffers,  and  they  trembled  at  the  thought  that  Elias  might  appear  in  the  storm. 
But  when  one  who  attempts  to  give  a  beverage  to  Jesus  is  dissuaded  under  the  pretext  of 
waiting  to  see  if  Elias  would  come  to  save  him,  et  (px^^  'HX^at,  ffibcaw  a^6r,  this  pretext  is 
plainly  enough  shown  to  be  meant  in  derision,  and  hence  the  horror  and  trembling  belong 
only  to  the  unscientific  animus  of  the  biblical  commentator,  which  makes  him  contemplate  the 
history  of  the  passion  above  all  else,  as  a  mysterium  tremendum^  and  causes  him  to  discover 
even  in  Pilate  a  depth  of  feeling  which  is  nowhere  attributed  to  this  Roman  in  the  gospels. 
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voice^  ifxavrj  fuyaXrf,  with  which  he  departed  (v.  50,  37) ;  according  to  Luke  it 
was  the  petition  :  Father,  into  thy  hands  I  comnundmy  spirit^  irdrtp,  cts  xupa^ 
crov  irapaSrjtTOfiai  to  irv€VfjL^  fiov  (v.  46)  ;  while  according  to  John  it  was  on  the 
brief  expression  :  //  isfinisfudy  tctcAcotcu,  that  he  bowed  his  head  and  expired 
(v.  30).  Here  it  is  possible  to  reconcile  the  two  first  Evangelists  with  one  or 
other  of  the  succeeding  ones  by  the  supposition,  that  what  the  former  describe 
indefinitely  as  a  loud  cry,  and  what  according  to  their  representation  might  be 
taken  for  an  inarticulate  expression  of  anguish,  the  others,  with  more  particu- 
larity, give  in  its  precise  verbal  form.  It  is  more  difficult  to  reco  icile  the  two 
last  gospels.  For  whether  we  suppose  that  Jesus  first  commended  his  soul  to 
God,  and  hereupon  cried  :  //  is  finished ;  or  vice  versd;  both  collocations  are 
alike  opposed  to  the  intention  of  the  Evangelists,  for  the  expression  of  Luke 
ical  Taura  ct^oiv  l^iirvtwrtv  cannot  be  rendered,  as  Paulus  would  have  it,  by ; 
soon  after  he  had  said  this,  he  expired  ;  and  the  very  words  of  the  exclamation 
in  John  define  it  as  the  last  utterance  of  Jesus  ;  the  two  writers  forming  differ- 
ent conceptions  of  the  closing  words.  In  the  account  of  Luke,  the  common 
form  of  expression  for  the  death  of  Jesus :  iropcSwKc  ro  irvtvfia  (he  delivered  up 
his  spirit)  appears  to  have  been  interpreted  as  an  actual  commending  of  his 
soul  to  God  on  the  part  of  Jesus,  and  to  have  been  further  developed  with 
reference  to  the  passage  Ps.  xxxi.  5  :  {Lord)  into  thy  hands  I  commend  viy 
spirity  (icvpie)  cts  x^W^  ^^^  irapaOrjcrofiaM  to  wv€u/Aa  fjLOV  (LXX.), — -a  passage 
which  from  the  strong  resemblance  of  this  Psalm  to  the  22nd  would  be  apt  to 
susJjgest  itself.^*  Whereas  the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel  appears  to  have  lent 
to  Jesus  an  expression  more  immeiliately  proceeding  from  his  position  in  rela- 
tion to  his  messianic  office,  making  him  express  in  the  word  TercAcorat  /*/  is 
finis/ied  the  completion  of  his  work,  or  the  fulfilment  of  all  the  prophecies 
(vvith  the  exception,  of  course,  of  what  could  only  be  completed  and  fulfilled 
in  the  resurrection). 

Not  only  these  last  words,  however,  but  also  the  earlier  expressions  of  Jesus 
on  the  cross,  will  not  admit  of  being  ranged  in  the  succession  in  which  they 
are  generally  supposed.  The  speeches  of  Jesus  on  the  cross  are  commonly 
reckoned  to  be  seven  ;  but  so  many  are  not  mentioned  by  any  single  Evange- 
list, for  the  two  first  have  only  one  :  the  exclamation  my  God,  my  God^  etc. 
^A.1, 17X1,  K,  T.  X.  Luke  has  three ;  the  prayer  of  Jesus  for  his  enemies,  the  pro- 
mise to  the  thief,  and  the  commending  of  his  spirit  into  the  hands  of  the 
Father ;  John  has  likewise  three,  but  all  different :  the  address  to  his  mother 
and  the  disciple,  with  the  exclamations,  I  thirst  Siij/u)  and  //  is  finished  TcrcXccrTat. 
Now  the  intercessory  prayer,  the  promise  and  the  recommendation  of  Mary  to 
the  care  of  the  disciple,  might  certainly  be  conceived  as  following  each  other  : 
but  the  &^(i>  and  the  rj\l  come  into  collision,  since  both  exclamations  are 
followed  by  the  same  incident,  the  offering  of  vinegar  by  means  of  a  sponge 
on  a  reed.  When  to  this  we  add  the  entanglement  of  the  tctcXcotoi  with  the 
iraT€p  K.  T.  A..,  it  should  surely  be  seen  and  admitted,  that  no  one  of  the  Evan- 
gelists, in  attributing  words  to  Jesus  when  on  the  cross,  knew  or  took  into  con- 
sideration those  lent  to  him  by  the  others ;  that  on  the  contrary  each  depicted 
this  scene  in  his  own  manner,  according  as  he,  or  the  legend  which  stood  at  his 
command,  had  developed  the  conception  of  it  to  suit  this  or  that  prophecy  or 
design. 

A  special  difficulty  is  here  caused  by  the  computation  of  the  hours.  Accord- 
ing to  all  the  synoptists  the  darkness  prevailed  from  the  sixth  hour  until  the 
ninth  hour,  airo  iKr-q^  topas,  Iw^  iLpas  iwaTrjs  (in  our  reckoning,  from  twelve  at 
midday  to  three  in  the  afternoon);  according  to  Matthew  and  Mark,  it  was 

**  Credner,  Einleitung  in  das  N.  T.  I,  s.  198. 
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about  the  ninth  hour  that  Jesus  complained  of  being  forsaken  by  God,  and 
shortly  after  yielded  up  the  ghost ;  according  to  Mark  it  was  the  third  hour 
w/Kt  Tptny  (nine  in  the  morning)  when  Jesus  was  crucified  (v.  25).  On  the 
other  hand,  John  says  (xix.  14)  that  it  was  about  the  sixth  hour  (when  accord- 
ing to  Mark  Jesus  had  already  hung  three  hours  on  the  cross)  that  Pilate  first 
sat  in  judgment  over  him.  Unless  we  are  to  suppose  that  the  sun-dial  went 
backward,  as  in  the  time  of  Hezekiah,  this  is  a  contradiction  which  is  not  to 
be  removed  by  a  violent  alteration  of  the  reading,  nor  by  appealing  to  the  onrct 
{about)  \n  John,  or  to  the  inability  of  the  disciples  to  take  note  of  the  hours 
under  such  afflictive  circumstances  ;  at  the  utmost  it  might  perhaps  be  cancelled 
if  it  were  possible  to  prove  that  the  fourth  gospel  throughout  proceeds  upon 
another  mode  of  reckoning  time  than  that  used  by  the  synoptists.** 

^  Thus  Rettig,  exegetische  Analekten,  in  UUmann's  und  Umbreit's  Studien,  1830,  i,s. 
106  AT,;  Tholuck,  Glaubwliitiigkeit,  s.  307  ff.;  comp.  on  the  various  attempts  at  reconciliation 
LUcke  and  De  Wejtte,  in  loc.  Job. 


CHAPTER   IV. 
DEATH  AND  RESURRECTION  OF  JESUS. 


§  133- 

PRODIGIES  ATTENDANT  ON   THE   DEATH   OF  JESUS. 

According  to  the  evangelical  accounts,  the  death  of  Jesus  was  accompanied 
by  extraordinary  phenomena.  Three  hours  before,  we  are  told,  a  darkness 
diffused  itself,  and  lasted  until  Jesus  expired  (Matt  xxvii.  45  paralL);  in  the 
moment  of  his  death  the  veil  of  the  temple  was  torn  asunder  from  the  top  to 
the  bottom,  the  earth  quaked,  the  rocks  were  rent,  the  graves  were  opened, 
and  many  bodies  of  departed  saints  arose,  entered  into  the  city,  and  appeared 
to  many  (Matt  v.  51  ff.  parall.).  These  details  are  very  unequally  distributed 
among  the  Evangelists :  the  first  alone  has  them  all ;  the  second  and  third 
merely  the  darkness  and  the  rending  of  the  veil :  while  the  fourth  knows 
nothing  of  all  these  marvels. 

We  will  examine  them  singly  according  to  their  order.  The  darkness 
(TKOToq  which  is  said  to  have  arisen  while  Jesus  hung  on  the  cross,  cannot  have 
been  an  ordinary  eclipse  of  the  sun,  caused  by  the  interposition  of  the  moon 
between  his  disc  and  the  earth,  ^  since  it  happened  during  the  Passover,  and 
consequently  about  the  time  of  the  full  moon.  The  gospels  however  do  not 
directly  use  the  terms  licXci^/rts  tov  -^kCov  {^eclipse  of  the  5un\  the  two  first  speaking 
only  of  darkness  o-koto^  in  general ;  and  though  the  third  adds  with  somewhat 
more  particularity :  koI  iaKorurOrj  6  ^Axos,  and  the  sun  was  darkened^  still  this 
might  be  said  of  any  species  of  widely  extended  obscuration.  Hence  it  was 
an  explanation  which  lay  near  at  hand  to  refer  this  darkness  to  an  atmospheric, 
instead  of  an  astronomical  cause,  and  to  suppose  that  it  proceeded  from  ob- 
scuring vapours  in  the  air,  such  as  are  especially  wont  to  precede  earthquakes.^ 
That  such  obscurations  of  the  atmosphere  may  be  diffused  over  whole  countries, 
is  true;  but  not  only  is  the  statement  that  the  one  in  question  extended  cVl  ?rao-av 
or  oK-qv  njv  yrfv^  i.e.,  according  to  the  most  natural  explanation,  over  the  entire 
globe,  to  be  subtracted  as  an  exaggeration  of  the  narrator :  *  but  also  the  pre- 
supposition, evident  in  the  whole  tenor  of  their  representation,  that  the  dark- 
ness had  a  supernatural  cause,  appears  destitute  of  foundation  from  the  want 
of  any  adequate  object  for  such  a  miracle.  Since  then,  with  these  accessory 
features  the  event  does  not  in  itself  at  once  carry  the  conviction  of  its  credi- 
bility, it  is  natural  to  inquire  if  it  have  any  extrinsic  confirmation.    The  fathers 

'  The  Evang.  Nicodemi  makes  the  Jews  very  absurdly  maiotain  :  there  happened  an  eclipse 
of  the  sun  in  the  ordinary  course  IxXeii^ts  i^\(ov  yiyaift  xard  r6  €Ua$^,  c  xi.  p.  592,  ap. 
Thilo. 

'  Thus  Paulus  and  Kuinol,  in  loc.;  Hase,  L.  J.  §  143  ;  Neander,  L.  J.  Chr.  s.  639  £. 

'  Comp.  Fritzsche  and  De  Wette,  in  loc.  Matth. 
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of  the  church  appeal  in  its  support  to  the  testimony  of  heathen  writers,  among 
whom  Phlegon  especially  in  his  xpoviKoU  is  alleged  to  have  noticed  the  above 
darkness  :  ^  but  on  comparing  the  passage  preserved  by  Eusebius,  which  is 
apparently  the  one  of  Phlegon  alluded  to,  we  find  that  it  determines  merely 
the  Olympiad,  scarcely  the  year,  and  in  no  case  the  season  and  day  of  this 
darkness.^  More  modem  apologists  appeal  to  similar  cases  in  ancient  history, 
of  which  Wetstein  in  particular  has  made  a  copious  collection.  He  adduces 
from  Greek  and  Roman  writers  the  notices  of  the  eclipses  of  the  sun  which 
occurred  at  the  disappearance  of  Romulus,  the  death  of  Cassar,^  and  similar 
events ;  he  cites  declarations  which  contain  the  idea  that  eclipses  of  the  sun 
betoken  the  fall  of  kingdoms  and  the  death  of  kings ;  lastly  he  points  to  Old 
Testament  passages  (Isa.  1.  3 ;  Joel  iii.  20 ;  Amos  viii.  9 ;  comp.  Jen  xv.  9) 
and  rabbinical  dicta,  in  which  either  the  obscuring  of  the  light  of  day  is  de- 
scribed as  the  mourning  garb  of  God,^  or  the  death  of  great  teachers  compared 
with  the  sinking  of  the  sun  at|mid-day,^  or  the  opinion  advanced  that  at  the 
death  of  exalted  hierarchical  personages,  if  the  last  honours  are  not  paid  to  them, 
the  sun  is  wont  to  be  darkened.®  But  these  parallels,  instead  of  being  supports 
to  the  credibility  of  the  evangelical  narrative,  are  so  many  premises  to  the  con- 
clusion, that  we  have  here  also  nothing  more  than  the  mythical  offspring  of  uni- 
versally prevalent  ideas, — a  Christian  legend,  which  would  make  all  nature  put 
on  the  weeds  of  mourning  to  solemnize  the  tragic  death  of  the  Messiah.^^ 

The  second  prodigy  is  the  rending  of  the  veil  of  the  temple,  doubtless  the 
inner  veil  before  the  Holy  of  Holies,  since  the  word  ^^"^9;  used  to  designate 
this,  is  generally  rendered  in  the  LXX.  by  KaTaircraorfia.  It  was  thought 
possible  to  interpret  this  rending  of  the  veil  also  as  a  natural  event,  by  regard- 
ing it  as  an  effect  of  the  earthquake.  But,  as  Lightfoot  has  already  justly 
observed,  it  is  more  conceivable  that  an  earthquake  should  rend  stationary 
fixed  bodies  such  as  the  rocks  subsequently  mentioned,  than  that  it  should 
tear  a  pliant,  loosely  hung  curtain.  Hence  Paulus  supposes  that  the  veil  of 
the  temple  was  stretched  and  fastened  not  only  above  but  also  below  and  at 
the  sides.  But  first,  this  is  a  mere  conjecture :  and  secondly,  if  the  earth- 
quake shook  the  walls  of  the  temple  so  violently,  as  to  tear  a  veil  which  even 
though  stretched,  was  still  pliant :  such  a  convulsion  would  rather  have  caused 
a  part  of  the  building  to  fall,  as  is  said  to  have  been  the  case  in  the  Gospel  of 
the  Hebrews  :  ^^  unless  it  be  chosen  to  add,  with  Kuinol,  the  conjecture  that 
the  veil  was  tender  from  age,  and  might  therefore  be  torn  by  a  slight  con- 
cussion. That  our  narrators  had  no  such  causes  in  their  minds  is  proved  by 
the  fact  that  the  second  and  third  Evangelists  are  silent  concerning  the  earth- 
quake, and  that  the  first  does  not  mention  it  until  after  the  rending  of  the 
veil.  Thus  if  this  event  really  happened  we  must  regard  it  as  a  miracle. 
Now  the  object  of  the  divine  Providence  in  effecting  such  a  miracle  could 

*  Tcrtull.  Apologet.  c.  xxi.  ;  Orig.  c.  Ccls.  ii.  33,  59. 

^  Euseb.  can.  chron.  ad.  Ol.  202,  Anm.  4  ;  comp.  Paulus,  s.  765  fT. 

*  Serv.  ad  Virgil.  Georg.  i.  465  if.  :  Constat^  occiso  Casare  in  Senatupridie  Idus  Afartias, 
solis  fuisse  defectum  ab  hora  uxta  usque  ad  ttoctem. 

»  Echa  R.  iii.  28. 

*  R.  Bechai  Cod.  Hakkema :  Cum  insignu  Rabbinus  fato  conuderet^  dixit  quidam  :  iste 
dies  gravis  est  Israiliy  ut  cum  sol  occidit  ipso  meridie, 

*  Succa,  f.  xxix.  I  :  Dixerunt  doctores:  quatuor  de  causis  sol  deficit:  prima^  ob  patrem 
domusjudicii  mortuum^  cui  exequies  nonfiunt  ut  decet^  etc. 

w  Vid.  Fritzschc,  in  loc.  ;  comp.  also  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  I,  I,  s.  238  ;  Theile,  zur 
Bi(^.  Jesu,  §  36. 

^^  Hieron.  ad  Hedib.  ep.  cxlix.  8  (comp.  his  Comm.  in  loc) :  In  evangelio  autem,  quod 
hebraieis  Uteris  scriptum  est,  legimus,  nan  vehim  templi  scissum^  sed  supcrliminas^  templi 
mine  magnitudinis  ccrruisse. 
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only  have  been  this  :  to  produce  in  the  Jewish  cotemporaries  of  Jesus  a  deep 
impression  of  the  importance  of  his  death,  and  to  furnish  the  first  promulga- 
tors of  the  gospel  with  a  fact  to  which  they  might  appeal  in  support  of  their 
cause.  But,  as  Schleiermacher  has  shown,  nowhere  else  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment, either  in  the  apostolic  epistles  or  in  the  Acts,  or  even  in  the  Epistle  to 
the  Hebrews,  in  connexion  with  the  subject  of  which  it  could  scarcely  fail  to 
be  suggested,  is  this  event  mentioned  :  on  the  contrary,  with  the  exception  of 
this  bare  synoptical  notice,  every  trace  of  it  is  lost ;  which  could  scarcely  have 
been  the  case  if  it  had  really  formed  a  ground  of  apostolical  argument. 
Thus  the  divine  purpose  in  ordaining  this  miracle  must  have  totally  failed  ; 
or,  since  this  is  inconceivable,  it  cannot  have  been  ordained  for  this  object — 
in  other  words,  since  neither  any  other  object  of  the  miracle,  nor  yet  a  mode 
in  which  the  event  might  happen  naturally  can  be  discovered,  it  cannot  have 
happened  at  all.  In  another  way,  certainly,  a  peculiar  relation  of  Jesus  to  the 
veil  of  the  temple  is  treated  of  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews.  While  before 
Christ,  only  the  priests  had  access  into  the  holy  place,  and  into  the  Holy  of 
Holies  only  the  high  priest  might  enter  once  in  the  year  with  the  blood  of 
atonement ;  Christ,  as  the  eternal  high  priest,  entered  by  his  own  blood  into 
the  holy  place  within  the  veil^  into  the  Holy  of  Holies  in  heaven,  whereby  he 
became  ih^  forerunner^  irpoSpofjuK,  of  Christians,  and  opened  access  to  them 
also,  founding  an  eternal  redemption^  oXmvuw  XvTfHMriv  (vi.  19  f.,  ix.  6,  12,  x. 
19  f.).  Even  Paulus  finds  in  these  metaphors  so  close  an  afiinity  to  our 
narrative,  that  he  thinks  it  possible  to  number  the  latter  among  those  fables 
which  according  to  Henke's  definitions  are  to  be  derived  e  figurato  genere 
dicendi  ;'^^  at  least  the  event,  even  if  it  really  happened,  must  have  been 
especially  important  to  the  Christians  on  account  of  its  symbolical  signifi- 
cance, as  interpreted  by  the  images  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews :  namely, 
that  by  Christ's  death  the  veil  of  the  Jewish  worship  was  rent  asunder,  and 
access  to  God  opened  to  all  by  means  of  worship  in  the  Spirit.  But  if,  as  has 
been  shown,  the  historical  probability  of  the  event  in  question  is  extremely 
weak,  and  on  the  other  hand,  the  causes  which  might  lead  to  the  formation  of 
such  a  narrative  without  historical  foundation  very  powerful ;  it  is  more  con- 
sistent, with  Schleiermacher,  entirely  to  renounce  the  incident  as  historical,  on 
the  ground  that  so  soon  as  it  began  to  be  the  practice  to  represent  the  office 
of  Christ  under  the  images  which  reign  throughout  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews, 
nay,  in  the  very  earliest  dawn  of  this  kind  of  doctrine,  on  the  first  reception 
of  the  Gentiles,  who  were  left  free  from  the  burthen  of  Jewish  observances, 
and  who  thus  remained  without  participation  in  the  Jewish  sacrifices,  such 
representations  must  have  entered  into  the  Christian  hymns  (and  the  evangelical 
narratives).  ^^ 

On  the  succeeding  p>articulars  of  the  earthquake  and  the  rending  of  the 
rocks,  we  can  only  pronounce  a  judgment  in  connexion  with  those  already 
examined.  An  earthquake  by  which  rocks  are  disparted,  is  not  unprecedented 
as  a  natural  phenomenon :  but  it  also  not  seldom  occurs  a?  a  poetical  or 
mythical  embellishment  of  the  death  of  a  distinguished  man  ;  as,  for  example, 
on  the  death  of  Caesar,  Virgil  is  not  content  with  eclipsing  the  sun,  but  also 
makes  the  Alps  tremble  with  unwonted  commotion.^*  Now  as  we  have  only 
been  able  to  view  the  prodigies  previously  mentioned  in  the  latter  light,  and 
as,  besides,  the  historical  validity  of  the  one  before  us  is  weakened  by  the  fact 
chat  it  rests  solely  on  the  testimony  of  Matthew  ;  we  must  pronounce  upon 

^^  The  possibility  of  this  is  admitted  by  Neander  also,  but  with  the  presapposition  of  some 
fact  as  a  groundwork  (s.  640  f.). 

^*  Ueber  den  Lukas,  s.  293.    Comp.  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.,  i,  i,  s.  240. 
**  Gcorg.  i.  463  ff. 
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thisr  also  in  the  words  of  Fritzsche :  Messict  obitum  atrocibus  ostentis^  quibus^ 
quantus  vir  quumtnaxime  exspirdssrt,  orbi  terrarum  indicaretur,  illustrem  esse 
oporiebaty^ 

The  last  miraculous  sign  at  the  dfeath  of  Jesus,  likewise  peculiar  to  the  first 
Evangelist,  is  the  opening  of  the  graves,  the  resurrection  of  many  dead  persons, 
and  their  appearance  in  Jerusalenu     To  render  this  incident  conceivable  is  a 
matter  of  unusual  difficulty.     It  is  neither  in  itself  clear  how  it  is  supposed  to 
have  fared  with  these  ancient  Hebrew  'saints,  dytots,^®  after  their  resurrec- 
tion ;  ^7  nor  is  anything  satisfactory  to  be  discovered  concerning  a  possible 
object  for  so  extraordinary  a  dispensation.^®     Purely  in  the  resuscitated  them- 
selves the  object  cannot  apparently  have  lain,  for  had  it  been  so,  there  is  no 
conceivable  ground  why  they  should  be  all  awaked  precisely  in  the  moment 
of  the  death  of  Jesus,  and  not  each  at  the  period  prescribed  by  the  course  of 
his  own  development.     But  if  the  conviction  of  others  was  the  object,  this 
was  still  less  attained  than  in  the  miracle  of  the  rending  of  the  veil,  for  not 
only  is  any  appeal  to  the  apparition  of  the  saints  totally  wanting  in  the 
apostolic  epistles  and  discourses,  but  also  among  the  Evangelists,  Matthew  is 
the  only  one  by  whom  it  is  recorded.     A  special  difficulty  arises  from  the 
position  which  the  determination  of  time :  after  his  [resurrection^  /lera  rrfv 
ey€p(ri,v  avrov,  occupies  between  the  apparently  consecutive  stages  of  the 
event.     For  if  we  connect  these  words  with  what  precedes,  and  thus  suppose 
that  at  the  moment  of  the  death  of  Jesus,  the  deceased  saints  were  only  re- 
animated, and  did  not  come  out  of  their  graves  until  after  his  resurrection, — 
this  would  have  been  a  torment  for  the  damned  rather  than  a  guerdon  for  the 
holy ;  if,  on  the  contrary,  we  unite  that  determination  of  time  to  what  follows, 
and  thus  interpret  the  Evangelist's  meaning  to  be,  that  the  resuscitated  saints 
did  indeed  come  out  of  their  graves  immediately  on  their  being  reanimated  at 
the  moment  that  Jesus  died,  but  did  not  go  into  the  city  until  after  his  resur- 
rection,— any  reason  for  the  latter  particular  is  sought  in  vain.     It  is  but  an 
inartificial  way  of  avoiding  these  difficulties  to  pronounce  the  whole  passage 
an  interpolation,  without  any  critical  grounds  for  such  a  decision.^*    A  more 
dexterous  course  is  pursued  by  the  rationalistic  expositors,  when  they  en- 
deavour to  subtract  the  miraculous  from  the  event,  and  by  this  means  in- 
directly to  remove  the  other  difficulties.     Here,  as  in  relation  to  the  rending 
of  the  veil,  the  earthquake  is  regarded  as  the  chief  agent :  this,  it  is  said,  laid 
open  several  tombs,  particularly  those  of  some  prophets,  which  were  foimd 
empty,  because  the  bodies  had  either  been  removed  by  the  shock,  or  become 
decomposed,  or  fallen  a  prey  to  wild  beasts.     After  the  resurrection  of  Jesus, 
those  who  were  friendly  to  him  in  Jerusalem  being  filled  with  thoughts  of 
resurrection  from  the  dead,  these  thoughts,  together  with  the  circumstance  of 

"  When  Hase,  §  143,  Mrrites  :  **  The  earth  trembled,  mourning  for  her  greatest  Son,"  we 
see  how  the  historian  in  speaking  of  this  feature,  which  he  maintains  to  be  historical,  in- 
voluntarily becomes  a  poet ;  and  when  in  fhe  second  edition  the  author  qualifies  the  phrase 
by  the  addition  of  an  *^  as  it  were :  "  it  is  further  evident  that  his  historical,conscience  had 
not  failed  to  reproach  him  for  the  license. 

*^  Only  such  must  be  here  thought  of,  and  not  sectatores  Christie  as  Kuinol  maintains.  In 
the  Evang.  Nicodemi,  c.  xvit.,  there  are  indeed  adherents  of  Jesus,  namely,  Simeon  (Luke 
ii.)  and  his  two  sons,  among  those  who  come  to  life  on  this  occasion  ;  but  the  majority  in 
this  apocryphal  book  also,  and  as  well  in  the  d^a^pd^  HiKdrou  (Thilo,  p.  810),  according  to 
Epiphanius,  orat.  in  sepulchrum  Chr.  275,  Ignat.  ad  Magnes.  IX.  and  otheis  (comp.  Thilo, 
p.  780  if.),  are  Old  Testament  persons,  as  Adam  and  Eve,  the  patriarchs  and  prophets. 

'^  Comp.  the  various  opinions  in  Thilo,  p.  783  f. 

'*  Comp.  especially  Eichhom,  Kinl.  in  d.  N.  T.  I,  s.  446  fT. 

^'  Stroth,  von  Interpolationen  im  Evang.  Matth.  In  Eichhom's  Repertorium,  9,  s.  139. 
It  is  hardly  a  preferable  expedient  to  regard  the  passage  as  an  addition  of  the  Greek  trans- 
lator.    See  Kern,  Ueber  den  Urspr.  des  Evang.  Matth.  s.  25  and  100. 
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the  graves  being  found  empty,  excited  in  them  dreams  and  visions  in  which 
they  believed  that  they  beheld  the  pious  ancestors  who  had  been  interred  in 
those  graves. 2<>  But  the  fact  of  the  graves  being  found  empty  would  scarcely, 
even  united  with  the  news  of  the  resurrection  of  Jesus,  have  sufficed  to  pro- 
duce such  visions,  unless  there  had  previously  prevailed  among  the  Jews  the 
expectation  that  the  Messiah  would  recall  to  life  the  departed  saints  of  Israel. 
If  however  this  expectation  existed,  it  would  more  probably  give  birth  to  the 
legend  of  a  resurrection  of  the  saints  coincident  with  the  death  of  Jesus  than 
to  dreams;  whence  Hase  wisely  discards  the  supposition  of  dreams,  and 
attempts  to  find  a  sufficient  explanation  of  the  narrative  in  the  emptiness  of 
the  graves  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  above  Jewish  expectation  on  the  other.  *^ 
But  on  a  nearer  view  it  appears  that  if  once  this  Jewish  idea  existed  there 
needed  no  real  opening  of  the  graves  in  order  to  give  rise  to  such  a  mythus  : 
accordingly  Schnecken burger  has  left  the  emptiness  of  the  graves  out  of  his 
calculation.*^  When,  however,  he  yet  speaks  of  visionary  appearances  which 
were  seen  by  the  adherents  of  Jesus  in  Jerusalem,  under  the  excitement  pro- 
duced by  his  resurrection,  he  is  not  less  inconsequent  than  Hase,  when  he 
omits  the  dreams  and  yet  retains  the  laying  open  of  the  graves ;  for  these  two 
particulars  being  connected  as  cause  and  effect,  if  one  of  them  be  renounced 
as  unhistorical  so  also  must  the  other. 

In  opposition  to  this  view  it  is  remarked,  not  without  an  appearance  of 
reason,  that  the  above  Jewish  expectation  does  not  suffice  to  explain  the 
origin  of  such  a  mythus.^  The  actual  expectation  may  be  more  correctly 
stated  thus.  From  the  epistles  of  Paul  (i  Thess.  iv.  16 ;  comp.  i  Cor*  xr. 
22  f.)  and  more  decidedly  from  the  Apocalypse  (xx.  4  f.),  we  gather  that  the 
first  Christians  anticipated,  as  a  concomitant  of  the  return  of  Christ,  a  re- 
surrection of  the  saints,  who  would  thenceforth  reign  with  Christ  a  thousand 
years ;  only  at  the  end  of  this  period,  it  was  thought,  would  the  rest  of  the 
dead  arise,  and  from  this  second  resurrection  the  former  was  distinguished  as 
the  first  resurrection  17  avooroo-is  17  irptarrf,  or  tAe  resurrection  of  the  just  twv 
hiKoliav  (Luke  xiv.  14  ?),  in  place  of  which  Justin  has  the  holy  resurrection  17 
ayta  dyacrrao-ts.**  But  this  is  the  Christianized  form  of  the  Jewish  idea ;  for 
the  latter  referred,  not  to  the  return,  but  to  the  first  advent  of  the  Messiah, 
and  to  a  resurrection  of  Israelites  only.*"  Now  in  the  statement  of  Matthew 
likewise,  that  resurrection  is  assigned  to  the  first  appearance  of  the  Messiah ; 
for  what  reason,  however,  it  is  there  connected  with  his  death,  there  is  certainly 
no  indication  in  the  Jewish  expectation  taken  in  and  by  itself,  while  in  the 
modification  introduced  by  the  adherents  of  Jesus  there  would  appear  rather 
to  have  lain  an  inducement  to  unite  the  resurrection  of  the  saints  with  his 
own ;  especially  as  the  connecting  of  it  with  his  death  seems  to  be  in  contra- 
diction with  the  primitive  Christian  idea  elsewhere  expressed,  that  Jesus  was 
\.\i^  first-begotten  from  the  deady  trparroTOKo^  Ik  twv  vcKpaJv  (Col.  i.  18  ;  Rev.  i.  5), 
the  first  fruits  of  them  that  sleep,  dirapxrf  roiv  K^KOLfirffiiyaiv  (i  Cor.  xv.  20).  But 
we  do  not  know  whether  this  idea  was  universal,  and  if  some  thought  it  due 
to  the  messianic  dignity  of  Jesus  to  regard  him  as  the  first  who  rose  from  the 
dead,  there  are  obvious  motives  which  might  in  other  cases  lead  to  the  re- 
presentation that  already  at  the  death  of  Jesus  there  was  a  resurrection  of 

^  Thus  Paulus  and  Kuinol,  in  loc.    The  latter  calls  this  explanation  a  mythical  one. 
'*  Leben  Jesu,  §  148. 
**  Ueber  den  Urspr.  s.  67. 
*'  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.,  3,  b.  s.  798. 
'*  Dial.  c.  Tryph.  cxiii 

**  See  the  collection  of  passages  relative  to  this  subject  in  Schottgen,  2,  p.  570  ff. ;  and  in 
Bertholdt's  Christologia,  §  35. 
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saints.  First  there  was  an  external  motive  :  among  the  prodigies  at  the  death 
of  Jesus  an  earthquake  is  mentioned,  and  in  describing  its  violence  it  was 
natural  to  add  to  the  rending  of  the  rocks  another  feature  which  appears  else- 
where in  accounts  of  violent  earthquakes,**  namely,  the  opening  of  the  graves : 
here  then  was  an  inviting  hinge  for  the  resurrection  of  the  saints.  But  there 
was  also  an  internal  motive :  according  to  the  ideas  early  developed  in  the 
'  Christian  community,  the  death  of  Jesus  was  the  specially  efficacious  point  in 
the  work  of  redemption,  and  in  particular  the  descent  into  Hades  connected 
with  it  (1  Pet.  iii.  19  f.)  was  the  means  of  delivering  the  previously  deceased 
from  thi§_  abode ;  ^  hence  from  these  ideas  there  might  result  an  inducement 
to  fepfesent  the  bonds  of  the  grave  as  having  been  burst  asunder  for  the 
ancient  saints  precisely  in  the  moment  of  the  death  of  Jesus.  Besides,  by 
this  position,  yet  more  decidedly  than  by  a  connexion  with  the  resurrection 
of  Jesus,  the  resuscitation  of  the  righteous  was  assigned  to  the  first  appear- 
ance of  the  Messiah,  in  accordance  with  the  Jewish  idea,  which  might  very 
naturally  be  echoed  in  such  a  narrative,  in  the  Judaizing  circles  of  primitive 
Christendom ;  while  at  the  same  time  Paul  and  also  the  author  of  the 
Apocalypse  already  assigned  the  Jlrst  resurrection  to  the  second  and  still 
future  advent  of  the  Messiah.  It  was  then  apparently  with  reference  to  this 
more  developed  idea,  that  the  words  after  his  resurrection  were  added  as  a 
restriction,  probably  by  the  author  of  the  first  gospel  himself. 

The  synoptists  conclude  their  description  of  the  events  at  the  death  of 
Jesus,  with  an  account  of  the  impression  which  they  made  more  immediately 
on  the  Roman  centurion  whose  office  it  was  to  watch  the  crucifixion.    Accord- 
ing to  Luke  (v.  47)  "this  impression  was  produced  by  to  y€v6iLfvov  {what  was 
done),  i.e.,  since  he  had  beforehand  mentioned  the  darkness,  by  the  departure 
of  Jesus  with  an  audible  prayer,  that  being  the  particular  which  he  had  last 
noticed ;  indeed  Mark,  as  if  expounding  Luke,  represents  the  exclamation : 
truly  this  man  was  the  Son  of  God  as  being  called  forth  from  the  centurion 
by  the  circumstance  that  Jesus  so  cried  out^  and  gave  up  the  ghost,  ovr<i)  Kpd^^ 
i$€irv€v<r€v  (v.  39).     Now  in  Luke,  who  gives  a  prayer  as  the  last  utterance  of 
Jesus,  it  is  possible  to  conceive  that  this  edifying  end  might  impress  the 
centurion  with  a  favourable  opinion  of  Jesus  :  but  how  the  fact  of  his  expiring 
with  a  loud  cry  could  lead  to  the  inference  that  he  was  the  Son  of  God,  will 
in  no  way  appear.     Matthew  however  gives  the  most  suitable  relation  to  the 
words  of  the  centurion,  when  he  represents  them  as  being  called  forth  by  the 
earthquake  and  the  other  prodigies  which  accompanied  the  death  of  Jesus : 
were  it  not  that  the  historical  reality  of  this  speech  of  the  centurion  must 
stand  or  fall  with  its  alleged  causes.     In  Matthew  and  Mark  this  officer 
expresses  the  conviction  that  Jesus  is  in  truth  the  Son  of  God,  in  Luke,  that 
he  is  a  righteous  man.      The  Evangelists  in  citing  the  former  expression 
evidently  intend  to  convey  the  idea  that  a  Gentile  bore  witness  to  the 
Messiahship  of  Jesus  ;  but  in  this  specifically  Jewish  sense  the  words  cannot 
well  have  been  understood  by  the  Roman  soldier :  we  might  rather  suppose 
that  he  regarded  Jesus  as  a  son  of  God  in  the  heathen  sense,  or  as  an  inno- 
cent man  unjustly  put  to  death,  were  it  not  that  the  credibility  of  the  whole 
synoptical  account  of  the  events  which  signalized  the  death  of  Jesus  being 
shaken,  this,  which  forms  the  top  stone  as  it  were,  must  also  be  of  doubtful 
security  ;  especially  when  we  look  at  the  narrative  of  Luke,  who  besides  the 
impression  on  the  centurion  adds  that  on  the  rest  of  the  spectators,  and  makes 
them  return  to  the  city  with  repentance  and  mourning — a  trait  which  appears 

*•  See  the  passages  collected  by  Wetstein. 

^  See  this  idea  further  developed  in  the  £vaiig.  Nicod.  c  xviii.  fT. 
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to  represent,  not  so  probably  what  the  Jews  actually  felt  and  did,  as  what  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Christians  they  aught  to  have  felt  and  done. 

§  134. 

THE  WOUND   BY   A  SPEAR   IN   THE  SIDE  OF  JESUS. 

While  the  synoptists  represent  Jesus  as  hanging  on  the  cross  from  the  wpa 
iwdrq,  i.e.  three  in  the  afternoon,  when  he  expired,  until  the  oi/rta,  i.e.  pro- 
bably about  six  in  the  evening,  without  anything  further  happening  to  him  : 
the  fourth  Evangelist  interposes  a  remarkable  episode.  According  to  him,  the 
Jews,  in  order  to  prevent  the  desecration  of  the  coming  sabbath,  which  was  a 
peculiarly  hallowed  one,  by  the  continued  exposure  of  the  bodies  on  the  cross, 
besought  the  Procurator  that  their  legs  might  be  broken  and  that  they  might 
forthwith  be  carried  away.  The  soldiers,  to  whom  this  task  was  committed, 
executed  it  on  the  two  criminals  crucified  with  Jesus  ;  but  when  they  perceivecl 
in  the  latter  the  signs  of  life  having  already  become  extinct,  they  held  such  a 
measure  superfluous  in  his  case,  and  contented  themselves  with  thrusting  a 
spear  into  his  side,  whereupon  there  came  forth  blood  and  water  (xix.  31- 

37);  . 

This  event  is  ordinarily  regarded  as  the  chief  voucher  for  the  reality  of  the 
death  of  Jesus,  and  in  relation  to  it  the  proof  to  be  drawn  from  the  synoptists 
is  held  inadequate.  According  to  the  reckoning  which  gives  the  longest  space 
of  time,  that  of  Mark,  Jesus  hung  on  the  cross  from  the  third  to  the  ninth 
hour,  that  is,  six  hours,  before  he  died ;  if,  as  to  many  it  has  appeared  pro- 
bable, \x\  the  two  other  synoptists  the  commencement  of  the  darkness  at 
the  sixth  hour  marks  also  the  commencement  of  the  crucifixion,  Jesus, 
according  to  them,  hung  only  three  hours  living  on  the  cross  ;  and  if  we  pre- 
suppose in  John  the  ordinary  Jewish  mode  of  reckoning  the  hours,  and 
attribute  to  him  the  same  opinion  as  to  the  period  of  the  death  of  Jesus,  it 
follows,  since  he  makes  Pilate  pronounce  judgment  on  him  only  about  the 
sixth  hour,  that  Jesus  must  have  died  after  hanging  on  the  cross  not  much 
more  than  two  hours.  But  crucifixion  does  not  in  other  cases  kill  thus 
speedily.  This  may  be  inferred  from  the  nature  of  the  punishment,  which 
does  not  consist  in  the  infliction  of  severe  wounds  so  as  to  cause  a  rapid  loss 
of  blood,  but  rather  in  the  stretching  of  the  limbs,  so  as  to  produce  a  gradual 
rigidity  ;  moreover  it  is  evident  from  the  statements  of  the  Evangelists  them- 
selves, for  according  to  them  Jesus,  immediately  before  the  moment  which 
they  regard  as  the  last,  had  yet  strength  to  utter  a  loud  cry,  and  the  two 
thieves  crucified  with  him  were  still  alive  after  that  time ;  lastly,  this  opinion 
is  supported  by  examples  of  individuals  whose  life  has  lasted  for  several  days 
on  the  cross,  and  who  have  only  at  length  expired  from  hunger  and  similar 
causes.^  Hence  fathers  of  the  church  and  older  theologians  advanced  the 
opinion,  that  the  death  of  Jesus,  which  would  not  have  ensued  so  quickly  in 
a  natural  way,  was  accelerated  supernaturally,  either  by  himself  or  by  God  ; ' 
physicians  and  more  modern  theologians  have  appealed  to  the  accumulated 
corporeal  and  spiritual  sufferings  of  Jesus  on  the  evening  of  the  night  prior 
to  his  crucifixion  ;  •  but  they  also  for  the  most  part  leave  open  the  possibility 
that  what  appeared  to  the  Evangelists  the  supervention  of  death  itself,  was 

^  The  instances  are  collected  in  Paulus,  exeg.  Ilandb.,  3,  b.  s,  781  fT. ;  Winer,  bibl. 
Real  wort  erb.  I,  s.  672  if.  ;  and  Hase,  §  144. 

*  According  to  TertuUian  by  the  former,  according  to  Grotius  by  the  latter ;  see  Paulus, 
s.  784,  Anm. 

'  Thus  Gruner  and  others  ap.  Paulus,  s.  782  ff. ;  Hase,  ut  sup.  ;  Neander,  L.  J.  Chr.  s. 
647. 
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only  a  swoon  produced  by  the  stoppage  of  the  circulation,  and  that  the  wound 
with  the  spear  in  the  side  first  consummated  the  death  of  Jesus. 

But  concerning  this  wound  itself,  the  place,  the  instrument,  and  the  manner 
of  I  its  infliction — concerning  its  object  and  effects,  there  has  always  been  a 
great  diversity  of  opinion.  The  instrument  is  called  by  the  Evangelist  a 
^oyxTf,  which  may  equally  signify  either  the  light  javelin  or  the  heavy  lance ; 
so  that  we  are  left  in  uncertainty  as  to  the  extent  of  the  wound.  The  manner 
in  which  the  wound  was  inflicted  he  describes  by  the  verb  vwro-civ,  which  some- 
times denotes  a  mortal  wound,  sometimes  a  slight  scratch,  nay,  even  a  thrust 
which  does  not  so  much  as  draw  blood  ;  hence  we  are  ignorant  of  the  depth 
of  the  wound  :  though  since  Jesus,  after  the  resurrection,  makes  Thomas  lay 
only  his  fingers  in  the  print  of  the  nails,  but,  in  or  even  merely  on  the  wound 
in  the  side,  his  hand  (John  xx.  27),  the  stroke  of  the  spear  seems  to  have 
made  a  considerable  wound.  But  the  question  turns  mainly  on  the  place  in 
which  the  wound  was  made.  This  John  describes  as  the  Ttkcvpa  side^  and 
certainly  if  the  spear  entered  the  left  side  between  the  ribs  and  penetrated 
into  the  heart,  death  must  inevitably  have  ensued  :  but  the  above  expression 
may  just  as  properly  imply  the  right  side  as  the  left,  and  in  either  side  any 
spot  from  the  shoulder  to  the  hip.  Most  of  these  points  indeed  would  be  at 
once  decided,  if  the  object  of  the  soldier  had  been  to  kill  Jesus,  supposing  he 
should  not  be  already  dead ;  in  this  case  he  would  doubtless  have  pierced 
Jesus  in  the  most  fatal  place,  and  as  deeply  as  possible,  or  rather,  have  broken 
his  legs,  as  was  done  to  the  two  thieves  :  but  since  he  treated  Jesus  otherwise 
than  his  fellow  sufferers,  it  is  evident  that  in  relation  to  him  he  had  a  different 
object,  namely,  in  the  first  place  to  ascertain  by  this  stroke  of  the  spear, 
whether  death  had  really  taken  place — a  conclusion  which  he  believed  might 
securely  be  drawn  from  the  flowing  of  blood  and  water  out  of  the  wound. 

But  this  result  of  the  wound  is  in  fact  the  subject  on  which  there  is  the 
least  unanimity.  The  fathers  of  the  Church,  on  the  ground  that  blood  no 
longer  flows  from  corpses,  regarded  the  blood  and  water ^  oxyjo.  icat  vSoop,  which 
flowed  from  the  corpse  of  Jesus  as  a  miracle,  a  sign  of  his  superhuman  nature.^ 
More  modern  theologians,  founding  on  the  same  experience,  have  interpreted 
the  expression  as  a  hendiadys,  implying  that  the  blood  still  flowed,  and  that 
this  was  a  sign  that  death  had  not  yet,  or  not  until  now  taken  place.^  As, 
however,  blood  is  itself  a  fluid,  the  water  v8<u/j  added  to  the  blood  aLfjua,  cannot 
signify  merely  the  fluid  state  of  the  latter,  but  must  denote  a  peculiar  admix- 
ture which  the  blood  flowing  from  the  side  of  Jesus  contained.  To  explain 
this  to  themselves,  and  at  the  same  time  obtain  the  most  infallible  proof  of 
death,  others  have  fallen  on  the  idea  that  the  water  mixed  with  the  blood 
came  out  of  the  pericardium,  which  had  been  pierced  by  the  spear,  and  in 
which,  especially  in  such  as  die  under  severe  anguish,  a  quantity  of  fluid  is 
said  to  be  accumulated.*  But — besides  that  the  piercing  of  the  pericardium 
is  a  mere  supposition — on  the  one  hand,  the  quantity  of  such  fluid,  where  no 
dropsy  exists,  is  so  trifling,  that  its  emission  would  not  be  perceptible  ;  and  on 
the  other  hand,  it  is  only  a  single  small  spot  in  front  of  the  breast  where  the 
pericardium  can  be  so  struck  that  an  emission  outward  is  possible  :  in  all  other 
cases,  whatever  was  emitted  would  be  poured  into  the  cavity  of  the  thorax.^ 

*  Grig.  c.  Cels.  ii.  36  :  r^v  fUw  oJhf  AXXcar  yexpup  ctaftdriitp  t6  aXfia  fHjypvrai,  ical  Hdwi 
KoBapiiv  oifK  dro/S^t*  roxi  di  Kard,  rhv  'Ii/croOr  vfKpov  ir<bfuiTot  t6  irapaio^oify  Koi  irepl  t6  9€Kpi» 
ffwfia  ^p  atfia  Kal  Hdup  dirb  tup  vXevpup  TpoxvOip,  Comp.  Euthymius  in  loc.  iK  peicpoo  T^p 
dvdpunrovj  k9lp  fivptdxn  iri;|]7  ri(,  oOk  i^XeOarrcu  dtfM*  {f'r€p<f>vh  rouro  r6  Tpayfia,  koX  rpawioi 
didouTKOPt  6ti  {fTip  Apdpuvop  6  rirycir. 

*  Schuster,  in  Eichhom's  BibL  9,  s.  1036  ff. 

"  Gruner,  Comm.  de  morte  J.  Chr.  vera,  p.  47  ;  Tholuck,  Comm.  z.  Joh.  s.  318. 
^  Comp.  Hase,  ut  sup. 
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Without  doubt  the  idea  which  was  present  in  the  Evangelist's  mind  was  rather 
the  fact,  which  may  be  observed  in  every  instance  of  blood-letting,  that  the 
blood,  so  soon  as  it  has  ceased  to  take  part  in  the  vital  process,  begins  to 
divide  itself  into  placenta  and  serum  ;  and  he  intended  by  representing  this 
separation  as  havmg  already  taken  place  in  the  blood  of  Jesus,  to  adduce  a 
proof  of  his  real  death.®  But  whether  this  outflow  of  blood  and  water  in  per- 
ceptible separation  be  a  possible  proof  of  death, — whether  Hase  and  Winer 
be  right  when  they  maintain  that  on  deep  incisions  in  corpses  the  blood 
sometimes  flows  in  this  decomposed  state ;  or  the  fathers,  when  they  deem 
this  so  unprecedented  that  it  must  be  regarded  as  a  miracle  in  Jesus, — this 
is  another  question.  A  distinguished  anatomist  has  explained  the  state  of  the 
fact  to  me  in  the  following  manner  :  ®  Ordinarily,  within  an  hour  after  death 
the  blood  begins  to  coagulate  in  the  vessels,  and  consequently  no  longer  to 
flow  on  incisions ;  only  by  way  of  exception  in  certain  species  of  death,  as 
nervous  fevers,  or  sufibcation,  does  the  blood  retain  its  fluidity  in  the  corpse. 
Now  if  it  be  chosen  to  place  the  death  on  the  cross  under  the  category  of 
suffocation-^which,  however,  from  the  length  of  time  that  crucified  persons 
have  often  remained  alive,  and  in  relation  to  Jesus  especially,  from  his  being 
said  to  have  spoken  to  the  last,  appears  impracticable ;  or  if  it  be  supposed 
that  the  wound  in  the  side  followed  so  quickly  on  the  instant  of  death  that  it 
found  the  blood  still  fluid, — a  supposition  which  is  discordant  with  the  narra- 
tives, for  they  state  Jesus  to  have  been  already  dead  at  three  in  the  afternoon, 
while  the  bodies  must  have  been  taken  away  only  at  six  in  the  evening :  then, 
if  the  spear  struck  one  of  the  larger  blood  vessels,  blood  would  hav^  flowed, 
but  without  water ;  if,  however,  Jesus  had  already  been  dead  about  an  hour^ 
and  his  corpse  was  in  the  ordinary  state :  nothing  at  all  would  have  flowed. 
Thus  either  blood  or  nothing :  in  no  case  blood  and  water,  because  the  serum 
and  placenta  are  not  separated  in  the  vessels  of  the  corpse  as  in  the  basin 
after  blood-letting.  Hardly  then  had  the  author  of  this  trait  in  the  fourth 
gospel  himself  seen  the  atfiaVcai  vSoip  flowing  out  of  the  side  of  Jesus,  as  a  sign 
that  his  death  had  taken  place;  rather,  because  after  blood-letting  he  had  seen 
the  above  separation  take  place  in  the  blood  as  it  lo$t  its  vitality,  and  because 
he  was  desirous  to  show  a  certain  proof  of  the  death  of  Jesus,  he  represented 
those  separate  ingredients  as  flowing  out  of  his  wounded  corpse. 

The  Evangelist  assures  us,  with  the  most  solicitous  earnestness,  that  this 
really  happened  to  Jesus,  and  that  his  account  is  trustworthy,  as  being  founded 
on  personal  observation  (v.  35).  According  to  some,  he  gives  this  testimony 
in  opposition  todocetic  Gnostics,  who  denied  the  true  corporeality  of  Jesus  :^*^ 
but  wherefore  then  the  mention  of  the  water  ?  According  to  others,  on  ac- 
count of  the  noteworthy  fulfilment  of  two  prophecies  by  that  procedure  with 
respect  to  the  body  of  Jesus.^^  But,  as  Liicke  himself  says,  though  John 
does  certainly  elsewhere,  even  in  subordinate  points,  seek  a  fulfilment  of 
prophecy,  he  nowhere  attaches  to  it  so  extraordinary  a  weight  as  he  would 
here  have  done  according  to  this  supposition.  Hence  it  appears  the  most 
natural  supposition  that  the  Evangelist  intended  by  those  assurances  to  con- 
firm the  truth  of  the  death  of  Jesus, ^^  ^nd  that  he  merely  appended  the  refer- 

*  Winer,  ut  sup. 

^  Comp.  the  similar  statement  of  an  anatomist  in  De  Wette,  in  loc.  and  Tholuck  ut  sup. 

'^  Wetstein  and  Olshausen,  in  loc.  ;  comp.  Hase,  ut  sup. 

**  Liicke,  in  loc. 

"  Thus  Less,  Auferstehungsgeschichte,  s.  95  f.  ;  Tholuck,  in  loc.  According  to  Weisse 
(die  evang.  Gesch.  I,  s.  102,  2,  s.  237  ff.)  the  Evangelist  referred  to  a  passage  of  the 
apostolic  epistle,  under  a  misapprehension  of  its  meaning,  namely,  to  I  John  v.  6 :  o^bt 
i<mv  6  i\$<jtv  it  MoToj  xal  aXfMTOi,  'I.  6  Xp.  '  o6k  iw  ry  HBari  /xdpoPt  dXX  ip  ry  Wort  xai 

Tip  aXfMTl, 
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ence  to  the  fulfilment  of  Scripture  as  a  secondary  illustrative  addition.  The 
absence  of  an  historical  indication,  that  so  early  as  the  period  of  the  composi- 
tion of  the  fourth  gospel,  there  existed  a  suspicion  that  the  death  of  Jesus  was 
only  apparent,  does  not  suffice,  in  the  paucity  of  information  at  our  command 
concerning  that  period,  to  prove  that  a  suspicion  so  easy  of  suggestion  had 
not  actually  to  be  combated  in  the  circle  in  which  the  above  gospel  arose, 
and  that  it  may  not  have  given  occasion  to  the  adduction  of  proofs  not  only 
of  the  resurrection  of  Jesus,  but  also  of  his  death.^*  Even  in  the  Gospel  of 
Mark  a  similar  effort  is  visible.  When  this  Evangelist,  in  narrating  Joseph's 
entreaty  for  the  body  of  Jesus,  says  :  And  Pilate  fnan^dled  if  he  were  cUreeufy 
dead  (v.  44) :  this  suggests  the  idea  that  he  lent  to  Pilate  an  astonishment 
which  he  must  have  heard  expressed  by  many  of  his  cotemp)oraries  concerning 
the  rapidity  with  which  the  death  of  Jesus  had  ensued ;  and  when  he  proceeds 
to  state  that  the  procurator  obtained  from  the  centurion  certain  information 
that  Jesus  kad  been  some  time  dead,  iraXai  avtOave :  it  appears  as  if  he  wished, 
ill  silencing  the  doubt  of  Pilate,  to  silence  that  of  his  cotemporaries  also ;  but 
in  that  case  he  can  have  known  nothing  of  a  wound  with  a  spear,  and  its  con- 
sequences,  otherwise  he  would  not  have  left  unnoticed  this  securest  warrant 
of  death  having  really  taken  place :  so  that  the  representation  in  John  has 
the  appearance  of  being  a  fuller  development  of  a  tendency  of  the  legend 
already  visible  in  Mark. 

This  view  of  John's  narrative  is  further  confirmed  by  his  citation  of  Old 
Testament  passages,  as  fulfilled  in  this  event  In  the  stroke  of  the  spear  he 
sees  the  fulfilment  of  Zech.  xii.  10  (better  translated  by  John  than  by  the 

LXX.),  where  Jehovah  says  to  the  Israelites  ^1??  l^Sf  m  '^^  ^^'^^\  they  shall 
look  on  him  7vhom  they  have  pierced,  in  the  sense,  that  they  will  one  day  re- 
turn to  him  whom  they  had  so  grievously  offended.**  The  word  'V^y  to  pierce, 
understood  literally,  expresses  an  act  which  appears  more  capable  of  being' 
directed  against  a  man  than  against  Jehovah  :  this  interpretation  is  supported 
by  the  variation  in  the  reading  ^  vS ;  and  it  must  have  been  confirmed  by  the 
succeeding  context,  which  proceeds  in  the  third  person  thus :  and  th^  shall 
mourn  for  him,  as  one  moumeth  for  his  only  son^  and  shall  be  in  bitterness  for 
him,  as  one  that  is  in  bitterness  for  his  first-born.  Hence  the  Rabbins  inter- 
preted this  passage  of  the  Messiah  ben  Joseph,  who  would  be  pierced  by  the 
sword  in  battle,*^  and  the  Christians  might  refer  it,  as  they  did  so  many  pas- 
sages in  Psalms  of  lamentation,  to  their  Messiah,  at  first  understanding  the 
piercing  either  figuratively  or  as  implying  the  nailing  of  the  hands  (and  feet) 
in  crucifixion  (comp.  Rev.  i.  7);  until  at  last  some  one,  who  desired  a  more 
decisive  proof  of  death  than  crucifixion  in  itself  afforded,  interpreted  it  as  a 
special  piercing  with  the  spear. 

If  then  this  trait  of  the  piercing  with  the  spear  proceeded  from  the  com- 
bined interests  of  obtaining  a  proof  of  death,  and  a  literal  fulfilment  of  a 
prophecy  :  the  rest  must  be  regarded  as  merely  its  preparatory  groundwork. 
The  piercing  was  only  needful  as  a  test  of  death,  if  Jesus  had  to  be  early 
taken  down  from  the  cross,  which  according  to  Jewish  law  (Deut.  xxi.  22 ; 
Josh.  viii.  29,  X.  26,  f. — an  exception  occurs  in  2  Sam.  xxi.  6  ff.***)  must  in  any 
case  be  before  night ;  but  in  particular  in  the  present  instance  (a  special 
circumstance  which  John  alone  notes),  before  the  commencement  of  the 
passover.     If  Jesus  died  unusually  soon,  and  if  the  two  who  were  crucified 

"  Comp.  Kaiser,  bibl.  Theol.  i,  s.  253. 

"  Kosenmuller,  Schol.  in  V.  T.  7,  4,  p.  340. 
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Vid.  ap.  Rosenmiilier,  in  loc.  ;  Schottgen,  2,  p.  221  ;  Bertholdt,  §  17,  not.  12. 
Comp.  Joseph,  b.  j.  iv.  v.  2.     Sanhedrin,  vi.  5,  ap.  Lightfoot,  p.  499. 
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with  him  were  yet  to  be  taken  down  at  the  same  time,  the  death  of  the  latter 
must  be  hastened  by  violent  means.  This  might  be  done  likewise  by  means 
of  a  stroke  of  the  spear:  but  then  the  piercing,  which  in  2^ch.  xii.  10  was 
predicted  specially  of  the  Messiah^  would  equally  happen  to  others.  Thus 
in  their  case  it  would  be  better  to  choose  the  breaking  of  the  legs,  which 
would  not,  indeed,  instantaneously  superinduce  death,  but  which  yet  made 
it  ultimately  certain  as  a  consequence  of  the  mortification  produced  by  the 
fracture.  It  is  true  that  the  crurifragium  appears  nowhere  else  in  connexion 
with  crucifixion  among  the  Romans,  but  only  as  a  separate  punishment  for 
slaves,  prisoners  of  war,  and  the  like.^*^  But  it  was  not  the  less  suitable  in  a 
prophetic  point  of  view  3  for  was  it  not  said  of  the  Paschal  lamb  with  which 
Jesus  was  elsewhere  also  compared  (i  Cor.  v.  7) :  not  a  bone  of  him  shall  be 
broken  (Exod.  xii.  46)  ?  so  that  both  the  prophecies  were  fulfilled,  the  one 
determining  what  should  happen  exclusively  to  Jesus,  the  other  what  should 
happen  to  his  fellow-sufferers,  but  not  to  him. 


§  135- 

BURIAL  OF  JESUS. 

According  to  Roman  custom  the  body  of  Jesus  must  have  remained  sus- 
pended until  consumed  by  the  weather,  birds  of  prey,  and  corruption  ;  ^ 
according  to  the  Jewish,  it  must  have  been  interred  in  the  dishonourable 
burying  place  assigned  to  the  executed  :  ^  but  the  evangelical  accounts  in- 
form us  that  a  distinguished  adherent  of  the  deceased  begged  his  body  of  the 
procurator,  which,  agreeably  to  the  Roman  law,*  was  not  refused,  but  was 
immediately  delivered  to  him  (Matt,  xxvii.  57  parall).  This  man,  who  in  all 
the  gospels  is  named  Joseph,  and  said  to  be  derived  from  Arimathea,  was 
according  to  Matthew  a  rich  man  and  a  disciple  of  Jesus,  but  the  latter,  as 
John  adds,  only  in  secret ;  the  two  intermediate  Evangelists  describe  him  as 
an  honourable  member  of  the  high  council,  in  which  character,  Luke  remarks, 
he  had  not  given  his  voice  for  the  condemnation  of  Jesus,  and  they  both 
represent  him  as  cherishing  messianic  expectations.  That  we  have  here  a 
personal  description  gradually  developed  into  more  and  more  preciseness  is 
evident.  In  the  first  gospel  Joseph  is  a  disciple  of  Jesus — and  such  must 
have  been  the  man  who  under  circumstances  so  unfavourable  did  not  hesitate 
to  take  charge  of  his  body  ;  that,  according  to  the  same  gospel,  he  was  a  rich 
man  dvOpunro^  ir\ov<rLos  already  reminds  us  of  Isa.  liii.  9,  where  it  is  said 
vrp^  -i^K^y-n^l  h^j?  D^r^fh'n^  I^n  which  might  possibly  be  understood  of  a 
burial  with  the  rich,  and  thus  become  the  source  at  least  of  this  predicate  of 
Joseph  of  Arimathea.  That  he  entertained  messianic  ideas,  as  Luke  and 
Mark  add,  followed  of  course  from  his  relation  to  Jesus ;  that  he  was  a  coun- 
sellor,  povkevrrj^,  as  the  same  Evangelists  declare,  is  certainly  a  new  piece  of 
information  :  but  that  as  such  he  could  not  have  concurred  in  the  condemna- 
tion of  Jesus  was  again  a  matter  of  course  ;  lastly,  that  he  had  hitherto  kept 
his  adherence  to  Jesus  a  secret,  as  John  observes,  accords  with  the  peculiar 
position  in  relation  to  Jesus  which  this  Evangelist  gives  to  certain  exalted 
adherents,  especially  to  Nicodemus,  who  is  subsequently  associated  with 
Joseph.     Hence  it  must  not  be  at  once  supposed  that  the  additional  particu- 

'^  Vid.  Lipsius,  de  cruce,  L.  II.  cap.  14. 

*  Comp.  Winer,  i,  s.  802. 

*  Sanhedrin,  ap.  Lightfoot,  p.  499. 
'  Ulpian,  xlviii.  24,  i  ff. 
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lars  which  each  succeeding  Evangelist  gives,  rest  on  historical  information 
which  he  possessed  over  and  above  that  of  his  predecessors. 

While  the  synoptists  represent  the  interment  of  Jesus  as  being  performed 
by  Joseph  alone,  with  no  other  beholders  than  the  women,  John,  as  we  have 
observed,  introduces  Nicodemus  as  an  assistant ;  a  particular,  the  authenticity 
of  which  has  been  already  considered  in  connexion  with  the  first  appearance 
of  Nicodemus.*  This  individual  brings  spices  for  the  purpose  of  embalming 
Jesus ;  a  mixture  of  myrrh  and  aloes,  in  the  quantity  of  about  a  hundred 
pounds.  In  vain  have  commentators  laboured  to  withdraw  from  the  word 
kirpoy  which  John  here  uses,  the  signification  of  the  Latin  lidra,  and  to  sub- 
stitute a  smaller  weight :  ^  the  above  surprising  quantity  is,  however,  satisfac- 
torily accounted  for  by  the  remark  of  Olshausen,  that  the  superfluity  was  a 
natural  expression  of  the  veneration  of  those  men  for  Jesus.  In  the  fourth 
gospel  the  two  men  perform  the  office  of  embalming  immediately  after  the 
taking  down  of  the  body  from  the  cross,  winding  it  in  linen  clothes  after  the 
Jewish  practice ;  in  Luke  the  women,  on  their  return  home  from  the  grave  of 
Jesus,  provide  spices  and  ointments,  in  order  to  commence  the  embalming 
after  the  sabbath  (xxiii.  56,  xxiv.  i) ;  in  Mark  they  do  not  buy  the  j«/^^/  s/ices 
aptafiara  until  the  sabbath  is  past  (xvi.  i)  ;  while  in  Matthew  there  is  no  men- 
tion of  an  embalming  of  the  body  of  Jesus,  but  only  of  its  being  wrapped  in 
a  c/ean  linen  cloth  (xxvii.  59). 

Here  it  has  been  thought  possible  to  reconcile  the  difference  between  Mark 
and  Luke  in  relation  to  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  the  spices,  by  drawing 
over  one  of  the  two  narrators  to  the  side  of  the  other.  It  appeared  the 
most  easy  to  accommodate  Mark  to  Luke  by  the  supposition  of  an  enallage 
iemporum ;  his  verb  ifyopafrav,  tJuy  bought^  used  in  connexion  with  the  day 
after  the  sabbath,  being  taken  as  the  pluperfect,  and  understood  to  imply,  in 
accordance  with  the  statement  of  Luke,  that  the  women  had  the  spices  in 
readiness  from  the  evening  of  the  burial.^  But  against  this  reconciliation  it 
has  already  been  remarked  with  triumphant  indignation  by  the  Fragmentist, 
that  the  aorist,  standing  between  a  determination  of  time  and  the  statement 
of  an  object,  cannot  possibly  signify  anything  else  than  what  happened  at 
that  time  in  relation  to  that  object,  and  thus  the  words  •f/yopaa-av  dpwfAaTo, 
they  bought  sweet  spices ^  placed  between  Staycvo/xei^ov  rov  <raP0dTov,  The  sabbath 
being  pasty  and  tva  IKBovfTox  dAcM/raxriF  avrov,  that  they  might  come  and  anoint 
him,  can  only  signify  a  purchase  made  after  the  sabbath  had  elapsed.''  Hence 
Michaelis,  who  undertook  to  vindicate  the  histories  of  the  burial  and  resurrec- 
tion from  the  charge  of  contradiction  urged  by  the  Fragmentist,  betook  him- 
self to  the  opposite  measure,  and  sought  to  conform  Luke  to  Mark.  When 
Luke  writes  :  vtrofrrp&lfaa-ai  hi  rp-oCfiao-av  apiafiara  Kal  fivpa,  and  they  returned^ 
and  bought  sweet  spices  and  ointments,  he  does  not,  we  are  told,  mean  that  they 
had  made  this  purchase  immediately  after  their  return,  and  consequently  on 
the  evening  of  the  burial :  on  the  contrary,  by  the  addition  icat  to  /xcf  adfiparov 
rfcrvxaa-av  Kara  rrpf  €yTo\rjv,  and  rested  the  sabbath  day,  according  to  the  com- 
mandment, he  himself  gives  us  to  understand  that  it  did  not  happen  until  the 
sabbath  was  past,  since  between  their  return  from  the  grave  and  the  com- 
mencement of  the  sabbath  at  six  in  the  evening,  there  was  no  time  left  for  the 
purchase.®    But  when  Luke  places  his  iJrot/Aao-av  {they  prepared)  between 

*  Vol.  II.  §  8a. 

^  Michaelis,  Begrabniss-  und  Auferstehungsgeschichte,  s.  68  ff. 

*  Thus  Grotius  ;  Less,  Auferstehungsgeschichte,  s.  165. 

^  See  the  fifth  Fragment,  in  I.«ssing's  vierteni  Beitrag  zur  Geschichte  und  Literatur,  s. 
467  f.     Comp.  concerning  these  diflferences  also  Lessing*s  Duplik. 

*  Michaelis,  ut  sup.  s.  102  ff. 
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\nro(rrp€^<urajL  {being  returned)  and  yiavxtKrav  {they  rested)^  this  can  as  little 
signify  something  occurring  after  the  rest  of  the  sabbath,  as  in  Mark  the 
similarly  placed  word  riyopacrav  can  signify  something  which  had  happened 
before  the  sabbath.  Hence  more  recent  theologians  have  perceived  that 
each  of  these  two  Evangelists  must  be  allowed  to  retain  the  direct  sense  of 
his  words ;  nevertheless  they  have  believed  it  possible  to  free  both  the  one 
and  the  other  from  the  appearance  of  error  by  the  supposition  that  the  spices 
prepared  before  the  sabbath  were  not  sufficient,  and  that  the  women,  agree- 
ably to  Mark's  statement,  really  bought  an  additional  stock  after  the  sabbath.^ 
But  there  must  have  been  an  enormous  requirement  of  spices  if  first  the 
hundred  pounds  weight  contributed  by  Nicodemus  had  not  sufficed,  and  on 
this  account  the  women  on  the  evening  before  the  sabbath  had  laid  ready 
more  spices,  and  then  these  too  were  found  insufficient,  so  that  they  had  to 
buy  yet  more  on  the  morning  after  the  sabbath. 

Thus  however,  in  consistency,  it  is  necessary  to  solve  the  second  contra- 
diction which  exists  between  the  two  intermediate  Evangelists  unitedly  and 
the  fourth,  namely,  that  according  to  the  latter  Jesus  was  embalmed  with  a 
hundred  weight  of  ointment  before  being  laid  in  the  grave,  while  according  to 
the  former  the  embalming  was  deferred  until  after  the  sabbath.  But  as  far  as 
the  quantity  was  concerned,  the  hundred  pounds  of  myrrh  and  aloes  were 
more  than  enough :  that  which  was  wanting,  and  had  to  be  supplied  after  the 
sabbath,  could  only  relate  to  the  manner,  i.e.  that  the  spices  had  not  yet  been 
applied  to  the  body  in  the  right  way — because  the  process  had  been  inter- 
rupted by  the  arrival  of  the  sabbath.*^  But,  if  we  listen  to  John,  the  inter- 
ment of  Jesus  on  the  evening  of  his  death  was  performed  KaOm  €^09  ccrrl  rots 
lov8ato($  €VTa<l>id^€iv,  OS  the  manner  of  the  Jevfs  is  to  bury,  i.e.  r//^,  in  due 
form,  the  corpse  being  wound  in  the  linen  clothes  oOovia  with  the  spices  /xcra 
Twv  opctf/AarcDv  (v.  40),  which  constituted  the  whole  of  Jewish  embalming,  so 
that  according  to  John  nothing  was  wanting  in  relation  to  the  manner  ;^^  not 
tp  mention  that  if  the  women,  as  Mark  and  Luke  state,  bought  fresh  spices 
and  placed  them  in  readiness,  the  embalming  of  Nicodemus  must  have  been 
defective  as  to  quantity  also.  Thus  in  the  burial  of  Jesus  as  narrated  by 
John  nothing  objective  was  wanting :  nevertheless,  it  has  been  maintained 
that  subjectively,  as  regarded  the  women,  it  had  not  been  performed,  i.e. 
they  were  ignorant  that  Jesus  had  already  been  embalmed  by  Nicodemus  and 
Joseph. ^^  One  is  astonished  that  such  a  position  can  be  advanced,  since  the 
synoptists  expressly  state  that  the  women  were  present  at  the  interment  of 
Jesus,  and  beheld,  not  merely  the  place  (irov  rt^crat,  Mark),  but  also  the 
manner  in  which  he  was  interred  (w?  ere^iy,  Luke). 

There  is  a  third  divergency  relative  to  this  point  between  Matthew  and  the 
rest  of  the  Evangelists,  in  so  far  as  the  former  mentions  no  embalming  either 
before  or  after  the  sabbath.  This  divergency,  as  it  consists  merely  in  the 
silence  of  one  narrator,  has  been  hitherto  little  regarded,  and  even  the  Frag- 
mentist  admits  that  the  wrapping  of  the  body  in  a  clean  linen  cloih,  mentioned 
by  Matthew,  involves  also  the  Jewish  method  of  embalming.  But  in  this 
instance  there  might  easily  be  drawn  an  argument  ex  silentio.  When  we  read 
in  the  narrative  of  the  anointing  at  Bethany  the  declaration  of  Jesus,  that  the 
woman  by  this  deed  had  anointed  his  body  for  burial  (Matt.  xxvi.  1 2  parall.) : 
this  has  indeed  its  significance  in  all  the  narratives,  but  a  peculiarly  striking 

*  Kuindl,  in  Luc.  p.  721. 
»®  Thus  Tholuck,  in  loc. 
'^  See  the  Fragments,  ut  sup.  s.  469  ff. 

*'  Michaelis,  ut  sup.  s.  99  f.  ;  Kuinol  and  Liicke  leave  open  the  choice  between  this 
expedient  and  the  former. 
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one  in  Matthew,  according  to  whose  subsequent  narrative  no  anointing  took 
place  at  the  burial  of  Jesus,^^  and  this  fact  appears  to  be  the  only  sufficient 
explanation  of  the  special  importance  which  the  Evangelical  tradition  attached 
to  the  action  of  the  woman.  If  he  who  was  revered  as  the  Messiah  did  not, 
under  the  pressure  of  unfavourable  circumstances,  receive  at  his  burial  the 
due  honour  of  embalmment :  then  must  the  thoughts  of  his  adherents  revert 
with  peculiar  complacency  to  an  event  in  the  latter  part  of  his  life,  in  which  a 
humble-minded  female  votary,  as  if  foreboding  that  this  honour  would  be 
denied  to  him  when  dead,  rendered  it  to  him  while  yet  living.  Viewed  in  this 
lig:ht  the  different  representation  of  the  anointing  in  the  other  Evangelists 
would  have  the  appearance  of  a  gradual  development  of  the  legend.  In  Mark 
and  Luke  it  still  remains,  as  in  Matthew,  that  the  corpse  of  Jesus  is  not  really 
embalmed :  but,  said  the  legend,  already  outstepping  the  narrative  of  the  first 
gospel,  the  embalming  was  designed  for  him, —  this  intention  was  the  motive 
lor  the  resort  of  the  women  to  his  grave  on  the  morning  after  the  sabbath, 
and  its  execution  was  only  prevented  by  the  resurrection.  In  the  fourth 
gospel,  on  the  other  hand,  this  anointing,  from  being  first  performed  on  him 
by  anticipation  while  he  was  yet  living,  and  then  intended  for  him  when 
dead,  resolved  itself  into  an  actual  embalming  of  his  body  after  death :  in 
conjunction  with  which,  however,  after  the  manner  of  legendary  formations, 
the  reference  of  the  earlier  anointing  to  the  burial  of  Jesus  was  left  standing;. 

The  body  of  Jesus,  according  to  all  the  narrators,  was  forthwith  deposited 
in  a  tomb  hewn  out  of  a  rock,  and  closed  with  a  great  stone.  Matthew  de- 
scribes this  tomb  as  Kaivov,  new  ;  an  epithet  which  Luke  and  John  more  closely 
determine  by  stating  that  no  man  had  yet  been  laid  therein.  We  may  observe 
in  passing,  that  there  is  as  much  reason  for  suspicion  with  respect  to  this  new- 
ness of  the  grave,  as  with  respect  to  the  unridden  ass  in  the  history  of  the 
entrance  of  Jesus,  since  here  in  the  same  way  as  there,  the  temptation  lay 
irresistibly  near,  even  without  historical  grounds,  to  represent  the  sacred  re- 
ceptacle of  the  body  of  Jesus  as  never  having  been  polluted  by  any  corpse. 
But  even  in  relation  to  this  tomb  the  Evangelists  exhibit  a  divergency.  Ac- 
cording to  Matthew  it  was  the  property  of  Joseph,  who  had  himself  caused  it 
to  be  hewn  in  the  rock ;  and  the  two  other  synoptists  also,  since  they  make 
Joseph  unhesitatingly  dispose  of  the  grave,  appear  to  proceed  on  the  same  pre- 
supposition. According  to  John,  on  the  contrary,  Joseph's  right  of  property 
in  the  grave  was  not  the  reason  that  Jesus  was  laid  there;  but  because  time 
])ressed,  he  was  deposited  in  the  new  sepulchre,  which  happened  to  be  in  a 
neighbouring  garden.  Here  again  the  harmonists  have  tried  their  art  on  both 
sides.  Matthew  was  to  be  brought  into  agreement  with  John  by  the  obser- 
vation, that  a  manuscript  of  his  gospel  omits  the  avroG  {his  own)  after 
fjLirrjfjL€uo ;  while  an  ancient  translation  read,  instead  of  o  c\ard/xi^cv  {wAiiA  he 
had  hewn\ — o  ^v  XeXaTOfirffAtvov  {which  7vcu  hewn)  :  ^*  as  if  these  alterations 
were  not  obviously  owing  already  to  harmonizing  efforts.  Hence  the  oppo- 
site side  has  been  taken,  and  it  has  been  remarked  that  the  words  of  John  by 
no  means  exclude  the  possibility  that  Joseph  may  have  been  the  owner  of  the 
tomb,  since  both  reasons — the  vicinity,  and  the  fact  that  the  grave  belonged 
to  Joseph — may  have  co-operated.^*  But  the  contrary  is  rather  the  truth : 
namely,  that  the  vicinity  of  the  grave  when  alleged  as  a  motive,  excludes  the 
fact  of  possession :  a  house  in  which  I  should  take  shelter  from  a  shower, 
because  it  is  near,  would  not  be  my  own  ;  unless  indeed  I  were  the  owner  of 

"  Comp.  De  Wette,  in  loc  Matth. 

^*  Michaelis,  ut  sup.  s.  45  ff. 

"  Kuinol,  in  Matth.  p.  786 ;  Hase,  §  145 ;  Tholuck,  Comm.  s.  32a 
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two  houses,  one  near  and  one  more  distant,  of  which  the  latter  was  my  proper 
dwelling  :  and  in*  like  manner  a  grave,  in  which  a  person  lays  a  relative  or 
friend  who  does  not  himself  possess  one,  because  it  is  near,  cannot  be  his 
own,  unless  he  possess  more  than  one,  and  intend  at  greater  leisure  to  convey 
the  deceased  into  the  other ;  which  however  in  our  case,  since  the  near  grave 
was  from  its  newness  adapted  above  all  others  for  the  interment  of  Jesus,  is 
not  easily  conceivable.  If  according  to  this  the  contradiction  subsists,  there 
does  not  appear  in  the  narratives  themselves  any  ground  for  decision  in 
favour  of  the  one  or  of  the  other.  ^^ 


§  136. 

THE  WATCH  AT  THE  GRAVE  OF  J^SUS. 

• 

On  the  following  day,  the  Sabbath,^  the  chief  priests  and  Pharisees,  ac- 
cording to  Matthew  (xxvii.  62  if.)  came  to  Pilate,  and  with  reference  to  the 
prediction  of  Jesus,  that  he  should  rise  again  after  three  days^  requested  him 
to  place  a  watch  by  his  grave,  lest  his  disciples  should  take  occasion  from  the 
expectation  which  that  prediction  had  awakened,  to  steal  his  body  and  then 
spread  a  report  that  he  was  risen  again.  Pilate  granted  .their  request,  and  ac- 
cordingly they  went  away,  sealed  the  stone,  and  placed  the  watch  before  the 
grave.  The  subsequent  resurrection  of  Jesus  (we  must  here  anticipate  so 
far),  and  the  angelic  appearances  which  accompanied  it,  so  terrified  the  guards, 
that  they  became  as  dead  tnen,  wrti  vcxpoi, — forthwith,  however,  hastened  to 
the  city  and  gave  an  account  of  the  event  to  the  chief  priests.  The  latter, 
after  having  deliberated  on  the  subject  in  an  assembly  with  the  elders,  bribed 
the  soldiers  to  pretend  that  the  disciples  had  stolen  the  body  by  night ; 
whence,  the  narrator  adds,  this  report  was  disseminated,  and  was  persisted  in 
up  to  his  time  (xxviii.  4,  11  if.). 

In  this  narrative,  peculiar  to  the  first  gospel,  critics  have  found  all  kinds  of 
difiSculties,  which  have  been  exposed  with  the  most  acumen  by  the  author  of 
the  Wolfenbiittel  Fragments,  and  after  him  by  Paulus.^  The  difficulties  lie 
first  of  all  in  this :  that  neither  the  requisite  conditions  of  the  event,  nor  its 
necessary  consequences,  are  presented  in  the  rest  of  the  New  Testament 
history.  As  regards  the  former,  it  is  not  to  be  conceived  how  the  Sanhedrists 
could  obtain  the  information,  that  Jesus  was  to  return  to  life  three  days  after 
his  death :  since  there  is  no  trace  of  such  an  idea  having  existed  even  among 
his  disciples.  They  say :  Wis  renumber  that  that  deceiver  said^  while  he  was 
yeta^ve^  etc  If  we  are  to  understand  from'  this  that  they  remembered  to 
have  heard  him  speak  to  that  effect;  Jesus,  according  to  the  evangelical 
accounts,  never  spoke  plainly  of  his  resurrection  in  the  presence  of  his 
enemies ;  and  the  figurative  discourses  which  remained  unintelligible  to  his 
confidential  disciples,  could  still  less  be  understood  by  the  Jewish  hierarchs, 

'*  A  confusion  of  the  ir^os  garden  near  to  the  place  of  execution,  where  according  to 
John  Jesus  was  buried,  with  the  garden  of  Gethsemane,  where  he  was  taken  prisoner, 
appears  to  have  given  rise  to  the  statement  of  the  Evang.  Nicodemi,  that  Jesus  was  crucified 
h  rf  K^Ti^^  6irou  iwt&rSri  in  the  garden  where  he  was  apprehended,    C.  ix.  p.  580,  ap.  Thilo. 

^  T{  iwa&piof',  f^is  4crl  fxerik  r^  xapofficev^p  {the  next  day,  thatfcllowed  the  day  of  the  pre- 
paration)^ is  certainly  a  singular  periphrasis  for  the  sabbath,  for  it  is  a  strangely  inappropriate 
mode  of  expression  to  designate  a  solemn  day,  as  the  day  after  the  previous  day  :  neverthe- 
less  we  must  abide  by  this  meaning  so  long  as  we  are  unable  to  evade  it  in  a  more  natural 
manner  than  Schneckenburger  in  his  chronology  of  the  Passion  week,  Beitrage,  s.  3  fT. 

'  The  former,  ut  sup.  s.  437  ff.  ;  the  latter  in  the  exeg.  Handb.  3,  b,  s.  837  fit.     Comp. 
Kaiser,  bibl.  Theol.  1,  s.  253. 
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who  were  less  accustomed  to  his  mode  of  thought  and  expressioa     If^  how- 
ever, the  Sanhednsts  merely  intend  to  say,  that  they  had  heard  from  others 
of  his    having  given  such  a  promise :    this  intelligence  could  only  have 
proceeded  from  the  disciples  ;  but  as  these  had  not,  either  before  or  after  the 
death  of  Jesus,  the  slightest  anticipation  of  his  resurrection,  they  could  not 
have  excited  such  an  anticipation  in  others ; — not  to  mention  that  we  have 
been  obliged  to  reject  as  unhistorical  the  whole  of  the  predictions  of  the 
resurrection  lent  to  Jesus  in  the  gospels.     £qually  incomprehensible  with  this 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  enemies  of  Jesus,  is  the  silence  of  his  friends, 
the  Aposdes  and  the  other  Evangelists  besides  Matthew,  concerning  a  cir- 
cumstance so  favourable  to  their  cause.     It  is  certainly  applying  too  modern 
a  standard  to  the  conduct  of  the  disciples  to  say  with  the  Wolfenbiittd  Frag- 
mentist,  that  they  must  have  entreated  from  Pilate  a  letter  under  his  seal  in 
attestation  of  the  £act  that  a  watch  had  been  set  over  the  grave  :  but  it  must 
be  held  surprising  that  in  none  of  the  ap)Ostolic  speeches  is  there  an3rwhere  an 
appeal  to  so  striking  a  fact,  and  that  even  in  the  gospels,  with  the  excepdon 
of  the  first,  it  has  left  no  discoverable  trace.     An  attempt  has  been  made  to 
explain  this  silence  from  the  consideration,  that  the  bribing  of  the  guards  by 
the  Sanhedrim  had  rendered  an  appeal  to  them  fruitless : '  but  truth  is  not  so 
readily  surrendered  to  such  obvious  falsehoods,  and  at  all  events,  when  the 
adherents  of  Jesus  had  to  defend  themselves  before  the  Sanhedrim,  the  men- 
tion of  such  a  fact  must  have  been  a  powerful  weapon.     The  cause  is  already 
half  given  up  when  its  advocates  retreat  to  the  position,  that  the  disciples  pro- 
bably did  not  become  acquainted  with  the  true  cause  of  the  event  imme- 
diately,  but  only  later,  when  the  soldiers  began  to  betray  the  secret.^    For 
even  if  the  guards  in  the  first  instance  merely  set  afloat  the  tale  of  the  theft, 
and  thus  admitted  that  they  had  been  placed  by  the  grdve,  the  adherents  of 
Jesus  could  already  construe  for  themselves  the  real  state  of  the  case,  and 
might  boldly  appeal  to  the  guards,  who  must  have  been  witnesses  of  some- 
thing quite  different  from  the  theft  of  a  corpse.     But  lest  we  be  told  of  the 
invalidity  of  an  argument  drawn  from  the  merely  negative  foct  of  silence,  there 
is  something  positive  narrated  concerning  a  part  of  the  adherents  of  Jesus, 
namely,  the  women,  which  is  not  reconcilable  with  the  fact  of  a  watch  being 
placed  at  the  grave.    Not  only  do  the  women  who  resort  to  the  grave  on  the 
morning  after  the  Sabbath,  intend  to  complete  the  embalming  which  they 
could  not  hope  to  be  permitted  to  do,  if  they  knew  that  a  watch  was  placed 
before  the  grave,  and  that  this  was  besides  sealed :  ^  but  according  to  Mark 
their  whole  perplexity  on  their  way  to  the  grave  turns  upon  the  question,  who 
will  roll  away  the  stone  for  them  from  the  grave ;  a  clear  proof  that  they  knew 
nothing  of  tiie  guards,  since  these  either  would  not  have  allowed  them  to 
remove  the  stone,  however  light,  or  if  they  would  have  allowed  this,  would 
also  have  helped  them  to  roll  away  a  heavier  one  ;  so  that  in  any  case  the 
difficulty  as  to  the  weight  of  the  stone  would  have  been  superfluous.     But 
that  the  placing  of  the  watch  should  have  remained  unknown  to  the  women  is, 
from  the  attention  which  everything  relative  to  the  end  of  Jesus  excited  in 
Jerusalem  ^Luke  xxiv.  18),  highly  improbable. 

But  withm  the  narrative  also,  every  feature  is  full  of  difficulties,  for,  accord- 
ing to  the  expression  of  Paulus,  no  one  of  the  persons  who  appear  in  it,  acts 
in  accordance  with  his  character.     That  Pilate  should  have  granted  the  re- 

'  Michaelis,  Begrabniss-  und  Auferstehongsgeschichte,  s.  206 ;  Olshaosen  2,  s.  506. 
^  Michaelis,  ut  sup. 

^  Olshausen  overlooks  the  latter  point  when  he  (ut  sup.)  says  the  watch  had  not  received 
the  command  to  prevent  the  completion  of  the  interment. 
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quest  of  the  Jewish  magistrates  for  a  watch,  I  will  not  say  without  hesitation, 
but  so  entirely  without  ridicule,  must  be  held  surprising  after  his  previous 
conduct ;  ^  such  minor  particulars  might  however  be  merely  passed  over  by 
Matthew  in  his  summary  mode  of  recounting  the  incidents.  It  is  more 
astonishing  that  the  guards  should  have  been  so  easily  induced  to  tell  a  false- 
hood which  the  severity  of  Roman  discipline  made  so  dangerous,  as  that  they 
had  failed  in  their  duty  by  sleeping  on  their  post ;  especially  as,  from  the  bad 
understanding  which  existed  between  the  Sanhedrim  and  the  procurator,  they 
could  not  know  how  far  the  mediation  promised  by  the  former  would  avail. 
But  the  most  inconceivable  feature  is  the  alleged  conduct  of  the  Sanhedrim. 
The  difficulty  which  lies  in  their  going  to  the  heathen  procurator  on  the 
Sabbath,  defiling  themselves  by  approaching  the  grave,  and  placing  a  watch, 
has  certainly  been  overstrained  by  the  Fragmentist ;  but  their  conduct,  when 
the  guards,  returning  from  the  grave,  apprised  them  of  the  resurrection  of 
Jesus,  is  truly  impossible.  They  believe  the  assertion  of  the  soldiers  that 
Jesus  had  arisen  out  of  his  grave  in  a  miraculous  manner.  How  could  the 
council,  many  of  whose  members  were  Sadducees,  receive  this  as  credible  ? 
Even  the  Pharisees  in  the  Sanhedrim,  though  they  held  in  theory  the  possi- 
bility of  a  resurrection,  would  not,  with  the  mean  opinion  which  they  enter- 
tained ^f  Jesus,  be  inclined  to  believe  in  his  resurrection ;  especially  as  the 
assertion  in  the  mouth  of  the  guards  sounded  just  like  a  falsehood  invented 
to  screen  a  failure  in  duty.  The  real  Sanhedrists,  on  hearing  such  an  asser- 
tion from  the  soldiers,  would  have  replied,  with  exasperation  :  You  lie !  you 
have  slept  and  allowed  him  to  be  stolen ;  but  you  will  have  to  pay  dearly 
for  this,  when  it  comes  to  be  investigated  by  the  procurator.  But  instead  of 
this,  the  Sanhedrists  in  our  gospel  speak  them  fair,  and  entreat  them  thus  : 
Tell  a  lie,  say  that  you  have  slept  and  allowed  him  to  be  stolen  :  moreover, 
they  pay  them  richly  for  the  falsehood,  and  promise  to  exculpate  them  to  the 
procurator.  This  is  evidently  spoken  entirely  on  the  Christian  presupposition 
of  the  reality  of  the  resurrection  of  Jesus ;  a  presupposition  however  which  is 
quite  incorrectly  attributed  to  the  members  of  the  Sanhedrim.  It  is  also  a 
difficulty,  not  merely  searched  out  by  the  Fragmentist,  but  even  acknowledged 
by  orthodox  expositors,^  that  the  Sanhedrim,  in  a  regular  assembly,  and  after 
a  formal  consultation,  should  have  resolved  to  corrupt  the  soldiers  and  put  a 
lie  into  their  mouths.  That  in  this  manner  a  college  of  seventy  men  should 
have  officially  decided  on  suggesting  and  rewarding  the  utterance  of  a  false- 
hood, is,  as  Olshausen  justly  observes,  too  widely  4t  variance  with  the  de- 
corum, the  sense  of  propriety,  inseparable  from  such  an  assembly.  The 
expedient  of  supposing,  that  it  was  merely  a  private  meeting,  since  only  the 
chief  priests  and  dders^  not  the  scribes^  are  said  to  have  embraced  the  resolu- 
tion of  bribing  the  soldiers,®  would  involve  the  singularity,  that  in  this 
assembly  the  scribes  were  absent,  while  in  the  shortly  previous  interview  with  the 
procurator,  where  the  scribes  are  represented  by  the  Pharisees  who  formed 
their  majority,  the  elders  were  wanting  :  whence  it  is  evident  rather  that,  it 
being  inconvenient  invariably  to  designate  the  Sanhedrim  by  a  full  enumera- 
tion of  its  constituent  parts,  it  was  not  seldom  indicated  by  the  mention  of 
only  some  or  one  of  these.  If  it  therefore  remains  that  according  to  Matthew 
the  high  council  must  in  a  formal  session  have  resolved  on  bribing  the 
guards :  such  an  act  of  baseness  could  only  be  attributed  to  the  council  as 

*  Olshausen  indeed  is  here  still  so  smitten  with  awe,  that  he  supposes  Pilate  to  have  been 
penetrated  with  an  indescribable  feeling  of  dread  on  hearing  this  communication  from  the 
Sanhedrists,  s.  505. 

^  Olshausen,  s  506. 

^  Michaelis,  ut  sup.  s.  198  f. 
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such,  by  the  rancour  of  the  primitive  Christians,  among  whom  our  anecdote 
arose. 

These  difficulties  in  the  present  narrative  of  the  first  gospel  have  been  felt 
to  be  so  pressing,  that  it  has  been  attempted  to  remove  them  by  the  suppo- 
position  of  interpolation ;  ^  which  has  lately  been  moderated  into  the  opinion, 
that  while  the  anecdote  did  not  indeed  proceed  from  the  Apostle  Matthew 
himself,  it  was  not  however  added  by  a  hand  otherwise  alien  to  our  gospel, 
but  was  inserted  by  the  Greek  translator  of  the  Hebrew  Matthew.*®  Against 
the  former  supposition  the  absence  of  all  critical  authority  is  decisive ;  the 
appeal  of  those  who  advance  the  other  opinion  to  the  unapostolic  character  of 
the  anecdote,  would  not  warrant  its  separation  from  the  context  of  the  main 
narrative,  unless  that  narrative  itself  were  already  proved  to  be  of  apostolic 
origin ;  while  the  anecdote  is  so  far  from  presenting  any  want  of  connexion 
with  the  rest,  that,  on  the  contrary,  Paulus  is  right  in  his  remark  that  an  inter- 
polator (or  inserting  translator)  would  scarcely  have  given  himself  the  trouble 
to  distribute  his  interpolation  in  three  different  places  (xxvii.  62-66 ;  xxviii. 
4,  1 1 -1 5),  but  would  have  compressed  it  into  one  passage,  or  at  roost  two. 
Neither  can  the  question  be  settled  so  cheaply  as  Olshausen  imagines,  when  he 
concludes  that  the  entire  narrative  is  apostolic  and  correct,  save  that  the  Evan- 
gelist erred  in  representing  the  corruption  of  the  guards  as  being  resolved  on 
in  full  council,  whereas  the  affair  was  probably  managed  in  secret  by  Caiaphas 
alone  :  as  if  this  assembly  of  the  council  were  the  sole  difficulty  of  the  narra- 
tive, and  as  i(  when  errors  had  insinuated  themselves  in  relation  to  this  par- 
ticular, they  might  not  extend  to  others  also.** 

Paulus  correctly  points  out  how  Matthew  himself,  by  the  statement :  and 
this  saying  is  commonly  reported  among  the  Jews  to  this  day^ — ^indicates  a  cal- 
umnious Jewish  report  as  the  source  of  his  narrative.  But  when  this  theolo- 
gian expresses  the  opinion  that  the  Jews  themselves  propagated  the  stoiy,  that 
they  had  placed  a  watch  at  the  grave  of  Jesus,  but  that  the  guards  had  per- 
mitted his  body  to  be  stolen  :  this  is  as  perverted  a  view  as  that  of  Hase,  when 
he  conjectures  that  the  report  in  question  proceeded  first  of  all  from  the 
friends  of  Jesus,  and  was  afterwards  modified  by  his  enemies.  For  as  regards 
the  former  supposition,  Kuinol  has  already  correctly  remarked,  that  Matthew 
merely  designates  the  assertion  respecting  the  theft  of  the  corpse  as  a  Jewish 
report,  not  die  entire  narrative  of  the  placing  of  a  watch ;  neither  is  there  any 
reason  to  be  conceived  why  the  Jews  should  have  fabricated  such  a  report  as 
that  a  watch  was  set  at  the  grave  of  Jesus :  Paulus  says,  it  was  hoped  thereby 
to  render  the  assertion  that  the  body  of  Jesus  was  stolen  by  his  disciples  more 
easy  of  acceptation  with  the  credulous :  but  those  must  indeed  have  been 
very  credulous  who  did  not  observe,  that  the  placing  of  the  watch  was  the  very 
thing  to  render  a  furtive  removal  of  the  body  of  Jesus  improbable.  Paulus 
appears  to  represent  the  matter  to  himself  thus :  the  Jews  wished  to  obtain 
witnesses  as  it  were  to  the  accusation  of  a  theft,  and  for  this  purpose  fabricated 
the  story  of  the  guard  being  placed  by  the  grave.  But  that  the  guards  with 
open  eyes  quietly  beheld  the  disciples  of  Jesus  carry  away  his  body,  no  one 
could  credit :  while,  if  they  saw  nothing  of  this,  because  they  slept,  they  gave 
no  testimony,  since  they  could  then  only  by  inference  arrive  at  the  conclusion, 
that  the  body  might  have  been  stolen  :  a  conclusion  which  could  be  drawn 
just  as  well  without  them.  Thus  in  no  way  can  the  watch  have  belonged  to 
the  Jewish  basis  of  the  present  narrative ;  but  the  report  disseminated  among 

*  Stroth,  in  £ichhoni*s  Repertorium,  9,  s.  141. 

'^  Kern,  iiber  den  Ursprung  des  £v.  Matth.  TiiK  Zeitschrifl,  1834,  2,  s.  lOO  f. ;  comp. 
123.  Compare  my  Review,  Jahrbucher  f.  wiss.  Kritik,  Nov.  1834 ;  now  in  the  Charak- 
teristiken  u.  Kritlken,  s.  280.  "  Hase,  L.  J.,  §  145. 
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the  Jews  consisted,  as  the  text  also  says,  merely  in  the  assertion  that  the  dis- 
ciples had  stolen  the  body.  As  the  Christians  wished  to  oppose  this  calumny, 
there  was  formed  among  them  the  legend  of  a  watch  placed  at  the  grave  of 
Jesus,  and  now  they  could  boldly  confront  their  slanderers  with  the  question  r 
how  can  the  body  have  been  carried  away,  since  you  placed  a  watch  at  the 
grave  and  sealed  the  stone  ?  And  because,  as  we  have  ourselves  proved  in 
the  course  of  our  inquiry,  a  legend  is  not  fully  convicted  of  groundlessness 
until  it  has  been  shown  how  it  could  arise  even  without  historical  grounds  : 
it  was  attempted  on  the  side  of  the  Christians,  in  showing  what  was  supposed 
to  be  the  true  state  of  the  case,  to  expose  also  the  origin  of  the  false  legend, 
by  deriving  the  ^Isehood  propagated  among  the  Jews  from  the  contrivance  of 
the  Sanhedrim,  and  their  corruption  of  the  guards.  Thus  the  truth  is  pre- 
cisely the  reverse  of  what  Hase  says,  namely,  that  the  legend  probably  arose 
among  the  friends  of  Jesus  and  was  modified  by  his  enemies :— the  friends 
first  had  an  inducement  to  the  fiction  of  the  watch,  when  the  enemies  had 
already  spoken  of  a  theft.** 

§   137. 

FIRST  TIDINGS   OF  THE   RESURRECTION. 

That  the  first  news  of  the  grave  of  Jesus  being  opened  and  empty  on  the 
second  morning  after  his  burial,  came  to  the  disciples  by  the  mouth  of  women, 
is  unanimously  stated  by  the  four  Evangelists  :  but  in  all  the  more  particular 
circumstances  they  diverge  from  each  other,  in  a  way  which  has  presented  the 
richest  material  for  the  polemic  of  the  Wolfenbiittel  Fragmentist,  and  on  the 
other  hand  has  given  abundant  work  to  the  harmonists  and  apologists,  with- 
out there  having  been  hitherto  any  successful  attempt  at  a  satisfactory  media- 
tion between  the  two  parties.* 

Leaving  behind  the  difference  which  is  connected  with  the  divergencies  in 
the  history  of  the  burial,  as  to  the  object  of  the  women  in  resorting  to  the 
grave, — namely,  that  according  to  the  two  intermediate  Evangelists  they 
intended  to  embalm  the  body  of  Jesus,  according  to  the  two  others  merely  to 
pay  a  visit  to  the  grave, — we  find,  first,  a  very  complicated  divergency  relative 
to  the  number  of  the  women  who  made  this  visit.  Luke  merely  speaks 
indefinitely  of  many  women ;  not  alone  those  whom  he  describes  xxiii.  55, 
as  having  come  with  Jesus  from  Galilee,  and  of  whom  he  mentions  by  name, 
Mary  Magdalene,  Joanna,  and  Mary  the  mother  of  James,  but  also  certain 
others  ivith  them^  rtvcs  crvv  avrots  (xxiv.  i).  Mark  has  merely  three  women ; 
two  of  those  whom  Luke  also  names,  but  as  the  third,  Salome  instead  of 
Joanna  (xvi.  i).  Matthew  has  not  this  third  woman,  respecting  whom  the 
two  intermediate  Evangelists  difier,  but  merely  the  two  Maries  concerning 
whom  they  agree  (xxviii.  i).  Lastly,  John^has  only  one  of  these,  Mary  Magda- 
lene (xx.  i).  The  time  at  which  the  women  go  to  the  grave  is  likewise  not  de- 
termined with  uniformity ;  for  even  if  the  words  of  Matthew,  In  the  end  of  the 
sabbath^  as  it  began  to  dawn  toward  the  first  day  of  the  week,  o^c  cra^^dTinv, 
Tj;  hn^taaKovuri  ct5  fuav  o-a)3)3aT(i>v,  make  no  difference, '  still  the  addition  of 
Mark :  at  the  rising  of  the  sun,  dvartiXavTo^  tov  -^XXov,  are  in  contradiction  with 
the  expressions  when  it  was  yet  dark,  o-KorLa^  erioijarrfiy  in  John,  and  very  early 
in  the  morning,  o/>^/)ov)3a^€os,  in  Luke. — In  relation  to  the  circumstances  in 
which  the  women  first  saw  the  grave  there  may  appear  to  be  a  difference,  at 

'*  Comp.  Theile,  zur  Biogr.  Jesu,  §  37  ;  Weisse,  die  Evang.  G«sch.  2,  s.  343  f. 
^  Comp.  Theile,  ut  sup. 
*  Comp.  Fritzsche,  in  loc.,  and  Kern,  Tub.  Zeitschr.  1834,  2,  s.  102  f. 
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least  between  Matthew  and  the  three  other  Evangelists.  According  to  the 
latter,  as  they  approach  and  look  towards  the  grave,  they  see  that  the  stone 
has  already  been  rolled  away  by  an  unknown  hand :  whereas  the  narrative  of 
the  first  Evangelist  has  appeared  to  many  to  imply  that  the  women  themselves 
beheld  the  stone  rolled  away  by  an  angel. — Manifold  are  the  divergencies  as 
to  what  the  women  further  saw  and  learned  at  the  grave,  According  to  Luke 
they  enter  into  the  grave,  find  that  the  body  of  Jesus  is  not  there,  and  are 
hence  in  perplexity,  until  they  see  standing  by  them  two  men  in  shining  gar- 
ments, who  announce  to  them  his  resurrection.  In  Mark,  who  also  makes 
them  enter  into  the  grave,  they  see  only  one  young  man  in  a  long  white  gar- 
ment, not  standing,  but  sitting  on  the  right  side,  who  gives  them  the  same 
intelligence.  In  Matthew  they  receive  this  information  before  they  enter  into 
the  grave,  from  the  angel,  who  after  rolling  away  the  stone  had  sat  upon  it 
Lastly,  according  to  John,  Mary  Magdalene,  as  soon  as  she  sees  the  stone 
taken  away,  and  without  witnessing  any  angelic  appearance,  runs  back  into 
the  city. — Moreover  the  relation  in  which  the  disciples  of  Jesus  are  placed 
with  respect  to  the  first  news  of  his  resurrection  is  a  different  one  in  the 
different  gospels.  According  to  Mark,  the  women,  out  of  fear,  tell  no  one  of 
the  angelic  appearance  which  they  have  beheld ;  according  to  John,  Mary 
Magdalene  has  nothing  more  to  say  to  John  and  Peter,  to  whom  she  hastens 
from  the;  grave,  than  that  Jesus  is  taken  away ;  according  to  Luke,  the  women 
report  the  appearance  to  the  disciples  in  general,  and  not  merely  to  two  of 
them ;  while  according  to  Matthew,  as  they  were  in  the  act  of  hastening  to 
the  disciples,  Jesus  himself  met  them^  and  they  were  able  to  communicate 
this  also  to  the  disciples.  In  the  two  first  gospels  nothing  is  said  of  one  of 
the  disciples  himself  going  to  the  grave  on  hearing  the  report  of  the  women  ; 
according  to  Luke,  Peter  went  thither,  found  it  empty  and  returned  wonder- 
ing, and  from  Luke  xxiv.  24  it  appears  that  other  disciples  besides  him  went 
thither  in  a  similar  manner ;  according  to  the  fourth  gospel  Peter  was  accom- 
panied by  John,  who  on  this  occasion  was  convinced  of  the  resurrction  of 
Jesus.  Luke  says  that  Peter  made  his  visit  to  the  sepulchre  after  he  had 
already  been  informed  by  the  women  of  the  angelic  appearance ;  but  in  the 
fourth  gospel  the  two  disciples  go  to  the  grave  before  Mary  Magdalene  can 
have  told  them  of  such  an  appearance  ;  it  was  only  when  she  had  proceeded 
a  second  time  to  the  grave  with  the  two. disciples,  and  when  they  had  returned 
home  again,  that,  stooping  into  the  sepulchre,  she  saw,  according  to  this 
gospel,  two  angels  in  white^  sitting,  the  one  at  the  head  and  the  other  at  the  feet, 
where  the  body  of  Jesus  had  lain,  by  whom  she  was  asked,  why  she  wept  ?  and 
on  turning  round  she  beheld  Jesus  himself;  a  particular  of  which  there  is  a 
fragmentary  notice  in  Mark  v.  9,  with  the  additional  remark,  that  she  com- 
municated  this  news  to  his  former  companions. 

It  has  been  thought  possible  to  reconcile  the  greater  part  of  these  diver- 
gencies by  supposing,  instead  of  one  scene  variously  described,  a  multiplicity 
of  different  scenes ;  for  which  purpose  the  ordinary  grammatical  and  other 
artifices  of  the  harmonists  were  pressed  into  the  service.  That  Mark  might 
not  contradict  the  orKoria?  cri  ovunfi  while  it  was  yet  dark  of  John,  the  apolo- 
gists did  not  scruple  to  translate  the  words  di^arciXaKros  rov  i/A/ov  by  orituro 
sole)  the  contradiction  between  Matthew  and  the  rest,  when  the  former 
appears  to  say  that  the  women  saw  the  stone  rolled  away  by  the  angel,  seemed 
to  be  more  easy  of  solution,  not  indeed  by  supposing,  with  Michaelis,^  that 
KOi  iSov  {and  behold/)  denotes  a  recurrence  to  a  previous  event,  and  that 

'  Kuindl,  in  Marc.  p.  194  f. 
*  Michaelis,  ut  sup.  s.  112. 
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dv€KvXur€  has  the  signification  of  a  pluperfect  (an  expedient  which  has  been 
justly  combated  by  modern  criticism  in  opposition  to  Lessing,  who  was 
inclined  to  admit  it) ;  ^  but  by  understanding  the  ^\$t  v.  i  to  express  a  yet 
unfinished  progress  of  the  women  towards  the  grave,  in  which  case  the  koX 
tBov  and  what  follows  may,  in  accordance  with  its  proper  meaning,  relate 
something  that  happened  after  the  departure  of  the  women  firom  their  home, 
but  before  their  arrival  at  the  grave.^  In  relation  to  the  number  and  the 
visit  of  the  women,  it  was  in  the  first  place  urged  that  even  according  to 
John,  although  he  mentions  only  Mary  Magdalene  by  name, — several  women 
must  have  accompanied  her  to  the  grave,  since  he  makes  her  say  after  her 
return  to  the  two  disciples:  we  know  not  where  they  have  laid  him,'^  a 
plural,  which  certainly  intimates  the  presence  of  other  but  unspecified  persons, 
with  whom  Mary  Magdalene,  whether  at  the  grave  itself  or  on  her  return,  had 
conversed  on  the  subject  before  she  came  to  the  Apostles.  Thus,  it  is  said, 
Mary  Magdalene  went  to  the  grave  with  the  other  women,  more  or  fewer  of 
whom  are  mentioned  by  the  other  Evangelists.  As  however  she  returned 
without  having,  like  the  other  women,  seen  an  angel,  it  is  supposed  that  she 
ran  back  alone  as  soon  as  she  saw  the  stone  rolled  away  :  which  is  accounted 
for  by  her  impetuous  temperament,  she  having  been  formerly  a  demoniac® 
While  she  hastened  back  to  the  city,  the  other  women  saw  the  appearances 
of  which  the  synoptists  speak. — To  all  it  is  maintained^  the  angels  appeared 
within  the  grave ;  for  the  statement  in  Matthew  that  one  sat  outside  on  the 
stone,  is  only  a  pluperfect :  when  the  women  came  he  had  already  withdrawn 
into  the  sepulchre,  and  accordingly,  after  their  conversation  with  him,  the 
women  are  described  as  departing  from  the  sepulchre^  i$€XBowrai  iK  rdv 
ljarqfi€iov  (v.  8) :  ^  in  which  observation  it  is  only  overlooked  that  between  the 
first  address  of  the  angel  and  the  above  expression,  there  stands  his  invitation  to 
the  women  to  come  with  him  into  the  grave  and  see  the  place  where  Jesus  had 
lain.  In  relation  to  the  difference  that  according  to  the  two  first  Evangelists 
the  women  see  only  one  angel,  according  to  the  third,  two,  even  Calvin  resorts 
to  the  miserable  expedient  of  supposing  a  synecdoche,  namely  that  all  the 
Evangelists  certainly  knew  of  two  angels,  but  Matthew  and  Mark  mention 
only  the  one  who  acted  as  speaker.  Others  make  different  women  see 
different  appearances  :  some,  of  whom  Matthew  and  Mark  speak,  seeing  only 
one  angel ;  the  others,  to  whom  Luke  refers,  and  who  came  earlier  or  perhaps 
later  than  the  above,  seeing  two ;  ^°  but  Luke  makes  the  same  two  Maries 
who,  according  to  his  predecessors,  had  seen  only  one  angel,  narrate  to  the 
Apostles  an  appearance  of  two  angels.  It  is  also  said  that  the  women  returned 
in  separate  groups,  so  that  Jesus  might  meet  those  of  whom  Matthew  speaks 
without  being  seen  by  those  of  Luke ;  and  though  those  of  Mark  at  first  tell 
no  one  from  fear,  the  rest,  and  they  themselves  afterwards,  might  communi- 
cate what  they  had  seen  to  the  disciples.  ^^ — On  hearing  the  report  brought 
by  several  women,  Peter,  according  to  Luke,  straightway  goes  to  the  grave, 

^  Schneckenbaiger,  iiber  den  Urspr.  des  ersten  kanoD.  Evang.,  s.  fii  f.  Comp.  the 
Woifenbiittel  Fragmentist  in  Lessin^s  viertem  Beitrag,  s.  472  flC  On  the  other  hand, 
Lessing's  Duplik,  Werke,  Donauosch.  Ausg.  6.  Thl.  s.  394  f. 

•  De  Wette,  in  loc. 

'  Michaelis,  s.  150  ff. 

®  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  b,  s.  825. 

'  Michaelis,  s.  117. 

^^  Michaelis,  s.  146. — Celsus  stumbled  at  this  difference  respecting  the  number  of  the 
angels,  and  Origen  replied  that  the  £vaiu[elists  mean  different  angels  :  Matthew  azid  Mark 
the  one  who  had  rolled  away  the  stone,  Luke  and  John  those  who  were  commisdoned  to 
give  information  to  the  women,  c.  Cels.  v.  56. 

'^  Paulus,  in  loc.  Mattb. 
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finds  it  empty  and  turns  away  wondering.  But  according  to  the  hy|)othesis 
which  we  are  now  detailing,  Mary  Magdalene  had  run  back  a  considerable 
time  before  the  other  women,  and  had  brought  with  her  to  the  grave  Peter 
and  John,  Thus  Peter,  first  on  hearing  the  imperfect  intelligence  of  Mary 
Magdalene  that  the  grave  was  empty,  must  have  gone  thither  with  John ;  arid 
subsequently,  dn  the  account  of  the  angelic  appearance  brought  by  the  other 
women,  he  must  have  gone  a  second  time  alone :  in  which  case  it  would  be 
particularly  surprising  that  while  his  companion  arrived  at  a  belief  in  the 
resurrection  of  Jesus  on  the  very  first  visit,  he  himself  had  not  attained 
further  than  wonder  even  ori  the  second.  Besides,  as  the  Fragmentist  has 
already  ably  shown,  the  narrative  in  the  third  gospel  of  the  visit  of  Peter 
alone,  and  that  in  the  fourth  of  the  visit  of  Peter  and  John,  are  so  strikingly 
similar  even  in  words,^*  that  the  majority  of  commentators  regard  them  as 
referring  to  a  single  visit,  Luke  having  only  omitted  to  notice  the  companion 
of  Peter :  in  support  of  which  opinion  they  can  appeal  to  Luke  xxiv.  24. 
But  if  the  visit  of  the  two  Apostles,  occasioned  by  the  return  of  Mary 
Magdalene,  be  one  and  the  same  with  that  occasioned  by  the  return  of  the 
other  women,  then  the  return  of  the  women  is  also  not  a  double  one ;  if 
however  they  returned  in  company  with  each  other,  we  have  a  contradiction. 
After  the  two  Apostles  are  returned  without  having  seen  an  angel,  Mary,  who 
remains  behind,  as  she  looks  into  the  grave,  all  at  once  sees  two.  What  a 
strange  playing  at  hide  and  seek  must  there  have  been  on  the  part  of  the 
angels,  according  to  the  harmonistic  combination  of  these  narratives  1  First 
only  one  shows  himself  to  one  group  of  women,  to  another  group  two  show 
themselves;  both  forthwith  conceal  themselves  fix)m  the  disciples;  but  after 
their  departure  both  again  become  visible.  To  remove  these  intermissions 
Paulus  has  placed  the  appearance  presented  to  Mary  Magdalene  before  the 
arrival  of  the  two  disciples :  but  by  this  violent  transposition  of  the  order 
chosen  by  the  narrator,  he  has  only  confessed  the  impossibility  of  thus 
incorporating  the  various  Evangelists  with  each  other.  Hereupon,  as  Mary 
Magdalene  raises  herself  from  looking  into  the  grave  and  turns  round,  she 
sees  Jesus  standing  behind  her.  According  to  Matthew,  Jesus  appeared  to 
Mary  Magdalene  and  the  other  Mary,  when  they  had  already  set  out  on  their 
way  to  the  city,  consequently  when  they  were  at  some  distance  from  the 
grave.  Thus  Jesus  would  have  first  appeared  to  Mary  Magdalene  alone, 
close  to  the  grave,  and  a  second  time  when  she  was  on  her  way  from  thence, 
in  the  company  of  another  woman.  In  order  to  avoid  the  want  of  purpose 
attaching  to  the  repetition  of  an|appearance  of  Jesus  after  so  short  an  interval, 
commentators  have  here  called  in  the  above  supposition,  that  Mary  Magda- 
lene had  previously  separated  herself  from  the  women  of  whom  Matthew 
speaks :  ^'  but  in  that  case,  since  Matthew  has  besides  Mary  Magdalene  only 
the  other  Mary,  it  would  have  been  only  one  woman  to  whom  Jesus  appeared 
on  the  way  from  the  grave :  whereas  Matthew  throughout  speaks  of  several 

(dxijmyircv  avrats). 

"  I  subjoin  the  table  sketched  by  the  Fragmentist  (ut  sup.  s.  477  f.) : 
**  I.  Luke  xxiv.  12 :  Peter  ran  to  the  grave,  iSpafiev. 
John  XX.  4  :  Peter  and  John  ran,  irpexoi'. 

2.  Luke  V.  12  :  Peter  looked  in,   ira/Kiir(>^as. 
John  V.  5  :  John  looked  in,  rapajci^^at. 

3.  Luke  V.  12  :  Peter  saw  the  clothes  lying  alone,  fiOJrei  rd  6069fia  Kel/iou  fiAfa, 
John  V.  6,  7  :  Peter  saw  the  clothes  lie,  and  the  napkin  not  lying  With  the  clothes : 

dfupei  rd  6$6»ia  Keificpay  Kod  r6  <rovSdpiov  od  fierd  riay  69ovlu»  kclfiepoif. 

4.  Luke  V.  12  :  Peter  went  home,  &rijk$€  rpbs  iavrop. 

John  V.  10 :  Peter  and  John  went  home  ^igain,  dir^X^or  rdXcv  rpos  iavroit** 
"  Kuinol,  in  Matth.,  p.  ^  f. 
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To  escape  from  this  restless  running  to  and  fro  of  the  disciples  and  the 
women,  this  phantasmagoric  appearance,  disappearance,  and  reappearance  of 
the  angels,  and  the  useless  repetition  of  the  appearances  of  Jesus  before  the 
same  person,  which  result  from  this  harmonistic  method,  we  must  consider 
each  Evangelist  by  himself:  we  then  obtain  from  each  a  quiet  picture  with 
simple  dignified  features ;  one  visit  of  the  women  to  the  grave,  or  according 
to  John,  two;  one  angelic  appearance;  one  appearance  of  Jesus,  according  to 
John  and  Matthew ;  and  one  visit  to  the  grave  by  one  or  two  of  the  disciples, 
according  to  Luke  and  John. 

But  with  the  above  difficulties  of  the  harmonistic  method  of  incorporation 
as  to  the  substance,  there  is  associated  a  difficulty  as  to  form,  in  the  question^ 
how  comes  it,  under  the  presuppositions  of  this  mode  of  viewing  the  gospels, 
that  from  the  entire  series  of  occurrences,  each  narrator  has  selected  a  sepa- 
rate portion  for  himself, — that  of  the  many  visits  and  appearances  not  one 
Evangelist  relates  all,  and  scarcely  one  the  same  as  his  neighbour,  but  for  the 
most  part  each  has  chosen  only  one  for  representation,  and  each  again  a 
different  one  ?  The  most  plausible  answer  to  this  question  has  been  given  by 
Griesbach  in  a  special  treatise  on  this  subject ^^  He  supposes  that  each 
Evangelist  recounts  the  resurrection  of  Jesus  in  the  manner  in  which  it  first, 
became  known  to  him :  John  received  the  first  information  from  Mary 
Magdalene,  and  hence  he  narrates  only  what  he  learned  from  her;  to 
Matthew  (for  without  doubt  the  disciples,  as  strangers  visiting  the  feast, 
resided  in  different  quarters  of  the  city),  the  first  news  was  communicated  by 
those  women  to  whom  Jesus  himself  appeared  on  their  way  from  the  grave, 
and  hence  he  relates  only  what  these  had  experienced.  But  here  this  explan- 
ation already  founders  on  the  facts,  that  in  Matthew,  of  the  women  who 
see  Jesus  on  their  way  homeward,  Mary  Magdalene  is  one ;  and  that  in  John, 
Mary  Magdalene,  after,  her  second  visit  to  the  grave,  in  which  Jesus 
appeared  to  her,  no  longer  went  to  John  and  Peter  alone,  but  to  the  disciples 
in  general,  and  communicated  to  them  the  appearance  she  had  seen  and  the 
commission  she  had  received :  so  that  Matthew  in  any  case  must  also  have 
known  of  the  appearance  of  Jesus  to  Mary  Magdalene.^*  Further,  when, 
according  to  this  hypothesis,  Mark  narrates  the  history  of  the  resurrection  as 
he  had  learned  it  in  the  house  of  his  mother  who  lived  in  Jerusalem  (Acts 
xii.  12) ;  Luke,  as  he  had  received  it  from  Joanna,  whom  he  alone  mentions ; 
we  cannot  but  wonder  at  the  tenacity  with  which,  according  to  this,  each 
must  have  clung  to  the  narrative  which  he  had  happened  first  to  receive^ 
since  the  resurrection  of  Jesus  must  have  been  the  subject  of  all  others  on 
which  there  was  the  most  lively  interchange  of  narratives  among  his  adherents, 
so  that  the  ideas  concerning  the  first  tidings  of  the  event  must  have  found 
their  level.  To  remove  these  difficulties,  Griesbach  has  further  supposed, 
that  the  disciples  had  it  in  their  intention  to  compare  the  discordant  accounts 
of  the  women  and  reduce  them  to  order ;  when,  however,  the  resuscitated 
Jesus  himself  appeared  in  the  midst  of  them,  they  neglected  this,  because 
they  now  no  longer  founded  their  faith  on  the  assertions  of  the  women,  but 
on  the  appearances  which  they  had  themselves  witnessed  :  but  the  more  the 
information  of  the  women  fell  into  the  background,  the  less  conceivable  is  it, 
how  in  the  sequel  each  could  so  obstinately  cling  to  what  this  or  that  woman 
had  chanced  first  to  communicate  to  him. 

If  then  the  plan  of  incorporation  will  not  lead  to  the  desired  end,^®  we 

^*  Progr.  de  fontibus,  uncle  Evangelistse  suas  de  resurrectione  Domini  narrationes 
hanserint.     Opusc.  acad.  ed.  Gabler,  Vol.  2,  p.  241  ff, 

u  Comp.  Schneckenburgert  ut  sup.  s.  64  f.,  Anm. 

^*  On  this  subject  comp.  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  i,  s.  245  ;  Ammon»  Fortblldung  des 
Christenthums  zur  Weltreligion,  2,  i,  s.  6  ;  TheilCi  zur  Biogr.  Jesu,  §  37. 
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must  try  that  of  selection,  and  inquire  whether  we  must  not  adhere  to  one  of 
the  four  accounts,  as  pre-eminently  apostolic,  and  by  this  rectify  the  others  ; 
in  which  inquiry  here  as  elsewhere,  from  the  essential  equality  of  the  external 
evidence,  only  the  internal  character  of  the  separate  nanatives  can  decide. 

From  the  number  of  those  accounts  concerning  the  first  intelligence  of  the 
resurrection  of  Jesus  which  have  any  claim  to  the  rank  of  autoptical  testi- 
monies, modern  criticism  has  excluded  that  of  the  first  gospel ;  ^^  and  we 
cannot,  as  in  other  instances^  complain  of  this  disfavour  as  an  injustice.  For 
in  many  respects  the  narrative  of  the  first  gospel  here  betrays  itself  to  have 
been  carried  a  step  farther  in  traditional  development  than  that  of  the  other 
gospels.  First,  that  the  miraculous  opening  of  the  grave  is  seen  by  the 
women — if  indeed  Matthew  intends  to  say  this— could  scarcely,  had  it  really 
been  the  case,  have  been  sol  entirely  lost  from  remembrance  as  it  is  in 
the  other  Evangelists,  but  might  very  well  be  formed  gradually  in  tradition ; 
further,  that  the  rolling  away  of  the  stone  was  effected  by  the  angel,  evi- 
dently rests  only  on  the  combination  of  one  who  did  not  know  any  better 
means  of  answering  the  question,  how  the  great  stone  was  removed  from 
the  grave,  and  the  guards  taken  out  of  the  way,  than  to  use  for  both  purposes 
the  angel  presented  to  him  in  the  current  narratives  of  the  appearance 
witnessed  by  the  women ;  to  which  he  added  the  earthquake  as  a  further 
embellishment  of  the  scene.  But  besides  this,  there  is  in  the  narrative 
of  Matthew  yet  another  trait,  which  has  anything  but  an  historical  aspect 
After  the  angel  has  already  announced  the  resurrection  of  Jesus  to  the 
women,  and  charged  them  to  deliver  to  the  disciples  the  message  that  they 
should  go  into  Galilee,  where  they  would  see  the  risen  one :  Jesus  himself 
meets  them  and  repeats  the  message  which  they  are  to  deliver  to  the 
disciples.  This  is  a  singular  superfluity.  Jesus  had  nothing  to  add  to  the 
purport  of  the  message  which  the  angel  had  given  to  the  women ;  hence 
he  could  only  wish  to  confirm  it  and  render  it  more  authentic  But  to  the 
women  it  needed  no  further  confirmation,  for  they  were  already  filled  with 
^eat  joy  by  the  tidings  of  the  angel,  and  thus  were  believing ;  while  for 
the  disciples  even^that  confirmation  did  not  suffice,  for  they  remained  in- 
credulous even  to  the  account  of  those  who  assured  them  that  they  had 
seen  Jesus,  until  they  had  seen  him  themselves.  Thus  it  appears  that 
two  different  narrations,  as  to  the  first  news  of  the  resurrection,  have  here 
become  entangled  with  each  other ;  the  one  representing  angels,  the  other 
Jesus  himself,  as  the  medium  by  which  the  women  were  informed  of  the 
event. and  sent  with  a  message  to  the  disciples :— the  latter  evidently  the 
later  tradition. 

The  pre-eminence  in  originality  denied  to  the  narrative  of  Matthew,  is  here 
as  elsewhere  awarded  to  that  of  John.  Traits  so  characteristic,  says  Liicke, 
as  that  on  the  visit  to  the  grave  the  other  disciple  went  faster  than  Peter  and 
came  to  the  spot  before  him,  attest  the  authenticity  of  the  gospel  even  to  the 
most  sceptical'  But  the  matter  has  yet  another  aspect  It  has  been  aheady 
remarked^  at  an  earlier  point  of  our  inquiry,  that  this  particular  belongs  to 
the  effort,  which  the  fourth  gospel  exhibits  in  a  peculiar  manner,  to  place 
John  above  Peter.*®  We  may  now  discuss  the  point  with  more  particularity, 
by  comparing  the  account  in  Luke  already  mentioned  of  the  visit  of  Peter 
to  the  grave,  with  the  account  in  the  fourth  gospel  of  the  visit  of  the  two 
disciples.  According  to  Luke  (xxiv.  12),  Peter  runs  to  the  grave  :  according 
to  John  (xx.  3  ff.),  Peter  and  the  favourite  disciple  go  together,  but  so  that 

*5^  Schulz,  iiber  das  Abendmahl,  s.  321  f . ;  Schneckenburger,  ut  sup.  s.  61  ff. 
"  Vol.  II.  §  74. 
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the  latter  runs  faster,  and  comes  first  to  the  grave.  In  the  third  gospel, 
Peter  stoops  down^  looks  into  the  sepulchre,  and  sees  the  linen  clothes  :  in 
the  fourth,  John  does  this,  and  sees  the  same.  In  the  third  gospel,  nothing 
is  said  of  an  entering  into  the  grave :  but  the  fourth  makes  Peter  enter  first, 
and  look  more  closely  at  the  linen  clothes^  then  John  also,  and  the  latter 
with  the  result  that  he  begins  to  believe  in  the  resurrection  of  Jesus. ^®  That 
in  these  two  narratives  we  have  one  and  the  same  incident,  has  been  above 
shown  probable  from  their  similarity  even  in  the  expressions.  Thus  the  only 
question  is  :  which  is  the  original  narrative,  the  one  nearest  to  the  fact  ?  If 
that  of  John  :  then  must  his  name  have  been  gradually  lost  out  of  the  narra- 
tive in  the  course  of  tradition,  and  the  visit  to  the  grave  ascribed  to  Peter 
only ;  which,  since  the  importance  of  Peter  threw  all  others  into  the  shade, 
is  easily  conceivable.  We  might  rest  contented  with  this  conclusion,  regarding 
these  two  parallel  narratives  by  themselves  :  but  in  connexion  with  the  whole 
suspicious  position  which  the  fourth  gospel  assigns  to  John  in  relation  to 
Peter,  the  contrary  relation  of  the  two  narratives  must  here  again  be  held  the 
more  probable.  As  in  the  entrance  into  the  high  priest*s  palace,  so  in  the 
visit  to  the  grave  of  Jesus,  only  in  the  fourth  gospel  is  John  given  as  a  com- 
panion to  Peter ;  as  in  the  former  case  it  is  he  who  gains  an  entrance  for 
Peter,  so  in  the  latter  he  runs  before  him  and  casts  the  first  glance  into  the 
grave,  a  circumstance  which  is  repeatedly  mentioned.  That  afterwards  Peter 
is  the  first  to  enter  into  the  grave,  is  only  an  apparent  advantage,  which  is 
allowed  him  out  of  deference  to  the  common  idea  of  his  position  :  for  after 
him  John  also  enters,  and  with  a  result  of  which  Peter  could  not  boast, 
namely,  that  he  believed  in  the  resurrection  of  Jesus,  and  thus  was  the  first 
who  attained  to  that  degree  of  faith.  From  this  effort  to  make  John  the 
first-bom  among  the  believers  in  the  resurrection  of  Jesus  may  also  be  ex- 
plained the  divergency,  that  according  to  the  narrative  of  the  fourth  gospel 
alone,  Mary  Magdalene  hastens  back  to  the  two  disciples  before  she  has  yet 
seen  an  angel.  For  had  she  beforehand  witnessed  an  angelic  appearance, 
which  she  would  not  any  more  than  the  women  in  Matthew  have  mistrusted, 
she  would  have  been  the  first  believer,  and  would  have  won  the  precedence 
of  John  in  this  respect ;  but  this  is  avoided  by  representing  her  as  coming  to 
the  two  disciples  immediately  after  perceiving  the  emptiness  of  the  grave,  and 
under  the  disquietude  excited  in  her  by  this  circumstance.  This  presupposi- 
tion serves  also  to  explain  why  the  fourth  gospel  makes  the  woman  returning 
from  the  grave  go,  not  to  the  disciples  in  general,  but  only  to  Peter  and 
John.  As,  namely,  the  intelligence  which,  according  to  the  original  narra- 
tive, was  brought  to  all  the  disciples,  occasioned,  according  to  Luke,  only 
Peter  to  go  to  the  grave,  and  as  moreover,  according  to  Mark  (v.  7),  the 
message  of  the  women  was  destined  more  especially  for  Peter  :  the  idea  might 
easily  be  formed,  that  the  news  came  to  this  disciple  alone,  with  whom  the 
object  of  the  fourth  Evangelist  would  then  require  that  he  should  associate 
John.  Only  after  the  two  disciples  had  come  to  the  grave,  and  his  John  had 
attained  faith,  could  the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel  introduce  the  appearances 
of  the  angel  and  of  Jesus  himself,  which  were  said  to  have  been  granted  to 
the  women.  That  instead  of  these  collectively  he  names  only  Mary  Magda- 
lene— although  as  has  been  earlier  remarked,  he  xx.  2  presupposes  at  least  a 
subsequent  meeting  between  her  and  other  women — this  might  certainly, 
under  other  circumstances,  be  regarded  as  the  original  representation,  whence 
the  synoptical  one  arose  by  a  process  of  generalization :  but  it  might  just  as 

^^  Concerning  this  sense  of  ivlffrevcePt  and  its  not  being  contradicted  by  oihru  yiip  ifSeiffav 
Hjv  yfM^yfpf  K.  r.  X.  (v.  9),  see  the  correct  view  in  Liicke,  in  loc. 
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well  be  the  case  that  the  other  women,  being  less  known,  were  eclipsed  by 
Mary  Magdalene.  The  description  of  the  scene  between  her  and  Jesus,  with 
the  non-recognition  of  him  at  the  first  moment,  etc.,  certainly  does  honour  to- 
the  ingenuity  and  pathos  of  the  author;**  but  here  also  there  is  an  unhis- 
torical  superfluity  similar  to  that  in  Matthew.  For  here  the  angels  have  not, 
as  in  the  other  Evangelists,  to  announce  the  resurrection  to  Mary  Magdalene, 
and  to  make  a  disclosure  to  her ;  but  they  tnerely  ask  her,  Why  weepest  thou  1 
whereupon  she  complains  to  them  of  the  disappearance  of  the  body  of  Jesus, 
but,  without  waiting  for  any  further  explanation,  turns  round  and  sees  Jesus 
standing.  Thus  as  in  Matthew  the  appearance  of  Jesus,  since  it  is  not 
represented  as  the  principal  and  effective  one,  is  a  superfluous  addition  to 
that  of  the  angel :  so  here  the  angelic  appearance  is  an  idle^  ostentatious^ 
introduction  to  the  appearance  of  Jesus. 

If  we  turn  to  the  third  account,  that  of  Mark,  to  ascertain  whether  he  may 
not  perhaps  be  the  nearest  to  the  fact :  we  And  it  so  incoherent,  and  composed 
of  materials  so  little  capable  of  being  fitted  together,  that  such  a  relation  is 
not  to  be  thought  of.  After  it  has  been  already  narrated  that  early  in  the 
morning  of  the  day  succeeding  the  Sabbath  the  women  came  to  the  grave  of 
Jesus,  and  were  informed  by  an  angel  of  his  resurrection,  but  out  of  fear  said 
nothing  to  any  one  of  the  appearance  which  they  had  seen  (xvi.  1-8)  :  at  v.  9,. 
as  if  nothing  had  previously  been  said  either  of  the  resurrection  or  of  the 
time  at  which  it  happened,  the  narrator  proceeds  :  Now  when  Jesus  was  risen 
early  the  first  day  of  the  week^  he  appeared  first  to  Mary  Magdalene^  out  0/ 
whom  he  had  cast  serpen  devils^  dvourras  8^  irpcul  irpwrg  {rappdnay  iif^dvrj  vpwrov 
Mapia  TQ  MayhaXrivj.  This  statement  also  does  not  suit  the  foregoing 
narrative,  because  this  is  not  formed  on  the  supposition  of  an  appearance 
specially  intended  for  Mary  Magdalene :  on  the  contrary,  as  she  is  said  to  be 
informed  by  an  angel  of  the  resurrection  of  Jesus,  together  with  two  other 
women,  Jesus  could  not  have  appeared  to  her  beforehand ;  while  afterwards, 
on  her  way  to  the  city,  she  was  in  company  with  the  other  women,  when,  ac- 
cording to  Matthew,  they  were  all  actually  met  by  Jesus.  Whether  on  this 
account  we  are  to  regard  the  end  of  the  gospel  of  Mark,  from  v.  9,  as  a  later 
addition,'!  is  indeed  doubtful,  from  the  want  of  decisive  critical  grounds,  and 
still  more  from  the  abruptness  of  the  conclusion  Iff^Povtrro  yapy/or  they  were 
afraid^  which  the  gospel  would  then  present :  but  in  any  case  we  have  here  a 
narrative  which  the  author,  without  any  clear  idea  of  the  state  of  the  fact  and 
the  succession  of  the  events,  hastily  compiled  out  of  the  heterogeneous  elements 
of  the  current  legend,  which  he  knew  not  how  to  manage. 

In  the  narrative  of  Luke  there  would  be  no  special  difficulty  :  but  it  has  :i 
suspicious  element  in  common  with  the  others,  namely,  the  angelic  appearance, 
and  moreover,  in  a  twofold  form.  What  had  the  angels  to  do  in  this  scene? 
Matthew  tells  us :  to  roll  away  the  stone  from  the  grave ;  on  which  it  has 
already  been  remarked  by  Celsus,  that  according  to  the  orthodox  presupposi- 
tion, the  Son  of  God  could  find  no  such  aid  necessary  for  this  purpose :  *^ 
he  might  indeed  find  it  suitable  and  becoming.  In  Mark  and  Luke  the  angels 
a])pear  more  as  having  to  impart  information  and  commissions  to  the  women  : 
but  as,  according  to  Matthew  and  John,  Jesus  himself  appeared  immediately 
after,  and  repeated  those  commissions,  the  delivery  of  them  by  angels  was 
superfluous.    Hence,  nothing  remains  but  to  say :  the  angels  belonged  to  the 

•®  Weisse  is  of  a  different  opinion,  ut  sup.  s.  355,  Anm. 

*'  As  Paulus,  Fritzsche,  Credner,  Einleitung,  i«§  49.  Comp.  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  i^ 
2,  s.  199  f.     A  middle  view  in  Hug,  Einl.  in  d.  N.  T.  2,  §  69. 

"  Orig.  c.  Cels.  v.  52  :  6  ydp  rt^Si  dew  wais,  <^f  (oik€p.  o^k  Mtfaro  droi^  t^p  "rd^,  dXX^ 
idt^if  AWov  dTOKOf-fyroPTOt  Hjr  xirpap. 
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•embellishment  of  the  great  scene,  as  celestial  attendants  who  had  to  open  to 
the  Messiah  the  door  by  which  he  meant  to  issue  forth ;  as  a  guard  of  honour 
•on  the  spot  from  which  the  once  dead  had  just  departed  with  recovered  life. 
But  here  occurs  the  question  :  does  this  species  of  pomp  exist  in  the  real  court 
of  God,  or  only  in  the  childish  conception  formed  of  it  by  antiquity? 

Hence  commentators  have  laboured  in  various  ways  to  transform  the  angels 
in  the  history  of  the  resurrection  into  natural  appearances.  Setting  out  from 
the  account  of  the  first  gospel  in  which  the  angel  is  said  to  have  a  form  or 
countenance  like  lightnings  iSta  m  aarpainj^  and  to  effect  the  rolling  away  of  the 
stone  and  the  prostration  of  the  guards,  while  an  earthquake  is  connected 
with  his  appearance  :  it  no  longer  lay  far  out  of  the  way  to  think  of  a  flash  of 
lightning,  which  struck  the  stone  with  force  sufficient  to  shatter  it,  and  cast 
the  guards  to  the  earth ;  or  of  an  earthquake  which,  accompanied  by  flames 
(bursting  out  of  the  ground,  produced  the  same  effect ;  in  which  case  the 
flames  and  the  overwhelming  force  of  the  phenomenon  were  taken  by  the 
watching  soldiers  for  an  angel.  ^  But  partly  the  circumstance  that  the  angel 
seated  himself  on  the  stone  after  it  had  been  rolled  away,  partly,  and  still  more 
decidedly,  the  statement  that  he  spoke  to  the  women,  renders  this  hypothesis 
insufiicient  Hence  an  effort  has  been  made  to  complete  it  by  the  supposition 
that  the  sublime  thought,  Jesus  is  risen !  which  on  the  discovery  that  the 
:grave  was  empty  began  to  arise  in  the  women  and  gradually  to  subdue  their 
flrst  doubts,  was  ascribed  by  them,  after  the  oriental  mode  of  thought  and 
language,  to  an  angel.*^  But  how  comes  it  that  in  all  the  gospels  the  angels 
.are  represented  as  clothed  in  white,  shining  garments  ?  Is  that  too  an  oriental 
figure  of  speech  ?  The  oriental  may  indeed  describe  a  good  thought  which 
•occurs  to  him  as  being  whispered  to  him  by  an  angel :  but  to  depict  the  cloth- 
ing and  aspect  of  this  angel,  passes  the  bounds  of  the  merely  figurative  even 
among  orientals.  In  the  description  of  the  first  gospel  the  supposed  lightning 
might  be  called  to  aid,  in  the  conjecture  that  the  effect  thereby  produced  on  the 
•senses  of  the  women  was  ascribed  by  them  to  an  angel,  which,  with  reference  to 
that  lightning,  they  depicted  as  one  clothed  in  shining  garments.  But,  according 
to  the  other  Evangelists,  the  rolling  away  of  the  stone,  ex hypothesihy  the  light- 
ning, was  not  seen  by  the  women ;  on  the  contrary,  when  they  went  or  looked 
into  the  grave,  the  white  forms  appeared  to  them  in  a  perfectly  tranquil  position. 
According  to  this,  it  must  have  been  something  within  the  grave  which  sug- 
gested to  them  the  idea  of  white-robed  angels.  Now  in  the  grave,  according 
to  Luke  and  John,  there  lay  the  white  linen  clothes  in  which  the  body  of  Jesus 
had  been  wrapt :  these,  which  were  recognized  simply  as  such  by  the  more 
^composed  and  courageous  men,  might,  it  is  said,  by  timid  and  excited  women, 
in  the  dark  grave  and  by  the  deceptive  morning  twilight,  be  easily  mistaken 
ifor  angels. ^^  But  how  should  the  women,  who  must  have  expected  to  find  in 
the  grave  a  corpse  enveloped  in  white,  be  prompted  by  the  sight  of  these 
clothes  to  a  thought  so  strange,  and  which  then  lay  so  remote  from  their  anti- 
•cipations,  as  that  they  might  be  an  angel  who  would  announce  to  them  the 
Tesurrection  of  their  deceased  master?  It  has  been  thought  in  another 
^quarter  quite  superfluous  here  to  advance  so  many  ingenious  conjectures  as  to 
what  the  angels  may  have  been,  since,  among  the  four  narratives,  two  ex- 
pressly tell  us  what  they  were  :  namely,  natural  men,  Mark  calling  his  angel 


"  Schuster,  in  Eichhom's  allg.  Biblioth.  9,  s.  1034  fT. :  Kuinbl,  in  Matth.,  p.  779. 

'^  Friedrich,  liber  die  Engel  in  der  Auferstehungsgeschichte.  In  Eichhorn's  allg.  Bibl.  6, 
s.  700  ff.     Kuinol,  ut  sup. 

<^  Thus  a  treatise  in  £ichhom's  allg.  Bibl.  8,  s.  629  ff.,  and  in  Schmidt's  Bibl.  2,  s.  545 
/.  ;  also  Bauer,  hebr.  Myth.  5,  s.  259. 
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a  young  man,  vcavuricoi/,  Luke  his  two  angels,  two  men,  oi^Spas  hvo,^  Whom 
then  are  we  to  suppose  these  men  to  have  been  ?  Here  again  the  door  is 
opened  for  the  supposition  of  secret  colleagues  of  Jesus,  who  must  have  been 
unknown  even  to  the  two  disciples  : — these  men  seen  at  the  grave  may  have 
been  the  same  who  met  him  in  the  so-called  Transfiguration,  perhaps  Essenes, 
white  being  worn  by  this  sect, — or  whatever  else  of  the  like  conjectures  the 
antiquated  pragmatism  of  a  Bahrdt  or  Venturini  has  to  offer.  Or  will  it 
rather  be  chosen  to  suppose  a'  purely  accidental  meeting  ?  or,  lastly,  with 
Paulus,  to  leave  the  matter  in  an  obscurity,  from  the  midst  of  which,  so  soon 
as  it  is  endeavoured  to  clear  it  up  by  definite  thoughts,  the  two  forms  of  the 
secret  colleagues  invariably  present  themselves  ?  A  correct  discernment  will 
here  also  rather  recognize  the  forms  of  the  Jewish  popular  conception,  by 
which  the  primitive  Christian  tradition  held  it  necessary  to  glorify  the  resur- 
rection of  its  Messiah  :  a  recognition,  which  at  once  solves  in  the  most  simple 
manner  the  differences  in  the  number  and  modes  of  appearance  of  those 
celestial  beings.*^ 

Herewith,  however,  it  is  at  the  same  time  acknowledged  that  we  can  suc- 
ceed no  better  with  the  plan  of  selection  than  with  that  of  incorporation ;  but 
must  rather  confess,  that  in  all  the  evangelical  accounts  of  these  first  tidings 
of  the  resurrection,  we  have  before  us  nothing  more  than  traditional  reports.^ 

§  138. 

APPEARANCES  OF  THE   RISEN  JESUS   IN  GALILEE  AND    IN  JUDEA,    INCLUDING 
THOSE  MENTIONED  BY  PAUL  AND  BY  APOCRYPHAL  WRITINGS. 

The  most  important  of  all  the  differences  in  the  history  of  the  resurrection 
turns  upon  the  question,  what  locality  did  Jesus  design  to  be  the  chief  theatre 
of  his  appearances  after  the  resurrection  ?  The  two  first  gospels  make  Jesus, 
before  his  death,  when  retiring  to  the  Mount  of  Olives,  utter  this  promise  to 
his  disciples  :  After  lam  risen  again  I  will  go  before  you  into  Galilee  (Matt 
XX vi.  32  ;  Mark  xiv.  28)  ;  the  same  assurance  is  given  to  the  women  by  the 
angels  on  the  morning  of  the  resurrection,  with  the  addition  :  there  shall  ye  see 
him  (Matt,  xxviii.  7  ;  Mark  xvi.  7) ;  and  in  Matthew,  besides  all  this,  Jesus  in 
his  own  person  commissions  the  women  to  say  to  the  disciples :  th(U  they  go  into 
Galilee^  and  there  shall  they  see  me  (xxviii.  lo).  In  Matthew  the  journey  of  the 
disciples  into  Galilee^  with  the  appearance  of  Jesus  which  they  there  witnessed 
(the  only  one  to  the  disciples  recorded  by  this  Evangelist),  is  actually  narrated 
in  the  sequel.  Mark,  after  describing  the  amazement  into  which  the  women 
were  thrown  by  the  angelic  appearance,  breaks  off  in  the  enigmatical  manner 
already  mentioned,  and  appends  some  appearances  of  Jesus,  which, — as  the 
first  happens  immediately  after  the  resurrection,  and  therefore  necessarily  in 
Jerusalem,  and  no  change  of  place  is  mentioned  before  the  succeeding  ones, 
while  the  earlier  direction  to  go  into  Galilee  is  lost  sight  of, — must  all  be  re- 
garded as  appearances  in  and  around  Jerusalem.  John  knows  nothing  of  a 
direction  to  the  disciples  to  go  into  Galilee,  and  makes  Jesus  show  himself  to 

*  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  b,  s.  829,  55,  60,  62. 

^  Fritzsche,  in  Marc,  in  loc.,  Nemo — quispiam  primi  temporis  Ckristianis  tarn  dignus 
tnden  poterat^  qui  de  Messia  in  vUam  reverse  nuntium  ad  homines  perferret^  quam  anffdus, 
Dei  minister,  ditnnorumque  consiliorum  interpres  ei  adjutor.  Then  on  the  differences  in 
relation  to  the  number  of  the '  angels,  etc.  :  Nimirum  insperato  Jesu  Messia  in  vitam  redihU 
miracula  adjecere  alii  alia,  qua  Evangelista  religiose,  quemadmodum  ab  suis  auctoribus 
acceperant.  Uteris  manddrunt. 

>«  Kaiser,  bibl.  TheoL  I,  s.  254  ff. 
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the  disciples  on  the  evening  of  the  day  of  resurrection,  and  again  eight  days 
after,  in  Jerusalem ;  the  concluding  chapter,  however,  which  forms  an  appen- 
dix to  his  gospel,  describes  an  appearance  by  the  Sea  of  Galilee.  In  Luke,  on 
the  other  hand,  not  only  is  there  no  trace  of  an  appearance  in  Galilee,  Jeru- 
salem with  its  environs  being  made  the  sole  theatre  of  the  appearances  of 
Christ  which  this  gospel  relates ;  but  there  is  also  put  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus 
when,  on  the  evening  after  the  resurrection,  he  appears  to  the  assembled 
disciples  in  Jerusalem,  the  injunction  :  tarry  ye  in  the  city  of  Jerusalem  (in  the 
Acts  i.  4,  more  definitely  expressed  by  the  negative,  that  they  should  not  depart 
from  Jerusalem),  until  ye  be  endued  with  power  from  on  high  (xxiv.  49).  Here 
two  questions  inevitably  arise  :  ist,  how  can  Jesus  have  directed  the  disciples 
to  journey  into  Galilee,  and  yet  at  the  same|time  have  commanded  them  to  re- 
main in  Jerusalem  until  Pentecost  ?  and  andly,  how  could  he  refer  them  to  a 
promised  appearance  in  Galilee,  when  he  had  the  intention  of  showing  himself 
to  them  that  very  day  in  and  near  Jerusalem  ? 

The  first  contradiction  which  presents  itself  more  immediately  between 
Matthew  and  Luke,  has  by  no  one  been  more  pointedly  exhibited  than  by  the 
Wolfenbiittel  Fragmentist.  If,  he  writes,  it  be  true,  as  Luke  says,  that  Jesus 
appeared  to  his  disciples  in  Jerusalem  on  the  day  of  his  resurrection,  and 
commanded  them  to  remain  there,  and  not  to  depart  thence  until  Pentecost : 
then  is  it  false  that  he  commanded  them  within  the  same  period  to  journey 
into  Galilee,  that  he  might  appear  to  them  there,  and  vice  versd.^  The 
harmonists  indeed  affect^  to  regard  this  objection  as  unimportant,  and  only 
remarked  briefly,  that  the  injunction  to  remain  in  a  city  was  not  equivalent  to 
an  arrest,  and  did  not  exclude  walks  and  excursions  in  the  neighbourhood ; 
and  that  Jesus  merely  forbade  the  removal  of  residence  from  Jerusalem,  and 
the  going  out  into  all  the  world  to  preach  the  gospel,  before  the  given  term 
should  arrive.^  But  the  journey  from  Jerusalem  to  Galilee  is  not  a  mere 
walk,  but  the  longest  expedition  which  the  Jew  could  make  within  the  limits 
of  his  own  country ;  as  little  was  it  an  excursion  for  the  apostles,  but  rather  a 
return  to  their  home :  while  what  Jesus  intended  to  prohibit  to  the  disciples 
in  that  injunction  cannot  have  been  the  going  out  into  all  the  world  to  preach 
the  gospel,  since  they  would  have  no  impulse  to  do  this  before  the  outpouring 
of  the  Spirit ;  nor  can  it  have  been  the  removal  of  residence  from  Jerusalem, 
since  they  were  there  only  as  strangers  visiting  at  the  feast :  rather  Jesus  must 
have  meant  to  deter  them  from  that  very  journey  which  it  was  the  most  natural 
for  them  to  take,  ie.  from  the  return  to  their  native  province  Galilee,  after  the 
expiration  of  the  feast  days.  Besides  this — and  even  Michaelis  confesses  him- 
self obliged  to  wonder  here — if  Luke  does  not  mean  by  that  prohibition  of 
Jesus  to  exclude  the  journey  into  Galilee,  why  is  it  that  he  alludes  to  this 
by  no  single  word?  and  in  like  manner,  if  Matthew  knew  that  his  direction 
to  go  into  Galilee  was  consistent  with  the  command  to  remain  in  the 
metropolis,  why  has  he  omitted  the  latter,  together  with  the  appearances  in 
Jerusalem?  This  is  certainly  a  plain  proof  that  the  accounts  of  the  two 
Kvangelists  are  based  on  a  different  idea  as  to  the  theatre  on  which  the  risen 
Jesus  appeared. 

In  this  exigency  of  having  to  reconcile  two  contradictory  commands  given 
on  the  same  day,  the  comparison  with  the  Acts  presented  a  welcome  help  by 
indicating  a  distinction  of  the  times.  Here,  namely,  the  command  of  Jesus 
that  the  disciples  should  not  leave  Jerusalem  is  placed  in  his  last  appearance, 
forty  days  after  the  resurrection,  and  immediately  before  the  ascension :  at 

^  In  Lessing's  Beitiagen,  ut  sup.  s.  485. 

*  Michaelis,  s.  259  f.  ;  Kuinol,  in  Luc,  p.  743. 


720  PART  III.     CHAPTER  IV.     §   1 38, 

the  close  of  the  gospel  of  Luke  it  is  likewise  in  the  last  interview,  terminating 
in  the  ascension,  that  the  above  command  is  given.  Now  though  from  the 
summary  representation  of  the  gospel  taken  by  itself,  it  must  be  believed  that 
all  occurred  on  the  very  day  of  the  resurrection :  we  nevertheless  see,  it  is 
said,  from  the  history  of  the  Acts  by  the  same  author,  that  between  v.  43  and 
44  in  the  last  chapter  of  his  gospel  we  must  interpose  the  forty  days  from  the 
resurrection  to  the  ascension.  Herewith,  then,  the  apparent  contradiction 
between  these  two  commands  vanishes  :  for  one  who  in  the  first  instance  in- 
deed enjoins  a  journey  into  Galilee,  may  very  well  forty  days  later,  after  this 
journey  has  been  made,  and  the  parties  are  once  more  in  the  metropolis, 
now  forbid  any  further  removal  from  thence.'  But  as  the  dread  of  admitting 
a  contradiction  between  different  New  Testament  authors  is  no  ground  for 
departing  from  the  natural  interpretation  of  their  expressions :  so  neither  can 
this  be  justified  by  the  apprehension  that  the  same  author  may  in  different 
writings  contradict  himself;  since  if  the  one  were  written  somewhat  later  than 
the  other,  the  author  may  in  the  interim  have  been  on  many  points  otherwise 
informed,  than  when  he  composed  his  first  work.  That  this  was  actually  the 
case  with  Luke  in  relation  to  that  part  of  the  life  of  Jesus  which  follow^  his 
resurrection,  we  shall  have  reason  to  be  convinced  when  we  come  to  the  his- 
tory of  the  ascension  :  and  this  conclusion  removes  all  ground  for  interposing 
nearly  five  weeks  between  the  c^aycv,  v.  43,  and  ctirc  8^  v.  44,  in  defiance  of 
their  obviously  immediate  connexion  ;  at  the  same  time,  however,  it  does  away 
with  the  possibility  of  reconciling  the  opposite  commands  of  Jesus  in  Matthew 
and  Luke  by  a  distinction  of  times. 

Meanwhile,  even  admitting  that  this  contradiction  might  be  in  some  way 
or  other  removed,  still,  even  without  that  express  command  which  Luke  men- 
tions, the. mere  facts  as  narrated  by  him  and  his  predecessor  and  successor, 
remain  irreconcilable  with  the  injunction  which  Jesus  gives  to  the  disciples 
in  Matthew.  For,  asks  the  Fragmentist,  if  the  disciples  collectively  twice  saw 
him,  spoke  with  him,  touched  him,  and  ate  with  him,  in  Jerusalem ;  how  can 
it  be  that  they  must  have  had  to  take  the  long  journey  into  Galilee  in  order 
to  see  him  ?  ^  The  harmonists,  it  is  true,  boldly  reply :  when  Jesus  causes 
his  disciples  to  be  told  that  they  will  see  him  in  Galilee,  it  is  by  no  means 
said  that  they  will  see  him  nowhere  else,  still  less  that  they  will  not  see  him  in 
Jerusalem.^  But,  the  Fragmentist  might  rejoin,  after  his  manner :  as  little  as 
one  who  says  to  me,  go  to  Rome,  there  you  shall  see  the  Pope,  can  mean 
that  the  Pope  will  indeed  first  come  through  my  present  place  of  residence, 
so  as  to  be  seen  by  me  here,  but  afterwards  I  must  yet  go  to  Rome,  in  order 
to  see  him  again  there :  so  little  would  the  angel  in  Matthew  and  Mark,  if  he 
liad  had  any  anticipation  of  the  appearance  in  Jerusalem  on  the  very  same 
day,  have  said  to  the  disciples :  go  into  Galilee,  there  will  Jesus  show  himself 
to  you ;  but  rather :  be  comforted,  you  shall  yet  see  him  here  in  Jerusalem 
before  evening.  Wherefore  the  reference  to  the  more  remote  event,  when  thore 
was  one  of  the  same  kind  close  at  hand  ?  wherefore  an  appointment  by  means  of 
the  women,  for  the  disciples  to  meet  Jesus  in  Galilee,  if  the  latter  foresaw  that 
he  should  on  the  same  day  personally  speak  with  the  disciples  ?  With  reason 
does  the  latest  criticism  insist  on  what  Lessing  had  previously  urged ; '  namely, 
that  no  rational  person  would  make  an  appointment  with  his  friends  through 
a  third  party  for  a  joyful  reunion  at  a  distant  place,  if  he  were  certain  of  seeing 

'  Schleiermacher,  uber  den  Lukas,  s.  299  f. ;  Paulus,  s.  910. 
*  Ut  sup.  s.  4JS6. 

^  Griesbach,  Vorlesungen  iiber  Hermeneutik  des  N.  T.,  mit  Anwendung  auf  die  Leidens 
und  Auferstehungsgeschichte  Christi,  herausgegeben  von  Steiner,  s.  314. 
«  Duplik,  Wericc,  6  Bd.  s.  352. 
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them  repeatedly  on  the  same  day  in  their  present  locality.^  If  thus  the  angel 
and  Jesus  himself,  when  they  in  the  morning  by  means  of  the  women  directed 
the  disciples  to  go  into  Galilee,  cannot  yet  have  known  that  he  would  show  him- 
self to  them  on  the  evening  of  the  same  day  in  and  near  Jerusalem :  he  must 
in  the  morning  have  still  held  the  intention  of  going  immediately  into  Galilee, 
but  in  the  course  of  the  day  have  embraced  another  purpose.  According  to 
Paulus,^  an  indication  of  such  an  original  intention  is  found  in  Luke,  in  the 
travelling  of  Jesus  towards  Emmaus,  which  lay  in  the  direction  of  Galilee ; 
while  the  reason  for  the  alteration  of  plan  is  supposed  by  the  same  expositor, 
with  whom  in  this  instance  Olshausen  agrees/  to  have  been  the  belief  of  the 
disciples,  as  more  particularly  manifested  to  Jesus  on  occasion  of  the  journey 
to  Emmaus.  How  so  erroneous  a  calculation  on  the  part  of  Jesus  can  con- 
sist with  the  orthodox  view  of  his  person,  is  Olshausen's  care ;  but  even 
regarding  him  in  a  purely  human  character,  there  appears  no  sufficient  reason 
for  such  a  change  of  mind.  Especially  after  Jesus  had  been  recognised  by 
the  two  disciples  going  to  Emmaus,  he  might  be  certain  that  the  testimony  of 
the  men  would  so  accredit  the  assertion  of  the  women,  as  to  lead  the  dis- 
ciples with  at  least  a  glimmering  ray  of  faith  and  hope  into  Galilee.  But  in 
general,  if  a  change  of  mind  and  a  diversity  of  plan  in  Jesus  before  and  after 
that  change,  really  existed :  why  does  no  one  Evangelist  take  any  notice  of 
such  a  retractation  ?  Why  does  Luke  speak  as  if  he  knew  nothing  of  the 
original  plan ;  Matthew,  as  if  he  knew  nothing  of  a  subsequent  alteration ; 
John,  as  if  the  principal  theatre  of  the  appearances  of  the  risen  Jesus  had 
been  Jerusalem,  and  he  had  only  by  way  of  supplement  at  length  showed 
himself  in  Galilee  ?  Lastly,  why  does  Mark  speak  so  as  to  make  it  evident 
that,  having  gathered  the  original  direction  to  go  into  Galilee  from  Matthew, 
and  the  succeeding  appearances  in  Jerusalem  and  its  environs  from  I^uke  or 
elsewhere,  he  was  unable,  nor  did  he  even  make  the  attempt,  in  any  way  to 
reconcile  them ;  but  placed  them  together  as  he  found  them,  rough  hewn  and 
contradictory. 

According  to  this  we  must  agree  with  the  latest  criticism  of  the  gospel  of 
Matthew,  in  acknowledging  the  contradiction  between  it  and  the  rest  in  rela- 
tion to  the  locality  of  the  appearances  of  Jesus  after  the  resurrection  :  but,  it 
must  be  asked,  can  we  also  approve  the  verdict  of  this  criticism  when  it  at 
once  renounces  the  representation  of  the  first  gospel  in  favour  of  that  of  the 
other  Evangelists.^^  If,  setting  aside  all  presuppositions  as  to  the  apostolic 
origin  of  this  or  that  gospel,  we  put  the  question :  which  of  the  two  divergent 
accounts  is  the  best  adapted  to  be  regarded  as  a  traditional  modification  and 
development  of  the  other?  we  can  here  refer,  not  merely  to  the  general 
nature  of  the  accounts,  but  also  to  a  single  point  at  which  the  two  touch  each 
other  in  a  characteristic  manner.  This  is  the  address  of  the  angel  to  the 
women,  in  which  according  to  all  the  synoptists  Galilee  is  mentioned,  but  in 
a  different  way.  In  Matthew  the  angel,  as  has  been  already  noticed,  says  of 
Jesus:  he  goeth  before  you  into  Galilee^ — lo^  I  have  told  you  (xxviii.  7),  irpodya, 
vfias  cis  Trfv  TakiXaiav — t8ov  cIttov  vfuv.  In  Mark  he  says  the  same,  except 
that  instead  of  the  latter  addition,  by  which  in  Matthew  the  angel  seeks  to 
impress  his  own  words  on  the  women,  he  has  the  expression  :  as  he  said  unto 
yoUf  Ka$Qi9  €hr€v  v/uv,  with  which  he  refers  to  the  earlier  prediction  of  Jesus 
concerning  this  circumstance.  If  we  first  compare  these  two  representations: 
the  confirmatory  /  have  told  you^  ctn-ov  v/uv,  might  easily  appear  superfluous 

7  Schneckenburger,  iiber  den  Urspr.  des  ersten  kanon.  Evang.,  s.  17  f^ 

^  Exeg.  Handb.  3,  b.  s.  S35, 

*  Bibl.  Comm.  2,  s.  524. 

^^  This  is  done  by  Schulz,  ttber  das  Abendm.  s.  321  ;  Schneckenbaiger,  ut  sup. 
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and  nugatory ;  while  on  the  other  hand  the  reference  to  the  earlier  predic- 
tion of  Jesus  by  he  said^  cTn-cv,  might  seem  more  appropriate,  and  on  this 
the  conjecture  might  be  founded  that  perhaps  Mark  has  here  the  correct  and 
original  phrase,  Matthew  a  variation  not  unaccompanied  by  a  misunderstand- 
ing.^^ But  if  we  include  the  account  of  Luke  in  the  comparison,  we  find  here, 
as  in  Mark,  the  words  :  remember  haw  he  spake  unto  you  when  he  was  yet  in 
Gaiilee^  fim^a-Orirt^  m  cXoXi/o-cv  vfuv  m  &v  cv  rj  TaXikau^  a  reference  to  an 
earlier  prediction  of  Jesus,  not  however  referring  to  Galilee,  but  delivered  in 
Galilee.  Here  the  question  occurs  :  is  it  more  probable  that  Galilee,  from 
being  the  designation  of  the  locality  in  which  the  prophecy  of  the  resurrection 
was  uttered,  should  at  a  later  period  be  erroneously  converted  into  a  desig- 
nation of  the  locality  where  the  risen  one  would  appear ;  or  the  contrary  ?  In 
order  to  decide  this,  we  must  ascertain  in  which  of  the  two  positions  the  men- 
tion of  Galilee  is  the  more  intrinsically  suited  to  the  context.  Now  that  on 
the  announcement  of  the  resurrection  it  was  an  important  point  whether  and 
where  the  risen  Jesus  was  to  be  seen,  is  self-evident ;  it  was  of  less  moment, 
in  referring  to  an  earlier  prediction,  to  specify  where  this  prediction  was 
uttered.  Hence  from  this  comparison  of  the  passages  it  might  already  be 
held  more  probable  that  it  was  originally  said,  the  angels  directed  the  dis- 
ciples to  go  into  Galilee,  there  to  see  the  risen  one  (Matt.) ;  but  afterwards, 
when  the  narratives  of  the  appearances  of  Jesus  in  Judea  had  gradually  sup- 
planted those  in  Galilee,  a  different  turn  was  given  to  the  mention  of  Galilee 
in  the  address  of  the  angel,  so  as  to  make  it  imply  that  already  in  Galilee 
Jesus  had  predicted  his  resurrection  (Luke) ;  whereupon  Mark  appears  to 
have  taken  a  middle  course,  since  he  with  Luke  refers  the  throv  (changed  into 
cTircv)  to  Jesus,  but  with  Matthew  retains  Galilee  as  the  theatre,  not  of  the 
earlier  prediction  of  Jesus,  but  of  the  coming  appearance. 

If  we  next  take  into  consideration  the  general  character  of  the  two  nar- 
ratives and  the  nature  of  the  case,  there  exist  the  same  objections  to  the 
supposition  that  Jesus  after  his  resurrection  appeared  several  times  to  his 
disciples  in  and  near  Jerusalem,  but  that  the  remembrance  of  this  fact  was 
lost,  and  the  same  arguments  in  favour  of  the  opposite  supposition,  as  we 
have  respectively  applied  to  the  analogous  alternatives  in  relation  to  the 
various  journeys  to  the  feasts  and  Judsean  residences  of  Jesus.**  That  the 
appearances  of  the  risen  Jesus  in  Jerusalem  should  undesignedly,  that  is,  by 
a  total  obliteration  of  them  from  the  minds  of  individuals,  have  sunk  into 
oblivion  in  Galilee,  where  according  to  this  presupposition  the  tradirion  of 
Matthew  was  formed,  is  difficult  to  conceive,  both  from  the  pre-eminent  im- 
portance of  these  appearances,  which,  as  for  example  those  before  the  assem- 
bled eleven  and  before  Thomas,  involved  the  surest  attestations  of  the  reality 
of  his  resurrection,  and  also  from  the  organizing  influence  of  the  community 
in  Jerusalem ;  while  that  the  Judsean  appearances  of  Jesus  were  indeed  known 
in  Galilee,  but  intentionally  suppressed  by  the  author  of  the  first  gospel,  in 
order  to  preserve  the  honour  for  his  province  alone,  would  presuppose  an 
exclusivism,  an  opposition  of  the  Galilean  Christians  to  the  church  at  Jerusa- 
lem, of  which  we  have  not  the  slightest  historical  trace.  The  other  contrary 
possibility^  that  perhaps  originally  only  Galilean  appearances  of  the  risen 
Jesus  were  known,  but  that  tradition  gradually  added  appearances  in  Judea 
and  Jerusalem,  and  that  at  length  these  completely  supplanted  the  former, 
may  on  many  grounds  be  heightened  into  a  probability.     First,  as  respects 

^^  On  which  account  Michaelis,  s.  118  f.,  is  of  opinion  that  ctrcr  was  the  original  reading 
in  Matthew  also.    Comp.  Weisse,  die  Evang.  Gesch.  2,  s.  347  f. 
"Vol.  I..  §57. 
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the  time,  the  tidings  of  the  resurrection  of  Jesus  were  the  more  striking,  the 
more  immediately  his  appearances  followed  on  his  burial  and  resurrection :  if 
however  he  first  appeared  in  Galilee,  such  an  immediate  sequence  of  the 
events  could  not  exist ;  further,  it  was  a  natural  idea  that  the  resurrection  of 
Jesus  must  have  been  attested  by  appearances  in  the  place  where  he  died  ; 
lastly,  the  objection  that  Jesus  after  his  pretended  resurrection  only  appeared 
to  his  own  friends,  and  in  a  corner  of  Galilee,  was  in  some  degree  repelled 
when  it  could  be  alleged  that  on  the  contrary,  he  walked  as  one  arisen  from 
the  dead  in  the  metropolis,  in  the  midst  of  his  furious  enemies,  though 
indeed  he  was  neither  to  be  taken  nor  seen  by  them.  But  when  once  several 
appearances  of  Jesus  were  laid  in  Judea  and  Jerusalem,  the  appearances  in 
Galilee  lost  their  importance,  and  might  thenceforth  either  be  appended  in  a 
subordinate  position,  as  in  the  fourth  gospel,  or  even  be  entirely  overlooked, 
as  in  the  third.  This  result,  drawn  from  the  possible  mode  of  legendary  for- 
mation, not  being  opposed,  as  in  the  inquiry  concerning  the  theatre  of  the 
ministry  of  the  living  Jesus,  by  a  contrary  one  drawn  from  the  circumstances 
and  designs  of  Jesus  :  we  may,  in  contradiction  to  the  criticism  of  the  day. 
decide  in  favour  of  the  first  gospel,  whose  account  of  the  appearance  of  the 
risen  Jesus  recommends  itself  as  the  more  simple  and  free  from  difficulty.^* 

As  regards  the  appearances  of  the  risen  Jesus  taken  singly,  the  first  gospel 
has  two  :  one  on  the  morning  of  the  resurrection  to  the  women  (xxviii.  9  f.), 
and  one,  the  time  of  which  is  undetermined,  before  the  disciples  in  Galilee 
(xxviii.  16  f.).  Mark,  in  what  is  indeed  a  merely  summary  statement,  enume- 
rates three  :  the  first,  to  Mary  Magdalene  on  the  morning  of  the  resurrection 
(xvi.  9  f.);  a  second,  to  two  disciples  going  into  the  country  (xvi.  12) ',  and  a 
third,  to  the  eleven  as  they  sat  at  meat,  doubtless  in  Jerusalem  (xvL  14). 
Luke  narrates  only  two  appearances:  that  before  the  disciples  going  to 
Emmaus  on  the  day  of  the  resurrection  (xxiv.  13  ff.),  and  the  last,  before  the 
eleven  and  other  disciples  in  Jerusalem,  according  to  xxiv.  36  ff.,  on  the 
evening  of  the  same  day,  according  to  the  Acts  i.  4  ff.  forty  days  later  ;  but 
when  the  travellers  to  Emmaus,  on  rejoining  the  apostles,  are  greeted  by  them, 
before  Jesus  has  appeared  in  the  midst  of  them,  with  the  information  :  the 
Lord  is  risen  indeed,  and  hath  appeared  to  Simon  (xxiv.  34)  :  here  a  third  ap- 
pearance is  presupposed,  which  was  granted  to  Peter  alone.  John  has  foiH* 
such  appearances:  the  first,  to  Mary  Magdelene  at  the  grave  (xx.  14  ff.) ;  the 
second  to  the  disciples  when  the  doors  were  shut  (xx.  19  ff.) ;  the  third,  like- 
wise in  Jerusalem,  eight  days  later,  when  Thomas  was  convinced  (xx.  26  ff.) ; 
the  fourth,  of  which  the  time  is  unspecified,  at  the  Galilean  sea  (xxi.).  But  here 
we  have  also  to  take  into  consideration  a  statement  of  the  Apostle  Paul,  who 
I  Cor.  XV.  5  ff.,  if  we  deduct  the  appearance  of  Christ  granted  to  himself, 
enumerates  five  appearances  after  the  resurrection,  without  however  giving 
any  precise  description  of  them :  one  to  Cephas ;  one  to  the  twelve  ;  one 
before  more  than  five  hundred  brethren  at  once ;  one  to  James  ;  and  lastly, 
one  before  all  the  apostles. 

Now  how  shall  we  make  an  orderly  arrangement  of  these  various  appear- 
ances ?  The  right  of  priority  is,  in  John,  and  still  more  expressly  in  Mark, 
claimed  for  that  to  Mary  Magdalene.  The  second  must  have  been  the  meet- 
ing of  Jesus  with  the  women  returning  from  the  grave,  in  Matthew ;  but  as 
Mary  Magdalene  was  likewise  among  these,  and  there  is  no  indication  that 
she  had  previously  seen  Jesus,  these  two  appearances  cannot  be  regarded  as 

''  The  opinion  that  the  true  locality  of  the  appearances  of  the  risen  Jesus  before  the 
disciples  was  Galilee,  is  concurred  in  by  Weisse,  2,  s.  358  ff.  ;  but  in  accordance  with  his 
fundamental  supposition  concerning  the  synoptical  gospels,  he  gives  the  preference  to  the 
narrative  of  Mark  before  that  of  Matthew. 
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distinct,  but  rather  as  one  under  two  different  garbs.  Paul,  who  in  the  above 
named  passage  speaks  as  if  he  meant  to  enumerate  all  the  appearances  of  the 
resuscitated  Christ,  of  which  he  knew,  omits  the  one  in  question  ;  but  it  may 
perhaps  be  said  in  explanation  of  this,  that  he  did  not  choose  to  adduce  the 
testimony  of  women.  As  the  order  in  which  he  enumerates  his  Christo- 
phanies,  to  judge  from  the  succession  of  clra  and  ^irara  and  the  conclusion 
with  i(TxoToy,  appears  to  be  the  order  of  time  :  **  according  to  him  the  appear 
ance  before  Cephas  was  the  first  that  happened  before  a  man.  This  would 
agree  well  with  the  representation  of  Luke,  in  which  the  joumeyers  to  Em- 
raaus,  on  rejoining  the  disciples  in  Jerusalem,  are  met  by  them  with  the 
information  that  Jesus  is  really  arisen  and  has  appeared  to  Simon,  which 
might  possibly  be  the  case  before  his  interview  with  those  two  disciples.  As 
the  next  appearance,  however,  according  to  Luke,  we  must  number  that  last 
named,  which  Paul  would  not  mention,  perhaps  because  he  chose  to  adduce 
<  nly  those  which  were  seen  by  apostles,  and  from  among  the  rest  only  those 
which  happened  before  great  masses  of  witnesses,  or  more  probably,  because 
it  was  unknown  to  him.  Mark  xvi.  12  f.  evidently  refers  to  the  same  appear- 
ance ;  the  contradiction,  that  while  in  Luke  the  assembled  disciples  nieet 
those  coming  from  Emmaus  with  the  believing  exclamation :  tAe  Lord  is  ris€n, 
etc.,  in  Mark  .the  disciples  are  said  to  have  remained  incredulous  even  to  the 
account  of  those  two  witnesses,  probably  proceeds  from  nothing  more  than 
an  exaggeration  of  Mark,  who  will  not  lose  his  hold  of  the  contrast  between 
the  most  convincing  appearances  of  Jesus  and  the  obstinate  unbelief  of  the 
disciples.  The  appearance  on  the  way  to  Emmaus  is  in  Luke  immediately 
followed  by  that  in  the  assembly  of  the  e/a;en  and  others.  This  is  generally 
held  to  be  identical  with  the  appearance  before  the  ^elve  mentioned  by  Paul, 
and  with  t'hat  which  John  narrates  when  Jesus  on  the  evening  after  the 
resurrectioai  entered  while  the  doors  were  closed  among  the  disciples,  out  of 
whose  number,  however,  Thomas  was  wanting.  It  is  not  fair  to  urge  in 
opposition  to  this  identification  the  ^/fven  of  Luke,  as  at  variance  with  the 
statement  of  John  that  only  ten  apostles  were  present,  any  more  than  the 
fw^V€  of  Paul,  from  which  number  Judas  at  least  must  be  deducted  ;  more- 
over the  similar  imanner  in  which  the  two  Evangelists  describe  the  entrance 
of  Jesus  by  la-rj^  cv  /xccrw  avrwv  and  cony  ets  to  fita-ov,  and  the  greeting  cited 
in  both  instances :  ctp^n;  v/xtv,  appear  to  indicate  the  identity  of  the  two 
appearances ;  nevertheless,  if  we  consider  that  the  handling  of  the  body  of 
Jesus,  which  in  John  first  happens  eight  days  later,  and  the  eating  of  the 
broiled  fish,  which  John  assigns  to  the  still  later  appearance  in  Galilee,  are 
connected  by  Luke  with  that  scene  in  Jerusalem  on  the  day  of  the  resurrec- 
tion :  it  is  evident  that  either  the  third  Evangelist  has  here  compressed 
several  incidents  into  one,  or  the  fourth  has  divided  one  into  several — which- 
ever alternative  may  be  chosen.  This  appearance  before  the  apostles  in 
Jerusalem  however,  as  has  been  above  remarked,  according  to  Matthew 
could  not  have  happened,  since  this  Evangelist  makes  the  e/^fen  journey  to 
Galilee  in  order  to  see  Jesus.  Mark,  and  Luke  in  his  gospel,  annex  the  as- 
cension to  this  appearance,  and  thus  exclude  all  subsequent  ones.  As  the 
next  appearance,  the  apostle  Paul  has  that  before  five  hundred  brethren, 
which  is  generally  regarded  as  the  same  with  the  one  which  Matthew  places 
on  a  mpuntain  in  Galilee  :  ^*  but  at  this  only  the  eleven  are  stated  to  have 
been  present,  and  moreover  the  discourse  of  Jesus  on  the  occasion,  consist- 
ing principally  of  official  instructions,  appears  more  suited  to  this  narrow 
circle.     Paul  next  adduces  An  appearance  to  James,  of  which  there  is  also  an 

^*  Vid  Bilkoth'fi  CommenUr,  in  loc. 

^  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  b.  s.  897 ;  Olshausen,  2,  s.  541. 
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apocryphal  account,  in  the  Hebrew  gospel  of  Jerome,  according  to  which 
however  it  must  have  been  the  first  of  all.^®  Here  there  would  be  space  for 
that  appearance  in  which,  according  to  the  fourth  gospel  eight  days  after  the 
resurrection  of  Jesus,  Thomas  was  convinced ;  wherewith  Paul  would  closely 
agree,  if  his  expression,  to  all  the  apostles^  rots  dirooToA-ots  irao-iv  (v.  7),  which 
he  uses  in  relation  to  this  appearance,  were  really  to  be  understood  of  a  full 
assembly  of  the  eleven  in  distinction  from  the  earlier  one,  when  Thomas  was 
not  present :  which  however,  as  Paul,  according  to  the  above  presupposition, 
had  described  this  also  as  an  appearance  before  the  twelve^  is  impossfble ;  on 
the  contrary,  the  apostle  intends  as  well  by  the  3(u3eKa,  twelve^  as  by  ol 
ttTTooToXoi  iraFT€s,  all  the  apostles^  the  collective  body  of  apostles  (whose 
proper  number  was  then  indeed  incomplete  by  one  man),  in  opposition  to 
the  individuals  (Cephas  and  James)  of  whom  in  each  case  he  had  ju6t  before 
spoken,  as  having  witnessed  a  Christophany.  If  however  we  were  neverthe- 
less to  regard  the  fifth  appearance  of  Jesus  according  to  Paul  as  identical 
with  the  third  in  John  :  it  would  only  be  the  more  clearly  evident  that  the 
fourth  of  Paul,  before  the  five  hundred  brethren,  cannot  have  been  the  one 
in  Galilee  recorded  by  Matthew.  For  as,  in  John,  the  third  took  place  in 
Jerusalem,  the  fourth  in  Galilee :  Jesus  and  the  apostles  must  in  that  case 
have  gone  into  Galilee  after  the  first  appearances  in  Jerusalem,,  and  have  met 
on  the  mountain ;  then  have  returned  to  Jerusalem  where  Jesus  showed  him- 
self to  Thomas ;  then  again  have  proceeded  into  Galilee  where  the  appear- 
ance by  the  sea  occurred ;  and  lastly,  have  once  more  returned  to  Jerusalem 
for  the  ascension.  In  order  to  avoid  this  useless  journeying  backwards  and 
forwards,  and  yet  to  be  able  to  combine  those  two  appearances,  Oishausen 
lays  the  appearance  before  Thomas  in  Galilee :  an  inadmissible  violence, 
since  not  only  is  there  no  mention  of  a  change  of  place  between  this  and  the 
foregoing,  which  is  by  implication  represented  as  happening  in  Jerusalem, 
but  the  place  of  assembly  is  in  both  instances  described  in  the  same  manner ; 
nay  the  addition,  the  doors  being  shut^  will  not  allow  the  supposition  of  any 
other  locality  than  Jerusalem,  because  in  Galilee,  where  there  was  less  excite- 
ment against  Jesus  from  the  enmity  of  the  priesthood,  there  cannot  be  sup- 
posed to  have  been  the  same  reason  for  that  precaution,  in  the  fear  of  the 
Tews.  Thus,  first  where  the  Judean  appearances  close  with  that  happening 
eight  days  after  the  resurrection,  we  should  obtain  room  to  insert  the  Galilean 
appearances  of  Matthew  and  John.  But  these  have  the  peculiar  position, 
that  each  claims  to  be  the  first,  and  that  of  Matthew  at  the  same  time  the 
Ust.*^  By  the  tenor  of  his  whole  narrative,  and  expressly  by  adding,  after 
the  statement  that  the  disciples  went  to  a  mountain  in  Galilee,  the  words  : 
where  Jesus  had  appointed  them^  ov  ird^aTo  avroU  6  'I.,  Matthew  marks  this 
appearance  as  the  one  to  which  Jesus  had  referred  on  the  morning  of  the 
resurrection,  first  by  the  angel,  and  then  in  his  own  person  ;  but  no  one  con- 
certs a  second  meeting  in  a  particular  place,  leaving  the  first  undetermined : 
consequently,  as  an  unforeseen  earlier  meeting  is  incompatible  with  the  evan- 

**  Hieron.  de  viris  iUustr.  iL  :  Evangelium  quoquef  quod  appellcUur  secundum  Hebraos^ — 
post  resurrecHonem  Salvatoris  refert:  Dominus  autftn,  postquam  dedisset  sindonem  servo 
sacerdotis  (apparently  in  relation  to  the  watch  at  the  grave,  which  is  here  represented  as  a 
sacerdotal  instead  of  a  Roman  guard ;  vid.  Credner,  Beitrage  zur  Einl.  in  das  N.  T.  s.  4J06 
f. ),  itrit  ad  Jacobum  et  apparuit  ei.  Juraverat  enim  Jacobus^  se  non  comesturum  pamm  ab 
ilia  hora^  qua  biberat  catictni  Domini^  donee  videret  eum  resurgenium  a  dormUntibus  (on  the 
inconceivableness  of  such  a  vow,  despairing  as  the  disciples  were,  comp.  Michaelis,  s.  122). 
Kursusque  post  paululum :  Afferte^  ait  Dominus,  mensam  et  panem,  Statimque  additur : 
lulit  panem  et  benedixit  ac  fregit,  et  dedit  Jacobo  justo  et  dixit  ei :  /rater  mi,  comede  panem 
tuum^  quia  resurrexit  filius  hominis  a  dortnientims* 

*^  Lessing,  Duplik,  s.  449  ff. 
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gelical  idea  of  Jesus,^^  that  meeting,  since  it  was  the  concerted  one,  was  also 
tlie  first  in  Galilee.     If  thus  the  appearance  at  the  sea  of  Tiberias  in  John, 
cannot  possibly  be  placed  before  that  on  the  mountain  in  Matthew :  so  the 
latter  will  just  as  little  suffer  the  other  to  follow  it,  since  it  is  a  formal  leave- 
taking  of  Jesus  from  his  disciples.     Moreover,  it  would  be  more  than  ever 
difficult  to  understand  how  the  appearance  in  John  could  be  made  out,  in 
accordance  with  the  Evangelist's  own  statement,  to  be  the  third  ^veptacm  of 
the  risen  Christ  before  his  disciples  (xxi.  14),  if  that  of  the  first  gospel  must 
also  be  supposed  to  precede  it.     Meanwhile,  even  allowing  the  priority  to  the 
former,  this  numerical  notice  of  John  remains  sufficiently  perplexing.     VVe 
might,  it  is  true,  deduct  the  appearances  before  the  women,  because,  though 
John  himself  narrates  that  to  Mary  Magdalene,  he  does  not  take  it  into  his 
account ;  but  if  we  number  that  to  Cephas  as  the  first,  and  that  on  the  way  to 
Emmaus  as  the  second :  then  this  Galilean  appearance,  as  the  third,  would 
fall  between  the  above  and  that  before  the  eleven  on  the  evening  of  the 
resurrection,  which  would  presuppose  a  rapidity  of  locomotion  totally  im- 
possible ;  nay,  if  that  appearance  before  the  assembled  eleven  is  the  same 
with  the  one  at  which,  according  to  John,  Thomas  was  absent,  the  third 
appearance  of  John  would  fall  before  his  first.     Perhaps,  however,  when  we 
consider  the  expression  :  showed  himself  to  his  disciples^  €<fMV€pwOi^  T019  /AaBif- 
Tat9  avTov,  we  ought  to  understand  that  John  only  numbers  such  appearances 
as  happened  before  several  disciples  at  once,  so  that  those  before  Peter  and 
James  should  be  deducted.     In  that  case,  we  must  number  as  the  first,  the 
appearance  to  the  two  disciples  going  to  Emmaus ;  as  the  second,  that  before 
the  assembled  eleven  on  the  evening  of  the  resurrection  :  and  thus  in  the 
eight  days  between  this  and  the  one  before  Thomas,  the  journey  into  Galilee 
would  fall  somewhat  more  conveniently,— but  also  the  third  appearance  of 
John  would  fall  before  his  second.     Perhaps,  then,  the  author  of  the  fourth 
gospel  held  the  two  disciples  whom  Jesus  met  on  the  way  to  Emmaus  too 
small  a  number,  to  entitle  this  Christophany  to  rank  as  a  ^avcpovo-^ai  t(hs 
fxaSrfTaU,     On  this  supposition  the  entrance  of  Jesus  among  the  assembled 
disciples  in  the  evening  would  be  the  first  appearance ;  hereupon  the  five 
hundred  brethren  to  whom  Jesus  showed  himself  at  once  would  surely  b^ 
numerous  enough  to   be  taken  into  the  reckoning:   so  that  the  Galilean 
appearance  of  John,  that  is,  his  third,  must  be  inserted  after  this,  but  then  it 
would  still  fall  before  that  to  Thomas  and  all  the  apostles^  which  John  enu- 
merates as  the  second.     Perhaps,  however,  the  appearance  of  Jesus  before 
the  five  hundred  is  to  be  placed  later,  so  that  after  that  entrance  of  Jesus 
among  the  assembled  disciples  would  first  follow  the  scene  with  Thomas, 
after  this  the  appearance  at  the  sea  of  Galilee,  and  only  then  the  sight  of 
Jesus  granted  to  the  five  hundred.     But  if  the  appearance  before  Thomas  is 
to  be  reckoned  the  same  with  the  fifth  in  Paul's  enumeration,  this  apostle 
must  have  reversed  the  order  of  his  two  last  appearances,  a  transposition  for 
which  there  was  no  reason  :  on  the  contrary,  it  would  have  been  more  natural 
to  place  last  the  appearance  before  the  five  hundred  brethren,  as  the  most 
important.     Thus  nothing  remains  but  to  say :  John  understood  under  the 
word  /jLaOriraU  merely  a  greater  or  a  smaller  assembly  of  the  apostles ;  but 
among  the  five  hundred  there  was  no  apostle ;  hence  he  omitted  these  also, 
and  thus  correctly  numbered  the  appearance  at  the  sea  of  Tiberias  as  the 
third  :  if  indeed  this  could  have  happened  before  the  one  on  the  mountain  in 
Galilee,  which,  we  have  seen,  to  be  inconceivable.     The  above  expedients 
resorted  to  by  way  of  accommodation  are  in  part  ridiculous  enough :  but  Kern 
has  lately  surpassed  them  all  by  a  suggestion  which  he  advances  with  great 
^'  As  Kern  admits,  Hauptthats.  Tiib.  Zeitschr.  1836,  3,  s.  57. 
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confidence^  namely,  that  John  here  intends  to  number,  not  the  appearances, 
but  the  da>s  on  which  appearances  took  place,  so  that  rovro  ^^7  r/xrov  l^ay- 
€p(o$rf  6  *I.  Tot5  /Aaftyrats,  fAis  is  now  the  third  time  that  Jesus  showed  himself 
to  the  disciples^  means :  now  had  Jesus  already  appeared  to  his  disciples  on 
three  separate  days :  namely,  four  times  on  the  day  of  the  resurrection  ;  then 
once  eight  days  after ;  and  now  again  some  days  later. ^^  Renouncing  such 
expedients,  nothing  remains  but  to  acknowledge  that  the  fourth  Evangelist 
numbers  only  those  appearances  of  Jesus  to  his  disciples,  which  he  had  him- 
self narrated ;  and  the  reason  of  this  can  scarcely  have  been  that  the  rest, 
from  some  cause  or  other,  appeared  to  him  less  important,  but  rather  that  he 
knew  nothing  of  them.^  And  again,  Matthew  with  his  last  Galilean  appear- 
ance, can  have  known  nothing  of  the  two  in  Jerusalem  recorded  by  John ; 
for  if  in  the  first  of  these  ten  apostles  had  been  convinced  of  the  reality  of 
the  resurrection  of  Jesus,  and  in  the  second  Thomas  also  :  it  could  not  have 
been  that  at  that  later  appearance  on  the  mountain  in  Galilee,  some  of  the 
eleven  (for  only  these  are  represented  by  Matthew  as  going  thither)  still 
doubted  {p\  8c  e8t<rra<rav,  v.  17).  Lastly,  if  Jesus  here  delivered  to  his  dis- 
ciples the  final  command  to  go  into  all  the  world  teaching  and  baptizing,  and 
gave  them  the  promise  to  be  with  them  until  the  end  of  the  existing  age, 
which  is  manifestly  the  tone  of  one  who  is  taking  leave :  he  cannot  subse- 
quently, as  is  narrated  in  the  introduction  to  the  Acts,  have  communicated  to 
them  his  last  commands  and  taken  leave  of  them  at  Jerusalem.  According 
to  the  conclusion  of  the  gospel  of  Luke,  this  farewell  departure  on  the  con- 
trary occurs  much  earlier  than  can  be  supposed  in  accordance  with  Matthew  \ 
and  in  the  close  of  the  gospel  of  Mark,  where  Jesus  is  represented  as  parting 
from  his  disciples  in  Jerusalem  on  the  very  day  of  his  resurrection,  partly  the 
same  words  are  put  into  his  mouth  as,  according  to  Matthew,  are  spoken  in 
Galilee,  and  in  any  case  later  than  on  the  day  of  the  resurrection.  The  fact, 
that  the  two  books  of  the  same  author,  Luke,  diverge  so  widely  from  each 
other  in  relation  to  the  time  during  which  Jesus  appeared  to  his  disciples 
after  his  resurrection,  that  one  determines  this  time  to  have  been  a  single 
day,  the  other,  forty  days,  cannot  be  taken  into  more  particular  consideration 
until  we  have  reached  a  farther  point  of  our  inquiry. 

Thus  the  various  evangelical  writers  only  agree  as  to  a  few  of  the  appear- 
ances of  Jesus  after  his  resurrection  \  the  designation  of  the  locality  in  one 
excludes  the  appearances  narrated  by  the  rest ;  the  determination  of  time  in 
another  leaves  no  space  for  the  narratives  of  his  fellow  Evangelists;  the 
enumeration  of  a  third  is  given  without  any  regard  to  the  events  reported  by 
his  predecessors ;  lastly,  among  several  appearances  recounted  by  various 
narrators,  each  claims  to  be  the  last,  and  yet  has  nothing  in  common  with  the 
others.  Hence  nothing  but  wilful  blindness  can  prevent  the  perception  that 
no  one  of  the  narrators  knew  and  presupposed  what  another  records ;  that 
each  again  had  heard  a  different  account  of  the  matter ;  and  that  consequently 
at  an  early  period,  there  were  current  only  uncertain  and  very  varied  reports 
concerning  the  appearances  of  the  risen  Jesus.*^ 

This  conclusion,  however,  does  not  shake  the  passage  in  the  first  Epistle  to 
the  Corinthians  which,  (it  being  undoubtedly  genuine,)  was  written  about  the 
year  59  after  Christ,  consequently  not  30  years  after  his  resurrection.  On 
this  authority  we  must  believe  that  many  members  of  the  primitive  church 

*'  Hauptthatsachen,  ut  sup.  s.  47. 

•®  Comp.  De  Wette,  cxeg.  Handb.  I,  3,  s.  205,  2io ;  Weissc,  die  evang.  Gesch.  2,  s. 
409. 

*^  Comp.  Kaiser,  bidl.  Theol.  i,  s.  254  ff. ;  De  Wette  ut  sup. ;  Ammon,  Fortbildung,  2^ 
I,  Kap.  I ;  Weisse,  die  Evang.  Gesch.,  2,  7  tes  Buch. 
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who  were  yet  living  at  the  time  when  this  epistle  was  written,  especially  the 
apostles,  were  convinced  that  they  had  witnessed  appearances  of  the  risen 
Christ.  Whether  this  involves  the  admission  that  some  objective  reality  lay 
at  the  foundation  of  these  appearances,  will  hereafter  become  the  subject  of 
inquiry ;  concerning  the  present  point,  the  divergencies  of  the  Evangelists, 
especially  in  relation  to  the  locality,  the  passage  of  Paul  offers  nothing  deci- 
sive, since  he  has  given  no  particular  description  of  any  of  those  appearances. 

§  139- 

QUALITY  OF  THE  BODY  AND  LIFE  OF  JESUS   AFTER   THE   RESURRECTION. 

But  how  are  we  to  represent  to  ourselves  this  continuation  of  the  life  o* 
Jesus  after  the  resurrection,  and  especially  the  nature  of  his  body  in  this 
period  ?  In  order  to  answer  this  question  we  must  once  more  cast  a  glance 
over  the  separate  narratives  of  his  appearances  when  risen. 

According  to  Matthew,  Jesus  on  the  morning  of  the  resurrection  meets 
(diDTKnyo-cv)  the  women  as  they  are  hastening  back  from  the  grave ;  they  re- 
cognize him,  embrace  his  feet  in  sign  of  veneration,  and  he  speaks  to  them. 
At  the  second  interview  on  the  Galilean  mountain  the  disciples  see  him 
{l&6vT€s),  but  some  still  doubt,  and  here  also  Jesus  speaks  to  them.  Of  the 
manner  in  which  he  came  and  went,  we  have  here  no  precise  information. 

In  Luke,  Jesus  joins  the  two  disciples  who  are  on  their  way  from  Jerusalem 
to  the  neighbouring  village  of  Emmaus  (  fyytVa?  auven-optvero  avrols) ;  they 
do  not  recognize  him  on  the  way,  a  circumstance  which  Luke  attributes  to  a 
subjective  hindrance  produced  in  them  by  a  higher  influence  (ol  6<f>$akfjuoi 
avTwv  iKparovvrOj  rov  fxr/  hnyvwvai  avrov),  and  only  Mark,  who  compresses  this 
event  into  few  words,  to  an  objective  alteration  of  his  form  (Iv  Mpq,  fiopifyg). 
On  the  way  Jesus  converses  with  the  two  disciples,  after  their  arrival  in  the 
village  complies  with  their  invitation  to  accompany  them  to  their  lodging,  sits 
down  to  table  with  them,  and  proceeds  according  to  his  wont  to  break  and  dis- 
tribute bread.  In  this  moment  the  miraculous  spell  is  withdrawn  from  the  eyes 
of  the  disciples,  and  they  know  him  :  ^  but  in  the  same  moment  he  becomes  in- 
visible to  them  (a^avros  iyivero  dir  avrwv).  Just  as  suddenly  as  he  here 
vanished,  he  appears  to  have  shown  himself  immediately  after  in  the  assembly 
of  the  disciples,  when  it  is  said  that  he  all  at  once  stood  in  the  midst  of  them 
(coTi;  cv  fUa-w  aurwvX  and  they,  terrified  at  the  sight,  supposed  that  they  saw  a 
spirit.  To  dispel  this  alarming  idea,  Jesus  showed  them  his  hands  and  feet,  and 
invited  them  to  touch  him,  that  by  feeling  his yf^x^  and  bones  then  might  con- 
vince themselves  that  he  was  no  spectre ;  he  also  caused  a  piece  of  broiled  fish 
and  of  honeycomb  to  be  brought  to  him,  and  ate  it  in  their  presence.  The 
appearance  to  Simon  is  in  Luke  described  by  the  expression  a>^^ ;  Paul  in 
the  first  Epistle  to  the  Corinthians  uses  the  same  verb  for  all  the  Chris- 
tophanies  there  enumerated,  and  Luke  in  the  Acts  comprises  all  the  appear- 
ances of  the  risen  Jesus  during  the  forty  days  under  the  expressions  oirra- 
vd/icvos  (i.  3)  and  ifixj^avrj  ycvcV^ai  (x.  40).  In  the  same  manner  Mark 
describes*  the  appearance  to  Mary  Magdalene  by  i4>avrf,  and  those  to  the 
disciples  on  the  way  to  Emmaus  and  to  the  eleven  by  ii>av€p^$rj.  John  de- 
scribes the  appearance  at  the  sea  of  Tiberias  by  iff>av€pw<r€y  iavrov,  and  to  all 
the  Christophanies  narrated  by  him  he  applies  the  word  €if>av€p^Orf,  Mark 
and  Luke  add,  as  the  close  of  the  earthly  life  of  the  risen  Jesus,  that  he  was 

*  That  it  was  the  marks  of  the  nails  in  the  hand,  which  became  visible  in  the  act  of  break- 
ing bread,  by  which  Jesus  was  recognized  (Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  b.  s.  882  ;  Kuinol,  in 
Luc.  p.  734>)  is  without  any  intimation  in  the  text. 
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taken  away  from  before  the  eyes  of  the  disciples,  and  (by  a  cloud,  according 
to  Acts  i  9)  carried  up  to  heaven. 

In  the  fourth  gospel  Jesus  first  stands  behind  Mary  Magdalene  as  she  is 
turning  away  from  the  grave ;  she  however,  does  not  recognize  him  even  when 
he  speaks  to  her,  but  takes  him  for  the  gardener,  until  he  (in  the  tone  so 
familiar  to  her)  calls  her  by  her  name.  When  on  this  she  attempts  to  mani- 
fest her  veneration,  Jesus  prevents  her  by  the  words :  Touch  me  not^  /x^  ^xou 
airrov,  and  Sends  her  with  a  message  to  the  disciples.  The  second  appear- 
ance of  Jesus  in  John  occurred  under  peculiarly  remarkable  circumstances. 
The  disciples  were  assembled,  from  fear  of  the  hostile  Jews,  with  closed  doors : 
when  all  at  once  Jesus  came  and  stood  in  the  midst  of  them,  greeted  them, 
and  presented — apparently  to  their  sight  only — his  hands  and  feet,  that  they 
might  recognize  him  as  their  crucified  master.  When  Thomas,  who  was  not 
present,  refused  to  be  convinced  by  the  account  of  his  fellow  disciples  of  the 
reality  of  this  appearance,  and  required  for  his  satisfaction  himself  to  see  and 
touch  the  wounds  of  Jesus :  the  latter,  in  an  appearance  eight  days  after, 
granted  him  this  proof,  making  him  touch  the  marks  of  the  nails  in  his  hands 
and  the  wound  in  his  side.  Lastly,  at  the  appearance  by  the  sea  of  Galilee, 
Jesus  stood  on  the  shore  in  the  morning  twilight,  without  being  known  by  the 
disciples  in  the  ship,  asked  them  for  fish,  and  was  at  length  recognized  by 
John,  through  the  rich  draught  of  fishes  which  he  procured  them ;  still,  how 
ever,  the  disciples,  when  come  to  land,  did  not  venture  to  ask  him  whether  it 
were  really  he.  Hereupon  he  distributed  among  them  bread  and  fish,  of 
which  he  doubtless  himself  partook,  and  finally  held  a  conversation  with  John 
and  Peter.2 

Now  the  general  ideas  which  may  be  formed  of  the  life  of  Jesus  after  his 
resurrection  are  two :  either  it  was  a  natural  and  perfectly  human  life,  and 
accordingly  his  body  continued  to  be  subject  to  the  physical  and  organic  laws ; 
or  his  life  was  already  of  a  higher,  superhuman  character,  and  his  body  super- 
natural and  transfigured :  and  the  accounts,  taken  unitedly,  present  certain 
traits  to  which,  on  the  first  view,  each  of  these  two  ideas  may  respectively 
appeal.  The  human  form  with  its  natural  members,  the  possibility  of  being 
known  by  means  of  them,  the  continuance  of  the  marks  of  the  wounds,  the 
human  speech,  the  acts  of  walking  and  breaking  bread, — all  these  appear  to 
speak  in  favour  of  a  perfectly  natural  life  on  the  part  of  Jesus  even  after  the 

'  The  part  of  this  conversation  which  relates  to  John,  has  already  (§116)  been  considered. 
In  that  relating  to  Peter,  the  thrice  repeated  question  of  Jesus :  Lovest  thou  mef  has  reference, 
according  to  the  ordinary  opinion,  to  his  as  often  repeated  denial ;  but  to  the  words  :  IVhen 
thou  wast  youngs  thou  girdedst  thyself^  andwcUkedst  whither  thou  wouldest^  but  when  thou 
shalt  be  old,  thou  shalt  stretch  forth  thy  hands,  and  another  shalt  gird  thee,  and  carry  thee 
whither  thou  wouldest  not,  dre  ^  i^ec^repos,  ij^ufvpvet  ffcatn-bv  koL  ire/xeTdrcis  6irov  ^eXes'  6ra» 
Hk  yrfpdirgi,  iicreyeis  rHi  X^^p^i  ffov  xal  dXKot  ffe  l^Cxrci  koI  ctaci  6irov  o6  04\€is  (v.  18  f.),  the 
Evangelist  himself  gives  the  interpretation,  that  Jesus  spoke  them  to  Peter|^  signifying  by 
what  death  he  should  glorify  God,  He  must  here  have  alluded  to  the  crucifixion,  which, 
accordmg  to  the  ecclesiastical  legend  (TertuU.  de  prsescr.  haer.  xxxvi.  Euseb.  H.  £.  ii.  25) 
was  the  death  suffered  by  this  apostle,  and  to  which  in  the  intention  of  the  Evangelist  the 
words  Follow  me,  v.  20  and  22  (i.e.  foUow  me  in  the  same  mode  of  death)  also  appear  to 
point.  But  precisely  the  main  feature  in  this  interpretation,  the  stretching  forth  of  the  hands, 
is  here  so  placed  as  to  render  a  reference  to  crucifixion  impossible,  namely,  before  the 
leading  away  against  the  will ;  on  the  other  hand,  the  girding,  which  can  only  signify  bind- 
ing for  the  purpose  of  leading  away,  should  stand  before  the  stretching  forth  of  the  hands  on 
the  cross.  If  we  set  aside  the  interpretation  which,  as  even  Liicke  (s.  703)  admits,  is  given 
to  the  words  of  jesus^ui:  eveniu  by  the  narrator  :  they  appear  to  contain  nothing  more  than 
the  commonplace  of  the  helplessness  of  age  contrasted  with  the  activity  of  youth,  for  even 
the  phrase,  shall  carry  thee  whither  thou  wouldest  not,  does  not  outstep  this  comparison.  But 
the  author  of  John  xxl,  whether  the  words  were  known  to  him  as  a  declaration  of  Jesus  or 
otherwise,  thought  them  capable  of  being  applied  in  the  manner  of  the  fourth  gospel,  as  a 
latent  prophecy  of  the  crucihxion  of  Peter. 
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resurrection.  If  it  were  possible  still  to  demur  to  this,  and  to  conjecture, 
that  even  a  higher,  heavenly  cor[X>reality  might  give  itself  such  an  aspect  and 
perform  such  functions  :  all  doubts  must  be  quelled  by  the  further  statement, 
that  Jesus  after  the  resurrection  consumed  earthly  food,  and  allowed  himself 
to  be  touched.  Such  things  are  indeed  ascribed  even  to  higher  beings  in  old 
myths,  as  for  example,  eating  to  the  heavenly  forms  from  whom  Abraham 
received  a  visit  (Gen.  xviii.  8),  and  palpability  to  the  God  that  wrestled  with 
Jacob  (Gen.  xxxii.  24  ff.) :  but  it  must  nevertheless  be  insisted  that  in  reality 
both  these  conditions  can  only  belong  to  material,  organized  bodies.  Hence 
not  only  the  rationalists,  but  even  orthodox  expositors,  consider  these 
particulars  as  an  irrefragable  proof  that  the  body  and  life  of  Jesus  after  the 
resurrection  must  be  regarded  as  remaining  still  natural  and  human.'  This 
opinion  is  further  supported  by  the  remark,  that  in  the  state  of  the  risen  Jesus 
there  is  observable  precisely  the  same  progress  as  might  be  expected  in  the 
gradual,  natural  cure  of  a  person  severely  wounded.  In  the  first  hours  after 
the  resurrection  he  is  obliged  to  remain  in  the  vicinity  of  the  grave  ;  in  the 
afternoon  his  strength  suffices  for  a  walk  to  the  neighbouring  village  of 
Emmaus ;  and  only  later  is  he  able  to  undertake  the  more  distant  journey 
into  Galilee.  Then  also  in  the  permission  to  touch  his  body  there  exists  the 
.remarkable  gradation,  that  on  the  morning  of  the  resurrection  Jesus  forbids 
Mary  Magdalene  to  touch  him,  because  his  wounded  body  was  as  yet  too 
suffering  and  sensitive ;  but  eight  days  later,  he  himself  invites  Thomas  to 
touch  his  wounds.  Even  the  circumstance  that  Jesus  after  his  resurrection 
was  so  seldom  with  his  disciples  and  for  so  short  a  time,  is,  according  to  this  ex- 
])lanation,  a  proof  that  he  had  brought  from  the  grave  his  natural,  human  body, 
for  such  an  one  would  necessarily  feel  so  weak  from  the  wounds  and  torture 
of  the  cross,  as  always  after  short  periods  of  exertion  to  require  longer  inter- 
vals of  quiet  retirement 

But  the  New  Testament  narratives,  as  we  have  seen,  also  contain  particulars 
which  favour  the  opposite  idea  of  the  corporeality  of  Jesus  after  the  resurrec- 
tion :  hence  the  advocates  of  the  opinion  hitherto  detailed  must  undertake  so 
to  interpret  these  apparently  antagonistic  features  that  they  may  no  longer 
present  a  contradiction.  Here  it  may  seem  that  the  very  expressions  by 
which  the  appearances  of  Jesus  are  ordinarily  introduced,  as  wt>Orfj  used  of 
the  appearance  in  the  burning  bush  (Exod.  iii.  2,  LXX.) ;  oirravoficw>s,  of  the 
appearance  of  the  angel  in  Tobit  xii.  19 ;  iijidvrj,  of  the  angelic  appearances 
in  Matt.  i.  and  ii.,  may  seem  already  to  point  to  something  supernatural  As 
still  more  decided  indications,  the  idea  of  a  natural  going  and  coming  which 
may  be  presupposed  in  some  scenes,  is  contradicted  in  others  by  a  sudden 
appearance  and  disappearance  ;  the  supposition  of  an  ordinary  human  body 
is  opposed  by  the  frequent  non -recognition  on  the  part  of  friends,  nay,  by  the 
express  mention  of  another  form^  hipa  fiop4>if ;  above  all,  the  j)alpability  of 
the  body  of  Jesus  appears  to  be  opposed  by  the  capability  which,  according 
to  the  first  impression  from  the  text,  is  lent  to  him  in  John,  namely,  that  of 
entering  through  closed  doors.  But,  that  Mary  Magdalene  mistook  Jesus  at 
first  for  the  gardener,  is  thought  even  by  commentators  who  ordinarily  are 
not  diffident  of  the  miraculous,  to  be  most  probably  accounted  for  by  the 
supposition  that  Jesus  had  borrowed  clothes  from  the  gardener,  who  very 
likely  dwelt  near  to  the  grave ;  moreover,  say  these  writers,  both  in  this 
instance  and  in  the  journey  to  Emmaus,  the  disfiguration  of  the  countenance 
of  Jesus  by  the  sufferings  of  crucifixion  may  have  contributed  to  prevent  his 

'  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  b.  s.  834  fT.  ;  L.  J.  i,  b.  s.  265  S.  ;  Ammon,  ut  sap. ;  Hase, 
L.  J.  §  149;  Micbaeiis,  ut  sup.,  s.  251  f.  Comp.  also  Neander,  L.  J.  Cbr.  s.  65a 
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being  recognized,  and  these  two  circumstances  are  alone  to  be  understood 
from  the  expression  crcpa  fi^p4>)f  another  form,  in  Mark.^  As  to  the  disciples 
going  to  Emmaus,  in  the  joyful  astonishment  caused  by  the  sudden  recogni- 
tion of  him  whom  they  had  believed  dead,  Jesus,  it  is  said,  may  easily  have 
withdrawn  from  them  unobserved  in  the  most  natural  manner ;  which,  how- 
ever, they,  to  whom  the  whole  fact  of  the  resuscitation  of  Jesus  was  a  miracle, 
might  regard  as  a  supernatural  disappearance.^  Nor,  we  are  told,  do  the 
expressions  :  tarq  iv  fxta-ia  avriov  or  cts  to  fiiirov  he  stood  in  the  midst  of  them, 
especially  in  John,  where  they  are  accompanied  by  the  ordinary  words  ^A^cv 
?ie  came,  and  <px^^^  ^  cotnes,  imply  aiiything  supernatural,  but  merely  the 
startling  arrival  of  one  who  had  just  been  spoken  of,  without  his  being  ex- 
pected ;  and  the  assembled  disciples  took  him  for  a  spirit,  not  because  he 
entered  in  a  miraculous  manner,  but  because  they  could  not  believe  in  the  real 
resuscitation  of  their  deceased  master. <^  Lastly,  even  the  trait  which  is 
supposed  to  be  decisive  against  the  opinion  that  the  body  of  the  risen  Jesus 
was  a  natural  and  human  one,—  the  coming  when  the  doors  were  shut  €px€<r6ai 
Ovplov  K€Kk€t/o'fjL€vii}v  iTi  John, — has  loug  been  interpreted  even  by  orthodox  theo- 
logians so  as  no  longer  to  present  any  obstacle  to  that  opinion.  We  will  not 
discuss  explanations  such  as  that  of  Heumann,  according  to  which  the  doors 
were  not  those  of  the  house  in  which  the  disciples  were  assembled,  but  the 
doors  of  Jerusalem  in  general,  and  the  statement  that  they  were  shut  is  an 
intimation  of  its  having  been  that  hour  of  the  night  in  which  it  was  customary 
to  close  the  doors,  while  the  fear  of  the  Jews  represents  the  motive,  not  for 
the  closing  of  the  doors,  but  for  the  assembling  of  the  disciples.  Apart  from 
these  expedients,  Calvin  himself  pronounces  the  opinion  that  the  bcKdy  of  the 
risen  Jesus  passed  per  medium  ferrum  et  asseres,  to  be  pueriles  argutia,  for 
which  the  text  gives  no  occasion,  since  it  does  not  say  that  Jesus  entered  per 
januas  clausas,  but  only  that  he  suddenly  appeared  among  his  disciples,  cum 
clausce  essent  januce?  Still  Calvin  upholds  the  entrance  of  Jesus  of  which 
John  here  speaks  as  a  miracle,  which  must  consequently  be  supposed  to  con- 
sist in  this,  that  Jesus  entered  cum  fores  clausx  fuissent,  sed  ^ua  Domino 
veniente  subito  patuerunt  ad  nutum  divines  majestatis  ejusfi  While  more  modern 
orthodox  divines  only  contend  for  the  less  definite  position,  that  in  the 
entrance  of  Jesus  some  miracle  took  place,  its  precise  character  being  un- 
ascertained :  *  Rationalism  has  found  means  entirely  to  banish  the  miraculous 
from  the  event.  The  closed  doors,  we  are  told,  were  opened  to  Jesus  by 
human  hands  ;  which  John  omits  to  notice,  only  because  it  is  understood  as  a 
matter  of  course,  nay,  it  would  have  been  absurd  of  him  to  say  :  they  opened 
the  doors  for  him,  and  he  went  in.^® 

But  in  thus  interpreting  the  words  ^x^^  '''^^  Bvplav  K€Kk€itrfjL€ytoVy  theolo- 
gians have  been  by  no  means  unprejudiced.  Least  of  all  Calvin  ;  for  when 
he  says,  the  papists  maintain  a  real  penetration  of  the  body  of  Jesus  through 
closed  doors  in  order  to  gain  support  for  their  tenet  that  the  body  of  Christ 
is  immense,  and  contained  in  no  place,  ut  corpus  Christi  immensum  esse, 
nulloque  loco  contineri  obtineant :  it  is  plain  that  he  combats  that  interpretation 
of  the  words  of  John  merely  to  avoid  giving  any  countenance  to  the  offensive 

^  Tholuck,  in  loc,  comp.  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb,  3,  b.  s.  866,  881.     A  similar  natural  ex- 
planation has  lately  faNcen  adopted  by  Liicke,  from  Hug. 
^  Paulus,  ut  sup.  s.  882. 

*  Paul  us,  ut  sup.  883,  93  ;  Lucke,  2,  s.  684  f. 

'  Calvin,  Comm.  in  Joh.  in  loc.,  p.  363  f.  ed.  Tholuck. 
"  Thus  Suicer,  Thes.  s.  v.  ^i)pa. ;  comp.  Michaelis,  s.  265. 

*  Tholuck  and  Olshausen,  in  loc. 

*o  Griesbach,  Vorlesungen  iiber  HermeneiUik,  s.  305 ;  Paulus,  s.  835.     Comp.  Liicke,   2, 
s.  683  ff. 
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doctrine  of  the  ubiquity  of  Christ's  body.  The  more  modern  expositors,  on 
the  other  hand,  were  interested  in  avoiding  the  contradiction  which  to  our 
perceptions  is  contained  in  the  statement,  that  a  body  can  consist  of  solid 
matter,  and  yet  pass  without  hindrance  through  other  solid  matter :  but  as 
we  know  not  whether  this  was  also  a  contradiction  in  the  view  of  the  New 
Testament  writers,  the  apprehension  of  it  gives  us  no  authority  to  discard  that 
interpretation,  providing  it  be  shown  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  text  We 
might  certainly,  on  a  partial  consideration,  understand  the  expression  the  doors 
being  shuty  ra>i/  ^v/mov  KcicXcMr/ACFcov,  as  an  intimation  of  the  anxious  state  into 
which  the  disciples  were  thrown  by  the  death  of  Jesus.  But  already  the 
circumstance  that  this  particular  is  repeated  on  the  appearance  of  Jesus 
before  Thomas  excites  doubts,  since  if  the  above  was  the  only  meaning,  it 
was  scarcely  worth  while  to  repeat  the  observation.*^  But  as  in  fact  in  this 
second  instance  the  above  cause  for  the  closing  of  the  doors  no  longer  exists, 
while  the  words  ra>v  ^pXixv  K€K\€i(Tfi€v<av  are  immediately  united  with  ^;(crat,  he 
comes :  what  was  before  the  most  apparent  meaning,  namely,  that  they  are 
intended  to  determine  the  manner  of  the  coming  of  Jesus,  is  here  heightened 
into  a  probability.**  Further,  the  repeated  statement  that  Jesus  came  when 
the  doors  were  closed  is  again  followed  by  the  words  can/  cts  ro  fiiaov,  which 
even  in  connexion  with  ^kOev^  to  which  they  are  related  as  a  more  precise 
determination,  imply  that  Jesus  suddenly  presented  himself,  without  his 
approach  having  been  seen  :  whence  it  is  undeniably  evident  that  the  writer 
here  speaks  of  a  coming  without  the  ordinary  means,  consequently,  of  a 
miraculous  coming.  But  did  this  miracle  consist  in  passing  through  the 
boards  of  the  doors?  This  is  combated  even  by  those  who  espouse  the 
cause  of  miracles  in  general,  and  they  confidently  appeal  to  the  fact,  that  it 
is  nowhere  said,  he  entered  through  the  closed  doors  &a  rcov  ^pmv  K^kk^ur- 
fjL€vov.^^  But  the  Evangelist  does  not  mean  to  convey  the  precise  notion  that 
Jesus,  as  Michaelis  expresses  himself,  passed  straight  through  the  pores  of 
the  wood  of  which  the  doors  were  made ;  he  merely  means  that  the  doors 
were  shut  and  remained  so,  and  nevertheless  Jesus  suddenly  stood  in  the 
chamber, — 'walls,  doors,  in  short  all  material  barriers,  forming  no  obstacle 
to  his  entrance.  Thus  in  reply  to  their  unjust  demand  of  us,  to  show  them 
in  the  text  of  John  a  precise  determination  which  is  quite  away  from  the 
intention  of  this  writer,  we  must  ask  them  to  explain  why  he  has  not  noticed 
the  (miraculous)  opening  of  the  doors,  if  he  presupposed  such  a  circumstance  ? 
In  relation  to  this  point  Calvin  very  infelicitously  refers  to  Acts  xii.  6  ff., 
where  it  is  narrated  of  Peter,  that  he  came  out  of  the  closed  prison  ;  no  one, 
he  says,  here  supposes  that  the  doors  remained  closed,  and  thut  Peter  pene- 
trated through  wood  and  iron.  Assuredly  not  >  because  here  it  is  expressly 
said  of  the  iroi>  gate  of  the  prison  which  led  into  the  city,  that  it  opened  to 
him  of  its  own  accord  (y,  10).  This  observation  serves  to  give  so  lively  and 
graphic  an  idea  of  the  miracle,  that  our  Evangelist  would  certainly  not,  in  two 
instances,  have  omitted  a  similar  one,  if  he  had  thought  of  a  miraculous  open- 
ing of  the  doors. 

Thus  in  this  narrative  of  John  the  supernatural  will  not  admit  of  being 
removed  or  diminished :  nor  is  the  natural  explanation  more  satisfactory  in 
relation  to  the  expressions  by  which  Luke  describes  the  coming  and  going  of 
Jesus.  For  if,  according  to  this  Evangelist,  his  coming  was  a  standing  in  the 
midst  of  the  disciples^  <rnpfaL  iv  /aco-w  tw  fiaOrfriov,  his  going  a  becoming  invisible 
to  them,  a^ai^09  yiv€<r6ai  air  avTtav :  the  concurrence  of  these  two  representa- 

"  Vid.  Tholuck  and  De  Wette,  in  loc. 

'*  Comp.  Olshausen,  2,  s.  531,  Anm. 

''  Thus,  besides  Calvin,  Liicke,  ut  sup. ;  Olshausen,  530  • 
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tions,  taken  in  connexion  with  the  terror  of  the  disciples  and  their  mistaking 
him  for  a  spirit,  will  hardly  allow  the  supposition  of  anything  else  than  a 
miraculous  appearance.  Besides,  if  we  might  perhaps  form  some  idea  how 
Jesus  could  enter  in  a  natural  manner  without  being  observed  into  a  room 
filled  with  men :  we  should  still  be  at  a  loss  to  imagine  how  it  could  be 
possible  for  him,  when  he  sat  at  table  at  Emmaus,  apparently  with  the  two 
disciples  alone,  to  withdraw  himself  from  them  unobserved,  and  so  that  they 
were  not  able  to  follow  him.** 

That  Mark,  under  the  words  crcpa  fiop<^^  understands  a  form  miraculously 
altered,  ought  never  to  have  been  denied ;  *^  but  this  is  a  point  of  minor 
importance,  because  it  involves  only  the  narrator's  own  interpretation  of  the 
circumstance  which  had  been  already  stated,  but  with  a  different  explanation, 
by  Luke :  namely,  that  the  two  disciples  did  not  know  Jesus.  That  Mary 
Magdalene  took  Jesus  for  the  gardener,  was  hardly,  in  the  view  of  the 
Evangelist,  the  consequence  of  his  having  borrowed  the  gardener's  clothes : 
rather,  the  spirit  of  the  narrative  would  require  us  to  explain  her  not  knowing 
him  by  supposing  that  her  eyes  were  held  (KpaTturOaiy  Luke  xxiv.  i6),  or  that 
Jesus  had  assumed  another  form ;  while  her  taking  him  for  the  gardener 
might  then  be  simply  accounted  for  by  the  fact  that  she  met  the  unknown 
man  in  the  garden.  Nor  are  we  authorized  by  the  evangelical  narratives  to 
suppose  a  disfiguration  of  Jesus  by  the  sufferings  of  the  cross,  and  a  gradual 
healing  of  his  wounds.  The  words  Touch  me  not  in  John,  if  they  were  to  be 
regar<^ed  as  a  prohibition  of  a  touch  as  painful,  would  be  in  contradiction,  not 
merely  with  Matthew,  according  to  whom  Jesus  on  the  same  morning — that 
of  the  resurrection — allowed  the  women  to  embrace  his  feet,  but  also  with 
Luke,  according  to  whom  he  on  the  same  day  invited  the  disciples  to  handle 
him ;  and  we  must  then  ask,  which  representation  is  correct  ?  But  there  is 
nothing  at  all  in  the  context  to  intimate  that  Jesus  forbade  Mary  to  touch 
him  for  fear  of  pain  ;  he  may  have  done  so  from  various  motives  :  concerning 
which,  however,  the  obscurity  of  the  passage  has  hitherto  precluded  any 
decision.^*^ 

But  the  most  singularly  perverted  inference  is  this  :  that  the  infrequent  and 
brief  interviews  of  Jesus  with  his  disciples  after  the  resurrection  are  a  proof 
that  he  was  as  yet  too  weak  for  long  and  multiplied  efforts,  and  consequently 
was  undergoing  a  natural  cure.  On  this  very  supposition  of  his  needing 
bodily  tendanccr,  he  should  have  been  not  seldom,  but  constantly,  with  his 
disciples,  who  were  those  from  whom  he  could  the  most  immediately  expect 
such  tendance.  For  where  are  we  to  suppose  that  he  dwelt  in  the  long  in- 
tervals between  his  appearances?  in  solitude?  in  the  open  air?  in  the 
wilderness  and  on  mountains?  That  was  no  suitable  abode  for  an  invalid, 
and  nothing  remains  but  to  suppose  that  he  must  have  been  concealed  among 
secret  colleagues  of  whom  even  his  disciples  knew  nothing.  But  thus  to 
conceal  his  real  abode  even  from  his  own  disciples,  to  show  himself  to  them 
only  seldom,  and  designedly  to  present  and  withdraw  himself  suddenly,  would 
be  a  kind  of  double  dealing,  an  affectation  of  the  supernatural,  which  would 
exhibit  Jesus  and  his  cause  in  a  light  foreign  to  the  object  itself  so  far  as  it 
lies  before  us  in  our  original  sources  of  information,  and  only  thrown  upon  it 
by  the  dark  lantern  of  modern,  yet  already  obsolete,  conceptions.     The 

^*  Olshaosen,  ut  sup.  s.  530. 

^^  Comp.  Fritzsche,  in  Maxc.  p.  725. 

^^  See  the  various  explanations  in  Tholuck  and  Liicke,  of  whom  the  latter  finds  an  altera- 
tion of  the  reading  necessary.  Even  Weisse's  interpretation  of  the  words  (2,  s.  395  fF.), 
ahhough  I  a^ee  with  the  general  tenor  of  the  explanation  of  which  it  forms  a  part,  I  must 
regard  as  a  failure. 
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opinion  of  the  Evangelists  is  no  other  than  that  the  risen  Jesus,  after  those 
short  appearances  among  his  foUowers,  withdrew  like  a  higher  being  into 
invisibility,  from  which,  on  fitting  occasions,  he  again  stept  forth. '^ 

Lastly,  on  the  presupposition  that  Jesus  by  his  resurrection  returned  to  a 
purely  natural  existence,  what  conception  must  be  formed  of  his  end  ?  In 
consistency  he  roust  be  supposed,  whether  at  the  end  of  a  longer  ^^  or  a 
shorter  time  after  his  resuscitation,  to  have  died  a  natural  death  ;  and  accord- 
ingly Paulus  intimates  that  the  too  intensely  affected  l>ody  of  Jesus,  notwith- 
standing it  had  recovered  from  the  death-like  rigidity  produced  by  cnicifixioa, 
was  yet  completely  worn  out  by  natural  maladies  and  consuming  fever.'^ 
That  this  is  at  least  not  the  view  of  the  Evangelists  concerning  the  end  of 
Jesus  is  evident,  since  two  of  them  represent  him  as  taking  leave  of  h<s 
disciples  like  an  immortal,  the  others  as  being  visibly  carried  up  to  heaven. 
Thus  before  the  ascension,  at  the  latest,  if  until  then  Jesus  had  retained  a 
natural  human  body,  it  must  have  undergone  a  chaise  which  quali6ed  him 
to  dwell  in  the  heavenly  regions ;  the  sediment  of  gross  corporeality  must 
have  fallen  to  the  earth,  and  only  its  finest  essence  have  ascended.  But  of 
any  natural  remains  of  the  ascended  Jesus  the  Evangelists  say  nothing ;  and 
as  the  disciples  who  were  spectators  of  his  ascension  must  have  observed 
them  had  there  been  such,  nothing  is  left  for  the  upholders  of  this  opinion 
but  the  expedient  of  certain  theologians  of  the  Tiibingen  school,  who  regard 
as  the  residuum  of  the  corporeality  of  Jesus,  the  cloud  which  enveloped  him 
in  his  ascension,  and  in  which  what  was  material  in  him  is  supposed  to  have 
been  dissolved  and  as  it  were  evaporated.^  As  thus  the  Evangelists  neither 
represent  to  themselves  the  end  of  the  earthly  life  of  Jesus  after  the  resurrec- 
tion as  a  natural  death,  nor  mention  any  change  undergone  by  his  body  at 
the  ascension,  and  moreover  narrate  of  Jesus  in  the  interval  between  the 
resurrection  and  ascension  things  which  are  inconceivable  of  a  natural  body  : 
they  cannot  have  represented  to  themselves  his  life  after  the  resurrection  as 
natural,  but  only  as  supernatural,  nor  his  body  as  material  and  organic,  but 
only  as  transfigured. 

In  the  point  of  view  held  by  the  Evangelists,  this  conception  is  not  con- 
tradicted even  by  those  particulars  which  the  friends  of  the  purely  natural 
opinion  respecting  the  life  of  the  risen  Jesus  are  accustomed  to  urge  in  their 
support.  That  Jesus  ate  and  drank  was,  in  the  circle  of  ideas  within  which 
the  gospels  originated,  as  far  from  presupposing  a  real  necessity,  as  the  meal 
of  which  Jehovah  partook  with  two  angels  in  the  tent  of  Abraham  :  the  power 
of  eating  is  here  no  proof  of  a  necessity  for  eating. *i  That  he  caused  himself 
to  be  touched,  was  the  only  possible  mode  of  refuting  the  conjecture  that  an 
incorporeal  spectre  had  appeared  to  the  disciples;  moreover,  divine  exist- 
ences, not  merely  in  Grecian,  but  also  (according  to  the  passage  above 
quoted,  Gen.  xxxii.  24)  in  Hebrew  antiquity,  sometimes  appeared  palpable, 
in  distinction  from  unsubstantial  shades,  though  they  otherwise  showed  them- 
selves as  little  bound  by  the  laws  of  materiality  as  the  palpable  Jesus,  when 

1^  Comp.  on  this  subject  especially  Weisse,  ut  sap.  s.  339  AT. 

^^  Brennecke,  biblischer  Beweis,  dass  Jesus  nach  seiner  Auferstehung  noch  27  Tahre 
leibhaftig  auf  Erden  gelebt,  und  zum  Woble  der  Menschheit  in  der  Stille  fortgewirkt  habe. 
1819. 

**  Ut  sup.  s.  793,  925.     Comp.  Briefe  Uber  den  Rationalismus,  s.  240. 

•®  Noch  etwas  iiber  die  Frage  :  warum  haben  die  Apostel  Matthaus  und  Johannes  nicht 
ebenso  wie  die  zwei  Evangelisten  Markus  und  Lukas  die  Himmelfidirt  ausdriickiich  enahit  ? 
In  Siiskind's  Magazin,  17,  s.  165  ff. 

*^  Joann.  Damasc.  de  f.  orth.  4,  l  :  el  koI  fyedo-aro  ppi&aewt  fuerh  rV  drdtfTOtf-ur,  dXX'  nif 


RESURRECTION  OF  JESUS.  735 

he  suddenly  vanished,  and  was  able  to  penetrate  without  hindrance  into  a 
room  of  which  the  door  was  closed** 

It  is  quite  another  question,  whether  on  our  more  advanced  position,  and 
with  our  more  correct  knowledge  of  nature,  those  two  different  classes  of 
particulars  can  be  held  compatible  with  each  other.  Here  we  roust  certainly 
say  :  a  body  which  consumes  visible  food,  must  itself  be  visible ;  the  con- 
sumption of  food  presupposes  an  organism,  but  an  organism  is  organized 
matter,  and  this  has  not  the  property  of  alternately  vanishing  and  becoming 
visible  again  at  will.***  More  especially,  if  the  body  of  Jesus  was  capable  of 
being  felt,  and  presented  perceptible  flesh  and  bones,  it  thus  exhibited  the 
impenetrability  of  matter,  proper  to  it  as  solid  :  if  on  the  other  hand  he  was 
able  to  pass  into  closed  houses  and  rooms,  unhindered  by  the  interposi- 
tion of  walls  and  doors,  he  thus  proved  that  the  impenetrability  of  solid 
matter  did  not  belong  to  him.  Since  then  according  to  the  evangelical 
accounts  he  must  at  the  same  time  have  had  and  not  have  had  the  same 
property :  the  evangelical  representation  of  the  corporeality  of  Jesus  after  the 
resurrection  is  manifested  to  be  contradictory.  And  this  contradiction  is  not 
of  such  a  kind  that  it  is  divided  among  the  different  narrators;  but  the 
account  of  one  and  the  same  Evangelist  includes  those  contradictory  features 
within  itself.  The  brief  account  of  Matthew,  it  is  true,  implies  in  the  em- 
bracing of  the  feet  of  Jesus  by  the  women  (v.  9)  only  the  attribute  of  palpa- 
bility, without  at  the  same  time  presenting  an  opposite  one ;  with  Mark  the 
case  is  reversed,  his  statement  that  Jesus  appeared  in  another  form  (v.  12) 
implying  something  supernatural,  while  on  the  other  hand  he  does  not  de- 
cidedly presuppose  the  opposite ;  in  Luke,  on  the  other  hand,  the  permission 
to  touch  his  body  and  the  act  of  eating  speak  as  decidedly  in  favour  of 
organic  materiality,  as  the  sudden  appearance  and  disappearance  speak 
against  it;  but  the  members  of  this  contradiction  come  the  most  directly 
into  collision  in  John,  where  Jesus,  immediately  after  he  has  entered  into  the 
closed  room  unimpeded  by  walls  and  doors,*^  causes  the  doubting  Thomas 
to  touch  him. 


§  Uo- 

DEBATES   CONCERNING  THE  REALITY  OF  THE  DEATH   AND  RESURRECTION 

OF  JESUS, 

The  proposition :  a  dead  man  has  returned  to  life,  is  composed  of  two 
such  contradictory  elements,  that  whenever  it  is  attempted  to  maintain  the 

'^  The  vagueness  of  the  conception  which  lies  at  the  foundation  of  the  evangelical  accounts 
is  weil  expressed  by  Origen,  when  he  says  of  Jesus :  koX  j^y  y€  /Aer&  r^v  dofdffTturiv  oAtoO 
u)<rr€p€l  iv  fX€0ofU<ff  rwl  r^t  Tax&nfTOi  tov  vpb  toO  xaBovt  aiifiaroSt  Ktd  toO  yvfjLri}P  tmo&top 
ffibfjMTos  (fxilyeaOou.  yffvx^v.  After  the  resurrection^  he  existed  in  a  form  which  held  the  mean 
between  the  materiality  of  his  body  before  his  passion ^  and  the  state  of  the  soul  when  altogether 
destitute  of  such  body  (c.  Cels.  ii.  62). 

*^  Hence  even  Kern  admits  that  he  knows  not  how  to  reconcile  that  particular  in  Luke 
with  the  rest,  and  regards  it  as  of  later,  traditional  origin  (Hauptthats.,  ut  sup.  s.  50).  But 
what  does  this  admission  avail  him,  since  he  still  has,  from  the  narrative  of  John,  the  quality 
of  palpability,  which  equally  with  the  act  of  eating  belongs  to  the  "conditions  of  earthly 
life,  the  relations  of  the  material  world,"  to  which  the  body  of  the  risen  Jesus,  according  to 
Kern's  own  presupposition,  **  was  no  longer  subjected  "  ? 

^^  Many  fathers  of  the  church  and  orthodox  theologians  held  the  capability  thus  exhibited 
by  Jesus  of  penetrating  through  closed  doors,  not  altogether  reconcileable  with  the  repre- 
sentation, that  for  the  purpose  of  the  resurrection  the  stone  was  rolled  away  from  the  grave, 
and  hence  maintained  :  resurrexit  Christus  clauso  sepulchro^  sive  nondum  ab  ostio  sepuichri 
revoluto  per  angelum  lapidt.    Quenstedt,  theol.  didact.  polem.  3,  p.  542. 
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one,  the  other  threatens  to  disappear.  If  he  has  really  returned  to  life,  it  is 
natural  to  conclude  that  he  was  not  wholly  dead ;  if  he  was  really  dead, 
it  is  difficult  to  believe  that  he  has  really  become  living.^ 

When  we  form  a  correct  opinion  of  the  relation  between  soul  and  body, 
not  abstractly  separating  the  two,  but  conceiving  them  at  once  in  their 
identity,  the  soul  as  the  interior  of  the  body,  the  body  as  the  exterior  of  the 
soul,  we  know  not  how  to  imagine,  to  say  nothing  of  comprehending,  the 
revivification  of  a  dead  person.  What  we  call  the  soul  is  the  governing 
centre  which  holds  in  combination  the  powers  and  operations  of  the  body ; 
its  function,  or  rather  the  soul  itself,  consists  in  keeping  all  other  processes 
of  which  the  body  is  susceptible  in  uninterrupted  subjection  to  the  superior 
unity  of  the  process  of  organic  life,  which  in  man  is  the  basis  of  his  spiritual 
nature  ;  so  soon  as  this  regulating  power  ceases  to  act,  the  supremacy  in  the 
various  parts  of  the  body  is  assumed  by  these  other,  inferior  principles,  whose 
work  in  its  prosecution  is  corruption.  When  once  these  have  acceded  to  the 
dominion,  they  will  not  be  inclined  to  render  it  back  to  their  former  monarch, 
the  soul ;  or  rather  this  is  impossible,  because,  quite  apart  from  the  question 
of  the  immortality  of  the  human  spirit  {Geist)y  the  soul  {SeeU)  as  such  ceases 
in  the  same  moment  with  its  dominion  and  activity,  which  constitute  its 
existence ;  consequently,  in  a  revivification,  even  if  resort  be  had  to  a  miracle, 
this  must  consist  in  the  direct  creation  of  a  new  soul. 

Only  in  the  dualism  which  has  become  popular  on  the  subject  of  the 
relation  between  body  and  soul,  is  there  anything  to  favour  the  opinion  of 
the  possibility  of  a  revivification  properly  so  called.  In  this  system,  the  soul 
in  its  relation  to  the  body  is  represented  as  like  a  bird,  which,  though  it  may 
for  a  time  have  flown  out  of  the  cage,  can  yet  be  once  more  caught  and 
replaced  in  its  former  abode ;  and  it  is  to  such  figures  that  an  imaginative 
species  of  thought  cleaves,  in  order  to  preserve  the  notion  of  revivification. 
But  even  in  this  dualistic  view,  the  inconceivability  of  such  an  event  is  rather 
concealed  than  really  diminished.  For  in  the  most  abstract  separation,  the 
co-existence  of  the  body  and  soul  cannot  be  held  as  indifferent  and  lifeless 
as  that  of  a  box  and  its  contents  ;  on  the  contrary,  the  presence  of  the  soul 
in  the  body  produces  effects,  which  again  are  the  conditions  whereby  that 
presence  is  rendered  possible.  Thus  so  soon  as  the  soul  has  forsaken  the 
body,  there  is  a  cessation  in  the  latter  of  those  activities  which  according  to 
the  dualistic  idea  were  the  immediate  expressions  of  the  influence  of  the  soul ; 
at  the  same  time,  the  organs  of  these  activities — brain,  blood,  etc,  begin  to 
stagnate ;  a  change  which  is  coincident  with  the  moment  of  death.  Thus 
if  it  could  occur  to  the  departed  soul,  or  be  imposed  on  it  by  another, 
to  re-enter  its  former  dwelling-place :  it  would  find  this  dwelling,  even  after 
the  first  moments,  uninhabitable  in  its  noblest  parts,  and  unfit  for  use.  To 
restore,  in  the  same  way  as  an  infirm  member,  the  most  immediate  organs  of 
its  activity,  is  an  impossibility  to  the  soul,  since  in  order  to  effect  anything 
in  the  body  it  has  need  of  the  service  of  these  very  organs :  thus  the  soul, 
although  remanded  into  the  body,  must  suffer  it  to  decay,  from  inabihty  to 
exercise  any  influence  over  it ;  or  there  must  be  added  to  the  miracle  of  its 
reconveyance  into  the  body,  the  second  miracle  of  a  restoration  of  the  lifeless 
bodily  organs :  an  immediate  interposition  of  God  in  the  regular  course  of 
nature,  irreconcileable  with  enlightened  ideas  of  the  relation  of  God  to  the 
world. 

Hence  the  cultivated  intellect  of  the  present  day  has  very  decidedly  stated 
the  following  dilemma :  either  Jesus  was  not  really  dead,  or  he  did  not  really 
rise  again. 

^  Comp.  Schleiermacher's  Weihnachtsfeier,  s.  117  f. 
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Rationalism  has  principally  given  its  adhesion  to  the  former  opinion.  The 
short  time  that  Jesus  hung  on  the  cross,  together  with  the  otherwise  ascer- 
tained tardiness  of  death  by  crucifixion,  and  the  uncertain  nature  and  effects 
of  the  wound  from  the  spear,  appeared  to  render  the  reality  of  the  death 
doubtful.  That  the  agents  in  the  crucifixion,  as  well  as  the  disciples  them- 
selves, entertained  no  such  doubt,  would  be  explained  not  only  by  the  general 
difficulty  of  distinguishing  deep  swoons  and  the  rigidity  of  syncope  from  real 
death,  but  also  from  the  low  state  of  medical  science  in  that  age ;  while  at 
least  one  example  of  the  restoration  of  a  crucified  person  appeared  to  render 
conceivable  a  resuscitation  in  the  case  of  Jesus  also.  This  example  is  found 
in  Josephus,  who  informs  us  that  of  three  crucified  acquaintances  whose 
release  he  begged  from  Titus,  two  died  after  being  taken  down  from  the 
cross,  but  one  survived'  How  long  these  people  had  hung  on  the  cross 
Josephus  does  not  mention ;  but  from  the  manner  in  which  he  connects  them 
with  his  expedition  to  Thekoah,  by  stating  that  he  saw  them  on  his  return 
from  thence,  they  must  probably  have  been  crucified  during  this  expedition, 
and  as  this,  from  the  trifling  distance  of  the  above  place  from  Jerusalem, 
might  possibly  be  achieved  in  a  day,  they  had  in  all  probability  not  hung  on 
the  cross  more  than  a  day,  and  perhaps  a  yet  shorter  time.  These  three 
persons,  then,  can  scarcely  have  hung  much  longer  than  Jesus,  who,  according 
to  Mark,  was  on  the  cross  from  nine  in  the  morning  till  towards  six  in  the 
evening,  and  they  were  apparently  taken  down  while  they  still  showed  signs 
of  life ;  yet  with  the  most  careful  medical  tendance  only  one  survived.  Truly 
it  is  difficult  to  perceive  how  it  can  hence  be  shown  probable  that  Jesus,  who 
when  taken  from  the  cross  showed  all  the  signs  of  death,  should  have  come 
to  life  entirely  of  himself,  without  the  application  of  medical  skill^ 

According  to  a  certain  opinion,  however,  these  two  conditions — some 
remains  of  conscious  life,  and  carefiil  medical  treatment — were  not  wanting 
in  the  case  of  Jesus,  although  they  are  not  mentioned  by  the  Evangelists. 
Jesus,  we  are  told,  seeing  no  other  way  of  purifying  the  prevalent .  messianic 
idea  from  the  admixture  of  material  and  political  hopes,  exposed  himself  to 
crucifixion,  but  in  doing  so  relied  on  the  possibility  of  procuring  a  speedy 
removal  from  the  cross  by  early  bowing  his  head,  and  of  being  afterwards 
restored  by  the  medical  skill  of  some  among  his  secret  colleagues ;  so  as  to 
inspirit  the  people  at  the  same  time  by  the  appearance  of  a  resurrection.^ 
Others  have  at  least  exonerated  Jesus  from  such  contrivance,  and  have 
admitted  that  be  really  sank  into  a  deathlike  slumber ;  but  have  ascribed  to 
his  disciples  a  preconceived  plan  of  producing  apparent  death  by  means  of 
a  potion,  and  thus  by  occasioning  his  early  removal  from  the  cross,  securing 

'  Joseph,  vita,  75 :  re/i^eif  di  inrb  Tlrau  Kai^ofMs  irifp  KepeaXlip  koI  x<X^oct  lnr€v<ruf  ds 
KJjfKfiv  TUfdL  OeKi&op  Xcyo/i^K,  xpbs  KaToofdnfffip,  el  tAtos  ^rtn^etof  iffrt  xt^poxa  Sd^Ocu^ 
C9t  ixeWep  itToarpi^uu  €t5of  ToWods  cUxmoXutovs  dtreffTavpu/Uvovs,  koI  rpett  yvuptaat  ffwi/jBeis 
/ujl  yeyofiivovsj  Ifkyriira  t^p  i^vx^^t  ^^ol  /icrd  daxpiLtaif  vpoaeKBinf  Tlrtfi  throw,  '0  d'  ibBifi 
iK^Kevirey  Kadaipedirras  adrot>f  OepaTelat  ^irt/ieXecrrdnyY  rvx^uf,  koI  ol  ftkp  96o  reXevTuaiy 
Oepavevbfuvoi^  6  8^  Tplrot  f{ii<r€tf.  And  when  I  was  sent  by  Titus  Casar  with  Cerealius  and 
1,000  horsemen,  to  a  certain  village  called  Thecoa^  in  order  to  know  whether  it  were  a  place  Jit 
for  a  ccMip,  as  I  came  dach,  I  saw  many  captives  crucified ;  and  remembered  three  of  them 
as  my  former  acquaintance,  I  wcu  very  sorry  at  this  in  my  mind,  and  went  with  tears  in 
my  eyes  to  Titus,  and  told  him  of  them  ;  so  he  immediately  commanded  them  to  be  taken  down, 
and  to  have  the  greatest  care  tahen  of  them,  in  order  to  their  recovery  ;  yet  two  of  them  died 
under  the  physictati^s  hands,  while  the  third  recovered.  For  the  arguments  of  Paulus  on  this 
passage,  see  exeg.  Handb.  3,  b,  s.  786 ;  and  in  the  Appendix,  s.  929  ff. 

*  Bretschneider,  iiber  den  angeblichen  Scheintod  jesu  am  Kreuze,  in  Ullmann*s  und 
Umbreit*s  Studien,  1832,  3,  s.  &5  ff. ;  Hug,  Beitrage  zur  Geschichte  des  Verfohrens  bei 
der  Todesstrafe  der  Kreuzigung,  Freibui^ger  Zeitschr.  7,  s.  144  E 

*  Bahrdt,  Ausfiihrung  des  Plans  und  Zwecks  Jesu.  Comp.  on  the  other  hand,  Paulus, 
exeg.  Handb.  3,  b,  793  f. 
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his  restoration  to  life.^  But  of  all  this  our  evangelical  sources  give  no 
intimation,  and  for  conjecturing  such  details  we  have  no  ground.  Judicious 
friends  of  the  natural  explanation,  who  repudiate  such  monstrous  productions 
of  a  system  which  remodels  history  at  will,  have  hence  renounced  the  sup- 
position of  any  remains  of  conscious  life  in  Jesus,  and  have  contented  them- 
selves, for  the  explanation  of  his  revivification,  with  the  vital  force  which 
remained  in  his  still  young  and  vigorous  body,  even  after  the  cessation  of 
consciousness ;  and  have  pointed  out,  instead  of  premeditated  tendance  by 
the  hands  of  men^  the  beneficial  influence  which  the  partly  oleaginous  sub- 
stances applied  to  his  body  must  have  had  in  promoting  the  healing  of  his 
wounds,  and,  united  with  the  air  in  the  cave,  impregnated  with  the  perfumes 
of  the  spices,  in  reawakening  feeling  and  consciousness  in  Jesus ;  ®  to  all 
which  was  added  as  a  decisive  impulse,  the  earthquake  and  the  lightning 
which  on  the  morning  of  the  resurrection  opened  the  grave  of  Jesus.^  Others 
have  remarked,  in  opposition  to  this,  that  the  cold  air  in  the  cave  must  have 
had  anything  rather  than  a  vivifying  tendency ;  that  strong  aromatics  in  a  con- 
fined space  would  rather  have  had  a  stupefying  and  stifling  influence;^  and 
the  same  effect  must  have  been  produced  by  a  flash  of  lightning  bursting 
into  the  grave,  if  this  were  not  a  mere  figment  of  rationalistic  expositors^ 

Notwithstanding  all  these  improbabilities,  which  are  against  the  opinion 
that  Jesus  came  to  life  after  a  merely  apparent  death  by  the  operation  of 
natural  causes,  this  nevertheless  remains  so  far  possible,  that  if  we  had  secure 
evidence  of  the  resuscitation  of  Jesus,  we  might,  on  the  strength  of  such 
certainty  as  to  the  result,-  supply  the  omissions  in  the  narrative,  and  approve 
the  opinion  above  presented, — with  the  rejection,  however,  of  all  precise 
conjectures.  Secure  evidence  of  the  resurrection  of  Jesus,  would  be  the 
attestation  of  it  in  a  decided  and  accordant  manner  by  impartial  witnesses. 
But  the  impartiality  of  the  alleged  witnesses  for  the  resurrection  of  Jesus,  is 
the  very  point  which  the  opponents  of  Christianity,  from  Celsus  down  to  the 
Wolfenbiittel  Fragmentist,  have  invariably  called  in  question.  Jesus  showed 
himself  to  his  adherents  only :  why  not  also  to  his  enemies,  that  they  too 
might  be  convinced,  and  that  by  their  testimony  posterity  might  be  precluded 
from  every  conjecture  of  a  designed  fraud  on  the  part  of  his  disciples  ?  '  I 
cannot  certainly  attach  much  weight  to  the  replies  by  which  apologists  have 
sought  to  repel  this  objection,  from  that  of  Origen,  who  says :  Christ  avoided 
the  judge  who  condemned  him^  and  his  enemies^  that  they  might  not  be  smitten 
with  blindness ;  ^^  to  the  opinions  of  the  modern  theologians,  who  by  their 
vacillation  between  the  assertion  that  by  such  an  appearance  the  enemies 
of  Jesus  would  have  been  compelled  to  believe,  and  the  opposite  one,  that 
they  would  not  have  believed  even  on  such  evidence, — mutually  confute  one 
another. ^^    Nevertheless,  it  can  still  be  urged  in  reply  to  that  objection,  that 

*  Xenodoxien,  in  der  Abh. :  Joseph  und  Nikodemus.  G>mp.  on  the  other  hand  Klsdber's 
Studien  der  wurtembeig.  Geistlichkeit,  2,  2,  s.  84  S. 

*  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  b,  &  785  ff.     L.  J.  i,  b,  s.  281  ff. 
^  Schuster,  in  £ichhorn*s  alig.  Biblioth.  9,  s.  1053. 

*  Winer,  bibl.  Realw.  i,  s.  674. 

'  Orig.  c.  Cels.  ii.  63  :  Herd  raOra  6  KAo-of  qAk  evKarcL^potrfyrm  rd  yeypaptfUra  KcucoKcyCiv^ 
^ffhf,  5n  kxfi^^i  f^^^P  ^<>>s  delop  \B6vafU¥  iK^vai  IjOekep  6  'I.,  a&roit  roit  ivripedaaffi  kqI 
rtp  Karaduciffam  koX  SXbn  tS^w  6^rjyou» — 67 :  ot/  yiifi^iwl  rovr  hrifi4>^  f^  ^^PXh^* 
tya  XdBjf,  Comp.  the  Wolfenbiittel  Fragmentist,  in  Lessing,  s.  450,  60,  92  ff,  ;  Woolston, 
Disc  6.     Spinoza,  ep.  23,  ad  Oldenbuig,  p.  558  f.  ed.  Gfrorer. 

^^  Ut  sup.  67  :  i<p€it€TQ  yi^  Kal  tov  KaraSiKdaaproi  xal  rOv  irniptoffimav  h  Xpurrbs^  Iwa 

^^  Comp.  Mosheim,  in  his  translation  of  the  work  of  Origen  against  Celsus,  on  the 
passage  above  quoted  ;  Michaelis,  Anm.  zum  fiinften  Fragment,  s.  407. 
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the  adherents  of  Jesus,  from  their  hopelessness,  which  is  both  unanimously 
attested  by  the  narratives,  and  is  in  perfect  accordance  with  the  nature  of 
the  case,  here  rise  to  the  rank  of  impartial  witnesses.  If  they  had  expected 
a  resurrection  of  Jesus  and  we  had  then  been  called  upon  to  believe  it  on 
their  testimony  alone :  there  would  certainly  be  a  possibility  and  perhaps 
also  a  probability,  if  not  of  an  intentional  deception,  yet  of  an  involuntary 
self-delusion  on  their  part ;  but  this  possibility  vanishes  in  proportion  as  the 
disciples  of  Jesus  lost  all  hope  after  his  death.  Now  even  if  it  be  denied 
that  any  one  of  the  gospels  proceeded  immediately  from  a  disciple  of  Jesus, 
it  is  still  certain  from  the  epistles  of  Paul  and  the  Acts  that  the  Apostles 
themselves  had  the  conviction  that  they  had  seen  the  risen  Jesus.  We  might 
then  rest  satisfied  with  the  evangelical  testimonies  in  favour  of  the  resur- 
rection, were  but  these  testimonies  in  the  first  place  sufficiently  precise,  and 
in  the  second,  in  agreement  with  themselves  and  with  each  other.  But  in 
fact  the  testimony  of  Paul,  which  is  intrinsically  consistent  and  is  otherwise 
most  important,  is  so  general  and  vague,  that  taken  by  itself,  it  does  not 
carry  us  beyond  the  subjective  fact,  that  the  disciples  were  convinced  of 
the  resurrection  of  Jesus ;  while  the  more  fully  detailed  narratives  of  the 
gospels,  in  which  the  resurrection  of  Jesus  appears  as  an  objective  fact, 
are,  from  the  contradictions  of  which  they  are  convicted,  incapable  of  being 
used  as  evidence,  and  in  general  their  account  of  the  life  of  Jesus  after  his 
resurrection  is  not  one  which  has  connexion  and  unity,  presenting  a  clear 
historical  idea  of  the  subject,  but  a  fragmentary  compilation,^'  which  presents 
a  series  of  visions,  rather  than  a  continuous  history. 

If  we  compare  with  this  account  of  the  resurrection  of  Jesus,  the  precise 
and  internally  consistent  attestation  of  his  death:  we  must  incline  to  the 
other  side  of  the  dilemma  above  stated,  and  be  induced  to  doubt  the  reality 
of  the  resurrection  rather  than  that  of  the  death.  Hence  Celsus  chose  this 
alternative,  deriving  the  alleged  appearance  of  Jesus  after  the  resurrection, 
from  the  self-delusion  of  the  disciples,  especially  the  women,  either  dreaming 
or  waking ;  or  from  what  appeared  to  him  still  more  probable,  intentional 
deception :  ^  and  more  modem  writers,  as,  for  example,  the  Wolfenbiittel 
Fragmenttst,  have  adopted  the  accusation  of  the  Jews  in  Matthew,  namely, 
that  the  disciples  stole  the  body  of  Jesus,  and  afterwards  fabricated, ^wi^ 
slender  agreement,  stories  of  his  resurrection  and  subsequent  appearances.^^ 
This  suspicion  is  repelled  by  the  remark  of  Origen,  that  a  spontaneous  false- 
hood on  the  part  of  the  disciples  could  not  possibly  have  animated  them  to 
so  unflinching  an  announcement  of  the  resurrection  of  Jesus  amid  the  greatest 
perils ;  ^^  and  it  is  a  just  argument  of  modem  apologists  that  the  astonishing 
revolution  from  the  deep  depression  and  utter  hopelessness  of  the  disciples 
at  the  death  of  Jesus,  to  the  strong  faith  and  enthusiasm  with  which  they 
proclaimed  him  as  the  Messiah  on  the  succeeding  Pentecost,  would  be 
inexplicable  unless  in  the  interim  something  extraordinarily  encouraging  had 
taken  place — ^something,  in  fact,  which  had  convinced  them  of  his  resur- 

^*  Hase,  L.  J.,  §  149 ;  Diss.  :  Hbrorum  sacrorum  de  J,  Chr,  a  moriuis  revocato  at^  in 
£cslum  SMblaio  narratumem  collaHs  vtUgaribus  ilia  ataie  Judaarutn  dt  morte  opinunUbus 
interpretari  conatus  est  C.  A.  Frege,  p.  12  f.  ;  Weisse,  die  evang.  Gesch.  2,  s.  362  ffi 

1'  Orig.  c.  Cels.  ii.  55  :  rlt  touto  e79e  (the  pierced  hands  of  Jesus,  and,  in  general,  his 
appearances  after  the  resurrection),  ywii  rdpoKrrpos,  Cn  ^rky  Kal  d  ris  dXXos  rtor  ix  rip 
a^rijs  ym/Tiias,  Ijroi  Kord  riKa  8id$€<nM  ^eipi^as^  Ij  icar^  r^  a^oO  po^rfaof  86^  rerSwnjfuirff 
^>etrrtiffua9els,  tfir«/>  Sij  fjouploii  <n/fipipifK€y'  4),  dvep  fiS^Xw,  ^KirX^|di  rods  Xotirodt  rj  repare/f 
TO&rjf  9e\i/fadSf  ical  did  rov  rotoOrov  ^t^/iarot  iApopfu^v  AXXois  dy^prfws  rstpoffx^* 

^*  The  5th  Fragment,  in  Lessuig's  4th  Beitrag.    Woolston,  Disc.  & 

"  Ut  sup.  56. 
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rection.^^  But  that  this  cause  of  conviction  was  predsely  a  real  appearance 
of  the  risen  Jesus — ^that,  indeed  it  was  necessarily  an  external  event  at  all — 
is  by  no  means  proved  If  we  chose  to  remain  on  supranatural  groun4  we 
might  with  Spinoza  suppose  that  a  vision  was  produced  by  miraculous  means 
in  the  minds  of  the  disciples,  the  object  of  which  was  to  make  evident  to 
them,  in  a  manner  accordant  with  their  powers  of  comprehension  and  the 
ideas  of  their  age,  that  Jesus  by  his  virtuous  life  had  risen  from  spiritual 
death,  and  that  to  those  who  followed  his  example  he  would  grant  a  similar 
resurrection.^^  With  one  foot  at  least  on  the  same  ground  stands  the  sup- 
position of  Weisse,  that  the  departed  spirit  of  Jesus  really  acted  on  the 
disciples  whom  he  had  left  behind ;  in  connexion  with  which  he  refers  to 
the  apparitions  of  spirits,  the  impossibility  of  which  remains  unproved.  ^^ 
In  order  to  escape  from  the  magic  circle  of  the  supernatural,  others  have 
searched  for  natural  external  causes  which  might  induce  the  belief  that  Jesus 
had  risen  and  had  been  seen  after  his  resurrection.  The  first  impetus  to 
this  opinion,  it  has  been  conjectured,  was  given  by  the  circumstaiKe  that  on 
the  second  morning  after  the  burial  his  grave  was  found  empty,  the  linen 
clothes  which  lay  in  it  being  taken  first  for  angels  and  then  for  an  appearance 
of  the  risen  Jesus  himself :  ^^  but  if  the  body  of  Jesus  was  not  reanimated, 
how  are  we. to  suppose  that  it  came  out  of  the  grave?  Here  it  would 
be  necessary  to  recur  to  the  supposition  of  a  theft :  unless  the  intimation 
of  John,  that  Jesus  on  account  of  haste  was  laid  in  a  strange  grave,  were 
thought  available  for  the  conjecture  that  perhaps  the  awner  of  the  grave 
caused  the  corpse  to  be  removed:  which  however  the  disciples  must  sub- 
sequently have  learned,  and  which  in  any  case  has  too  frail  a  foundation 
in  the  solitary  statement  of  the  fourth  gospel 

Far  more  fruitful  is  the  appeal  to  the  passage  of  Paul  (i  Cor.  xv.  5  ff.),  as 
the  most  appropriate  starting  point  in  this  inquiry,  and  the  key  to  the  com- 
prehension of  all  the  appearances  of  Jesus  after  his  resurrection.^  When 
Paul  there  places  the  Christophany  which  occurred  to  himself  in  the  same 
series  with  the  appearances  of  Jesus  in  the  days  after  his  resurrection  :  this 
authorizes  us,  so  far  as  nothmg  else  stands  in  the  way  of  such  an  inference,, 
to  conclude  that,  for  aught  the  Apostle  knew,  those  earlier  a{^arances  were 
\  of  the  same  nature  with  the  one  experienced  by  himself.  Now  with  res|>eci 
to  the  latter  as  narrated  to  us  in  the  Acts  (ix.  z  fif.,  xxiL  3  ff.,  xxvL  12  iSl), 
it  is  no  longer  possible,  after  the  analysis  of  Eichhom'^  and  Ammon,^ 
to  retain  it  as  an  external,  objective  appearance  of  the  real  Christ ;  even 

'*  UUmann,  Was  setz  die  Stiftang  der  Cbristlicben  Kirche'  durdi  einen  Gekreiu^en 
Toraus?  In  his  Studien,  1832,  3,  s.  589  f.  (Rohr) ;  Briefe  iiber  den  Rationftlismns,  s.  28, 
236.    Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  b,  s.  826  f. ;  Hase,  §  146. 

^f  Spinoza,  ut  sup. :  Apostolos  omnes  ontnino  credidisse,  quod  Christus  a  mwie  resttrrexerU^ 
d  ad  calum  revera  ascendent — ego  non  nego.  Nam  ipse  etiam  Adrahamus  credUUi^  quod 
Deus  apud  ipsum  pransus  fuerit — cum  tamen  hat  et  plura  alia  hujusmcdi  c^pariiiomes 
seu  reveiaiiones  /u^int,  caphti  et  opinionilnu  eomm  Aaminum  eucommodata^  quihu  Deus 
wsentem  suam  iisdem  reuelare  voluit.  Concludo  itaque  Christi  a  mortuis  resurrectiattem  revera 
spiritttalem,  et  solis  fidelibus  adeorum  captum  revehUa  fuisse^  nempe  quod  Christus  eetemitate 
ienatus  fuit,  et  a  moriuis  [moriuos  hie  inttUigo  eo  sensu,  quo  Christus  dixit :  sinite  mortuos 
sepdire  mortuos  suos)  surrexit,  simul  atque  vita  et  morte  singularis  sanctitatis  exempium  dedit, 
et  eatenus  discipulos  suos  a  mortuis  susa'tat,  quatenus  ipsi  hoc  vita  efus  et  mortis  exempium 
sequuntur. 

'*  Die  evang.  Gesch.  2,  s.  426  ff. 

'*  Versach  iiber  die  Auferstehung  Jesu,  in  Schmidt's  Bibliothek,  2,  4,  s<>  545  ff. 

•*  Ibid.,  s.  537 ;  Kaiser,  bibl.  Theol.  i,  s.  258  f. ;  Frege,  ut  sup.  p.  13. 

*i  In  his  al^.  Bibliothek,  6,  I,  s.  I  ff. 

*s  Cdmm.  cx.e^.  de  repentina  Sauli — conversione.  In  his  opusc.  tfaeol. ;  Foitbildung  des 
Christenth.  2,  i,  &apl  3.    Comp.  also  my  Streitschriften,  2tes  Heft,  s.  52  ff. 
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Neander^  does  not  positively  dare  to  maintain  more  than  an  internal 
influence  of  Christ  on  the  mind  of  Paul,  only  appending  in  a  very  beseeching 
manner  the  supposition  of  an  external  appearance ;  and  even  that  internal 
influence  he  himself  renders  superfluous  by  detailing  the  causes  which  might 
in  a  natural  manner  produce  such  a  revolution  in  the  disposition  of  the  man 
thus :  the  favourable  impression  of  Christianity,  of  the  doctrine,  life  and 
conduct  of  its  adherents^  which  he  had  here  and  there  received,  especially 
on  the  occasion  of  the  martyrdom  of  Stephen,  threw  his  mind  into  a  state  of 
excitement  and  conflict,  which  he  might  indeed  for  a  time  forcibly  repress, 
perhaps  even  by  redoubled  zeal  against  the  new  sect,  but  which  must  at  last 
find  vent  in  a  decisive  spiritual  crisis,  concerning  which  it  need  not  surprise 
us  that  in  an  oriental  it  took  the  form  of  a  Christophany.  If  according  to 
this  we  have  in  the  Apostle  Paul  an  example,  that  strong  impressions  from 
the  infant  Christian  community  might  carry  an  ardent  mind  that  had  long 
striven  against  it,  to  a  pitch  of  exaltation  which  issued  in  a  Christophany, 
and  a  total  change  of  sentiment :  surely  the  impres§ion  of  the  sublime 
personality  of  Jesus  would  suffice  to  inspire  into  his  immediate  disciples, 
struggling  with  the  doubts  concerning  his  messiahship  which  his  death  had 
excited  in  them,  the  experience  of  similar  visions.  They  who  think  it 
necessary  and  desirable  in  relation  to  the  Christophany  of  Paul  to  call  in 
the  aid  of  external  natural  phenomena,  as  thunder  and  lightning,  may  also 
seek  to  facilitate  the  explanation  of  the  appearances  of  the  risen  Jesus  which 
his  immediate  disciples  believed  themselves  to  have  previously  had,  by  the 
supposition  of  similar  incidents.^  Only  it  must  be  observed  that,  as  Eich- 
hom's  explanation  of  the  event  in  the  life  of  Paul  proved  a  failure  from  his 
maintaining  as  historical  every  single  detail  in  the  New  Testament  narrative, 
as  the  blindness  of  Paul  and  his  cure,  the  vision  of  Ananias,  and  so  on,  which 
he  could  only  transform  into  natural  occurrences  by  a  very  strained  interpre- 
tation :  so  it  would  inevitably  render  impossible  the  psychological  explanation 
of  the  appearances  of  Jesus,  to  acknowledge  as  historical  all  the  evangelical 
narratives  concerning  them,  especially  those  of  the  tests  which  Thomas 
applied  by  touching  the  wounds  of  Jesus,  and  which  Jesus  himself  afibrded 
by  taking  material  nourishment ;  and  indeed  these  narratives,  from  the 
contradiction  which  they  are  shown  to  present,  have  not  the  slightest  claim 
to  such  a  character.  The  two  first  gospels,  and  our  chief  informant  in  this 
matter,  the  Apostle  Paul,  tell  us  nothing  of  such  tests,  and  it  is  quite  natural 
that  the  Christophanies  which,  in  the  actual  experience  of  the  women  and 
Apostles,  may  have  floated  before  them  as  visions  of  much  the  same  character 
as  that  which  Paul  had  on  the  way  to  Damascus,  when  once  received  into 
tradition,  should  by  reason  of  the  apologetic  effort  to  cut  ofi"  all  doubts  as  to 
their  reality,  be  continually  more  and  more  consolidated  so  that  the  mute 
appearances  became  speaking  ones,  the  ghostlike  form  was  exchanged  for 
one  that  ate,  and  the  merely  visible  body  was  made  palpable  also. 

Here  however  there  presents  itself  a  distinction,  which  seems  at  once  to 
render  the  event  in  the  history  of  Paul  unavailable  for  the  explanation  of . 
those  earlier  appearances.  To  the  Apostle  Paul,  namely,  the  idea  that  Jesus  ; 
had  risen  and  appeared  to  many  persons  was  delivered  as  the  belief  of  the  sect 
which  he  persecuted ;  he  had  only  to  receive  it  into  his  conviction  and  to 
vivify  it  in  his  imagination  until  it  became  a  part  of  his  .own  expprienre :  the 
earlier  disciples,  on  the  contrary,  had  before  them  as  a  fact  merely  the  death 
of  their  Messiah, — the  notion  of  a  resurrection  on  his  part  they  could  nowhere 

**  Gesch.  der  Pflansung  und  Leitung  der  Christ!.  Kircbe  durch  die  Apostel,  I,  s.  75  ff. 
^  This  is  done  in  the  treatise  in  Schmidt's  Bibliothek,  and  by  Kaiser,  ut  sup. 
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gather,  but  must,  according  to  our  conception  of  the  matter,  have  first  pro- 
duced it ;  a  problem  which  appears  to  be  beyond  all  comparison  more  difficult 
than  that  subsequently  presented  to  the  Apostle  Paul     In  order  to  form  a 
correct  judgment  on  this  subject,  we  must  transport  ourselves  yet  more  com- 
pletely into  the  situation  and  frame  of  mind  into  which  the  disciples  of  Jesus 
were  thrown  by  his  death.    During  several  years'  intercourse  with  them  he  had 
constantly  impressed  them  more  and  more  decidedly  with  the  belief  that  he 
was  th^  Messiah ;  but  his  death,  which  they  were  unable  to  reconcQe  with 
theu:  mes&ianrc  "ideas,  had  for  the   moment  annihilated  this  belief*    Now 
when,  after  the  first  shock  was  past,  the  earlier  impression  began  to  revive  : 
there  spontaneously  arose  in  them  the  psychological  necessity  of  solving  the 
contradiction  between  the  ultimate  fate  of  Jesus  and  their  earlier  opimon  of 
him  —  of  adopting  into   their  idea  of,  the  Messiah  the  characteristics   of 
sufiering  and  death.     As,  however,  with  the  Jews  of  that  age  to  comprehend 
meant  nothing  else  than  to  derive  from  the  sacred  scyip^ures !  they  tvmed  to 
these,  to  ascertain  whether  they  might  not  perhaps  find  in  them  intimations  of 
a  suffering  and  dying  Messiah.    Foreign  as  the  idea  of  such  a  MessiaKisto 
the  Old  Testament,  the  disciples,  who  wished  to  find  it  there,  must  ue VGf  Ihdiss 
hkve  regardea  SS  Intimations  of  this  kind,  all  those  [poetical  and  prophetic 
passages  which,  like  Isa.  liii.,  Ps.  xxii.,  represented  the  man  of  God  as  afflicted 
and  bowed  down  even  to  death.    Thus  Luke  states  as  the  chief  occupation  of 
the  risen  Jesus  in  his  interview  with  the  disciples,  that  beginning  at  Moses  and 
ail  the  prophets^  he  expounded  unto  them  in  all  the  scriptures  the  things  amcem- 
ing  himself^  i.  e.  that  Christ  ought  to  have  suffered  such  things  (xxiv.  26  f.,  44  ff.). 
When  they  had  in  this  manner  received  into  their  messianic  idea  ignominy, 
suffering  and  death,  the  ignominiously  executed  Jesus  was  not  lost,  but  still  re- 
mained to  them :  by  his  death  he  had  only  entered  into  his  messianic  glory 
(Luke  xxiv.  26)  in  which  he  was  invisibly  with  them  always^  even  unto  the  end 
of  the  world  (Matt,  xxviii.  20).    But  how  could  he  £ail,  out  of  this  glory,  in 
which  he  lived,  to  give  tidingsof  himself  to  his  followers?  and  how  could  they, 
when  their  mind  was  opened  to  the  hitherto  hidden  doctrine  of  a  dying 
Messiah  contained  in  the  scriptures,  and  when  in  moments  of  unwonted  inspir- 
ation their  hearts  burned  within  them  (Luke  xxiv!  32), — ^how  could  they  avoid 
conceiving  this  to  be  an  influence  shed  on  them  by  their  glorified  Christ,  an 
opening  of  their  understanding  by  him  (v.  45),  nay,  an  actual  conversing  with 
him  ?  '^    Lastly,  how  conceivable  is  it  that  in  individuals,  especially  women^ 
these  impressions  were  heightened,  in  a  purely  subjective  manner,  in$o^ctual 
vision ;  that  on  others,  even  on  [whole  assemblies,  something  or  other  of  an 
objective  nature,  visible  or  audible,  sometimes  perhaps  the  sight  of  an  un- 
known person,  created  the  impression  of  a  revelation  or  appearance  of  Jesus : 
a  height  of  pious  enthusiasm  which  is  wont  to  appear  elsewhere  in  religious 
societies  peculiarly  oppressed  and  persecuted.    But  if  the  crucified  Messiah 
had  truly  entered  into  the  highest  form  of  blessed  existence,  he  ought  not  to 
have  left  his  body  in  the  grave :  and  if  in  precisely  such  Old  Testament 
passages  as  admitted  of  a  typical  relation  to  the  sufferings  of  the  Messiah, 
there  was  at  the  same  time  expressed  the  hope  :  thou  wilt  not  leave  my  soul 
in  helly  neither  wilt  thou  suffer  thy  holy  one  to  see  corruption  (Ps.  xvL  10  ;  Acts 
iL  27);  while  in  Isa.  liiL   10,  he  who  had  been  represented  as  jed  to  the 
slaughter  and  buried,  was  yet  promised  a  prolongation  of  his  da]rs  :  what  was 
more  natural  to  the  disciples  than  to  reinstate  their  earlier  Jewish  ideas,  which 
the  death  of  Jesus  had  disturbed,  namely,  that  the  Christ  remaineth  for  ever 
(John  xii.  34),  through  the  medium  of  an  actual  revivification  of  their  dead 

*'  Comp.  Weisse,  ut  sup.  p.  398  ff. 
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master,  and,  as  it  was  a  messianic  attribute  one  day  to  call  the  dead  bodily 
from  the  grave^  to  imagine  also  as  returning  to  life  in  the  manner  of  a  resur- 
rection ? 

Meanwhile,  if  the  body  of  Jesus  was  interred  in  a  known  place,  and  could 
there  (so, far  as  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  suppose  a  theft,  or  an  accidental  re- 
moval) be  sought  for  and  exhibited :  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  how  the  dis- 
ciples in  Jerusalem  itself,  and  not  quite  two  days  after  the  interment,  could 
believe  and  declare  that  Jesus  was  risen,  without  refuting  themselves,  or 
meeting  with  refutation  from  their  adversaries,  (to  whom  however  they  appear 
to  have  made  the  first  disclosure  as  to  the  resurrection  of  their  Messiah  at 
Pentecost,)  by  ocular  demonstration  at  the  grave. ''^  Now  it  is  here  that  the 
narrative  of  the  first  gospel,  which  has  been  unjustly  placed  below  the  others, 
presents  an  explanatory  and  satisfactory  indication.  According  to  this  gospel 
also  the  risen  Jesus  does  indeed  appear  in  Jerusalem,  but  only  to  the  women, 
and  no  entirdy  as  a  mere  preparation  for  a  succeeding  interview,  nay,  so 
superfluously,  that  we  have  already  questioned  the  truth  of  this  appearance, 
and  pronounced  it  to  be  a  later  modification  of  the  legend  of  the  angelic 
appearance,  which  Matthew  nevertheless  also  included  in  his  narrative.^  The 
sole  important  appearance  of  Jesus  after  the  resurrection  occurs,  according 
to  Matthew,  in  Gsdilee,  whither  an  angel,  and  Jesus  himself  on  the  last  evening 
of  his  life  and  on  the  morning  of  the  resurrection,  most  urgently  directed  his 
disciples,  and  where  the  fourth  gospel  also,  in  its  appendix,  places  an  appear- 
ance of  the  resuscitated  Jesus.  That  the  disciples,  dispersed  by  their  alarm, 
at  the  execution  of  their  Messiah,  should  return  to  their  home  in  Galilee, 
where  they  had  no  need,  as  in  the  metropolis  of  Judea,  the  seat  of  the  enemies 
of  their  crucified  Christ,  to  shut  the  doors  for  fear  of  the  Jews^  was  natural. 
Here  was  the  place  where  they  gradually  began  to  breathe  freely,  and  where 
their  faith  in  Jesus,  which  had  been  temporarily  depressed,  might  once  more 
expand  with  its  former  vigour.  But  here  also,  where  no  body  lay  in  the  grave 
to  contradict  bold  suppositions,  might  gradually  be  formed  the  idea  of  the 
resurrection  of  Jesus ;  and  when  this  conviction  had  so  elevated  the  courage 
and  enthusiasm  of  his  adherents  that  they  ventured  to  proclaim  it  in  the  me- 
tropolis, it  was  no  longer  possible  by  the  sight  of  the  body  of  Jesus  either  to 
convict  themselves,  or  to  be  convicted  by  others. 

According  to  the  Acts,  it  is  true,  the  disciples  so  early  as  on  the  next 
Pentecost,  seven  weeks  after  the  death  of  Jesus,  appeared  in  Jerusalem  with 
the  announcement  of  his  resurrection,  and  were  themselves  already  convinced 
of  it  on  the  second  morning  after  his  burial,  by  appearances  whch  they  wit- 
nessed. But  how  long  will  it  yet  be,  until  the  manner  in  which  the  author  of 
the  Acts  places  the  first  appearance  of  the  disciples  of  Jesus  with  the  announce^ 
nient  of  the  new  doctrine,  precisely  on  the  festival  of  the  announcement  of 
the  old  law,  be  recognized  as  one  which  rests  purely  on  dogmatical  grounds ; 
which  is  therefore  historically  worthless,  and  in  no  way  binds  us  to  assign  so 
short  a  duration  to  that  time  of  quiet  preparation  in  Galilee  ?  As  regards  the 
other  statement — it  might  certainly  require  some  time  for  the  mental  state  of 
the  disciples  to  become  exalted  in  the  degree  necessary,  before  this  or  that 
individual  amongst  them  could,  purely  as  an  operation  of  his  own  mind,  make 
present  to  himself  the  risen  Christ  in  a  visionary  manner ;  or  before  whole 
assemblies,  in  moments  of  highly  wrought  enthusiasm,  could  believe  that  they 
heard  him  in  every  impressive  sound,  or  saw  him  in  every  striking  appearance : 
but  it  would  nevertheless  be  conceived,  that,  as  it  was  not  possible  that  he 

^  Comp.  Friedrich,  in  Eichhom's  Biblioth.  7,  s.  223. 
*'  Comp.  also  Schmidt's  Biblioth.  2,  s.  548. 
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should  be  held  by  the  bonds  of  death  (Acts  iL  24),  he  had  passed  only  a  short 
time  in  the  grave.  As  to  the  more  precise  determination  of  this  interval,  if  it 
be  held  an  insufficient  explanation,  Uiat  the  sacred  number  three  would  be  the 
first  to  suggest  itself ;  there  is  a  further  idea  which  might  occur, — whether  or 
not  it  be  historical  that  Jesus  was  buried  on  the  evening  before  a  sabbath, — 
namely,  that  he  only  remained  in  the  grave  dining  the  rest  of  the  sabbath,  and 
thus  rose  an  the  morning  after  the  sabbath  wpm  wpiory  <ra^^ara>  which  by  the 
known  mode  of  reckoning  might  be  reconciled  with  the  round  number  of  three 
days.** 

When  once  the  idea  of  a  resurrection  of  Jesus  had  been  formed  in  this 
manner,  the  great  event  could  not  be  allowed  to  have  happened  so  simply, 
but  must  be  surrounded  and  embellished  with  all  the  pomp  which  the  Jewish 
imagination  furnished.  The  chief  ornaments  which  stood  at  command  for 
this  purpose,  were,  jmgelsj  hence  these  must  open  the  grave  of  Jesus,  must, 
after  he  had  come  form  Irom  it,  keep  watch  in  the  empty  place,  and  deliver  to 
the  women,  who  (because  without  doubt  women  had  had  the  first  visions) 
must  be  the  first  to  go  to  the  grave,  the  tidings  of  what  had  happened.  As  it 
was  Galilee  where  Jesus  subsequently  appeared  to  them,  the  journey  of  the 
disciples  thither,  which  was  nothing  else  than  their  return  home,  somewhat 
hastened  by  fear,  was  derived  from  the  direction  of  an  angel ;  nay,  Jesus  him- 
self must  already  before  his  death,  and,  as  Matthew  too  zealously  adds,  once 
more  after  the  resurrection  also,  have  enjoined  this  journey  on  the  disciples. 
But  the  further  these  narratives  were  propagated  by  tradition,  the  more  must 
the  difference  between  the  locality  of  the  resurrection  itself  and  the  appear- 
ances of  the  risen  one,  be  allowed  to  fall  out  of  sight  as  inconvenient ;  and 
since  the  locality  of  the  death  and  resurrection  was  not  transferable,  the  ap- 
pearances were  gradually  placed  in  the  same  locality  as  the  resurrection, — in 
Jerusalem,  which  as  the  more  brilliant  theatre  and  die  seat  of  the  first  Chris- 
tian Church,  was  especially  appropriate  for  them.^ 

^  May  the  three  days'  abode  of  Jonah  in  the  whale  have  had  any  influence  on  this  deter- 
mination of  time  ?.  or  the  passage  in  Hosea  quoted  above,  §111,  note  3?  The  former  is  in- 
deed only  placed  in  this  connexion  in  one  gospel,  and  the  latter  is  nowhere  used  in  the  N.  T. 

**  Compare  with  this  explanation  the  one  given  by  Weisse,  in  the  7th  chapter  of  his  work 
above  quoted.  He  agrees  with  the  above  representation  in  regarding  the  death  of  Jesus  as 
real,  and  the  narratives  of  the  grave  being  found  empty  as  later  fabrications  ;  the  point  in 
which  he.  diverges  is  that  above  mentioned — that  in  his  view  the  appearances  of  the  risen 
Jesus  are  not  merely  psychological  and  subjective,  but  objective  magiaU  facts. 


CHAPTER   V. 
THE   ASCENSION. 


§  141. 
THE  LAST  COMMANDS  AND  PROMISES  OF  JESUS. 

In  the  last  interview  of  Jesus  with  his  disciples,  which  according  to  Mark  and 
Luke  closed  with  the  ascension,  the  three  first  Evangelists  (the  fourth  has 
something  similar  on  the  very  first  interview)  represent  Jesus  as  delivering 
testamentary  commands  and  promises,  which  referred  to  the  establishment 
and  propagation  of  the  messianic  kingdom  of  earth. 

With  regard  to  the  commands,  Jesus  in  Luke  (xxiv.  47  f.  j  Acts  L  8)  in 
parting  firom  his  disciples  appoints  them  to  be. witnesses  of  his  messiahship, 
and  charges  them  to  preach  repentance  and  remission  of  sins  in  his  name  from 
Jerusalem  to  the  uttermost  parts  of  the  earth.  In  Mark  (xvi.  15  f.)  he  en- 
joins them  to  go  into  all  the  world  and  bring  to  every  creature  Uie  glad 
tidings  of  the  messianic  kingdom  foimded  by  him ;  he  who  believes  and  is 
baptized  will  Be  saved,  he  who  T)elieveth  not,  will  (in  the  future  messianic 
judgment)  be  condemned.  In  Matthew  (xxviii.  19  f.)  the  disciples  are  also 
commissioned  to  make  disciples  of  all  nations  Trayra  ra  Itfn;,  and  here  baptism 
is  not  mentioned  incidentally  merely,  as  in  Mark,  but  is  made  the  subject  of 
an  express  command  by  Jesus,  and  is  besides  more  precisely  described  as  a 
baptism  in  the  name  of  the  Father^  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost ^  cis  ro 
ovo/JM  rov  varpoi  koX  tov  vlov  koX  tov  dyCov  irv€v/iaTOi, 

The  impediments  to  the  supposition  that  Jesus  delivered  to  his  disciples 
the  express  command  to  cany  the  announcement  of  the  gospel  to  the  Gentiles, 
have  been  already  pointed  out  in  an  earlier  connexion.^  But  that  this  more 
definite  form  of  baptism  proceeded  firom  Jesus,  is  also  opposed  by  the  fact, 
that  such  an  allocation  of  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit  does  not  elsewhere  appear, 
except  as  a  form  of  salutation  in  apostolic  epistles  (2  Cor.  xiii.  14  :  the  grace 
of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christy  etc.)  ;  while  as  a  more  definite  form  of  baptism  it  is 
not  to  be  met  with  throughout,  the  whole  New  Testament  save  in  the  above 
passage  of  the  first  gospel :  for  in  the  apostolic  epistles  and  even  in  the  Acts, 
baptism  is  designated  as  a  PavrZtiv  ets  Xpurrov  Ii/ctovf,  or  cts  ro  ovo/ia  rdv 
Kvpiov  li7<rov  baptising  in  Christ  JesuSy  or  in  the  name  of  the  Lord  Jesus ^  or  their 
equivalent  (Rom.  vi.  3;  Gal.  iii.  27;  Acts  ii.  38,  viii.  16,  x.  48,  xix.  5),  and 
the  same  threefold  reference  to  God,  Jesus,  and  the  Holy  Spirit  is  only  found 
in  ecclesiastical  writers,  as,  for  example,  Justin.*  Indeed  the  formula  in 
Matthew  sounds  so  exactly  as  if  it  had  been  borrowed  from  the  ecclesiastical 

»  Vol.  II.  §  68. 
*  Apol.  i.  61. 
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ritual,  that  there  is  no  slight  probability  in  the  sappositioo  that  it  was  tius- 
ferred  from  thence  into  the  mouth  of  Jesus.  But  this  does  not  anthonze  os 
to  throw  the  passage  out  of  the  text  as  an  interpolation,*  since,  if  everything  in 
the  gospeb  which  cannot  have  happened  to  Jesus,  or  which  cannot  have  been 
done  or  spoken  by  him  in  the  manner  ^ere  described,  were  to  be  pro- 
nounced foreign  to  the  original  text,  the  interpolations  would  soon  become 
too  numerous.  So  far  it  is  with  justice  that  others  have  defended  the 
genuineness  of  the  baptismal  formula;^  but  their  grounds  for  the  assertion 
that  it  was  delivered  in  this  manner  by  Jesus  himiself  are  insufficient :  die 
two  opinions  then  resolve  themselves  into  a  third,  namely,  that  this  mere 
definite  form  of  baptism  does  indeed  belong  to  the  original  context  of  the 
first  gospel,  but  without  having  been  so  delivered  by  Jesus.*  Jesus  had, 
during  his  life,  predicted  in  divers  ways  the  jwopagation  of  his  kingdom 
beyond  the  limits  of  the  Jewish  nation,  perhaps  also  had  intimated  the  intro- 
duction of  baptism  to  be  his  will ;  and — whether  it  be  the  £act  that,  as  ve 
learn  in  the  fourth  gospel,  the  disciples  already  practised  baptism  in  the  lif^ 
time  of  Jesus,  or  that  they  first  made  this  rite  a  sign  of  reception  into  the  new 
messianic  society  after  his  death, — ^in  any  case  it  was  entirdy  in  the  manner 
of  the  legend  to  place  the  injunction  to  baptize,  as  well  as  to  go  out  into  all 
the  world,  in  the  .mouth  of  the  departing  Christ  as  a  last  declaration  of  his 
will 

The  promises  which  Jesus  gives  to  his  adherents  in  parting  from  theno,  are 
in  Matthew,  where  they  are  directed  exclusively  to  the  eleven,  limited  simply 
to  the  assurance  that  he,  to  whom  as  the  exalted  Messiah  all  power  was  de- 
livered both  in  heaven  and  on  earth,  would  be  invisibly  with  them  during  the 
present  age,  aHov,  until  at  the  consummation  <rvvrc\€ia  of  this  term,  he  should 
enter  into  permanent  visible  communion  with  them :  precisely  the  expression  of 
the  belief  which  was  formed  in  the  first  Christian  community,  when  die  equili- 
brium was  recovered  after  the  oscillations  caused  by  the  death  of  Jesus.— ;In 
Mark,  the  last  promises  of  Jesus  seem  to  be  gathered  from  the  popular  opinion 
concerning  the  gifts  of  the  Christians,  which  was  current  at  the  period  of  the 
composition  of  this  gospel  Of  the  signs^  innidoL^  which  are  here  promised  to 
believers  in  general,  the  speaking  with  (new)  tongues^  XoXetv  yX«Mrcnu¥  (natyaTc) 
in  the  sense  intended  i  Cor.  xiv.,  not  in  the  manner  described  in  Acts  it 
which  is  a  mythical  modification,^  actually  appeared  in  the  primitive  church ; 
as  also  the  casting  out  of  devils  Saifiovta  eKjSaXXctv ;  and  it  may  even  be  con- 
ceived that  sick  persons  were  cured  in  a  natural  manner  by  faith  in  the  lajfttig 
on  ofhandSy  iiriOta-is  x<*p«v  by  a  Christian  :  on  the  contrary  the  taking  »/  0/ 
serpents  o^€i%  aipctv  (comp.  Luke  x.  19)  and  the  power  of  drinking  poisons 
with  impunity,  have  never  had  any  existence  except  in  the  superstitious  belief 
of  the  vulgar,  and  such  signs  of  discipleship  would  have  been  the  last  to 
which  Jesus  would  have  attached  any  value. — In  Luke,  the  object  of  the  last 
promise  of  Jesus  is  the  fower  from  on  high  SvFa/u$  c^  v^ovs,  which  according 
to  the  promise  of  the  Father,  lirayycXta  tov  irarpos,  he  would  send  on  the 
apostles,  and  the  impartation  of  which  they  were  to  await  in  Jerusalem  (xxir. 
49) ;  and  in  Acts  i.  5  ff.  Jesus  more  precisely  designates  this  impartation  of 
power  as  a  baptism  with  the  Holy  Spirit,  nrcG/ta  oyiov,  which  in  a  few  days 
would  be  granted  to  the  disciples  in  order  to  qualify  them  for  the  announce- 
ment of  the  gospel.     These  passages  of  Luke,  which  place  the  impartation  of 

'  As  is  done  by  Teller,  im  excurs.  2,  ad  Burnett  I.  de  fide  et  oflfic.  Christ,  p.  262. 
^  The    work   of  Beckhaus,  iiber  die  Aechtheit  der  sog.  TaafTonnel,  1794,  met  with 
general  approval. 
^  Comp.  De  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  1,  i,  s.  246. 
*  Comp.  Baur,  in  the  Tubinger  Zeitschrift  fur  Theologie,  Jahrgang  1830,  2,  s.  7$  ff. 
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the  Holy  Spirit  in  the  days  after  the  ascension,  seem  to  be  in  contradiction 
with  the  statement  of  the  fourth  gospel,  that  Jesus  communicated  the  Holy  Spirit 
to  his  disciples  in  the  days  of  his  resurrection,  nay,  on  his  very  first  appear- 
ance in  the  circle  of  the  eleven.  In  John  xx.  22  f.  we  read,  Uiat  Jesus,  ap- 
pearing among  the  disciples  when  the  doors  were  closed,  breathed  on  them 
and  said :  deceive  ye  tike  Holy  Ghosi^  XajScre  nrcv/ia  aywv^  wherewith  he  con- 
nected the  authority  to  remit  and  retain  sins. 

If  this  were  the  only  passage  relating  to  the  impartation  of  the  Spirit,  every 
one  would  believe  that  the  disciples  had  it  commuicated  to  them  by  Jesus 
when  he  was  personally  present  among  them,  and  not  first  after  his  exaltation 
to  heaven.  But  in  accordance  with  the  harmonizing  interest,  it  has  been  con- 
cluded, first  by  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  and  recently  by  Tholuck,^  that  the 
word  Xafiertf  receive^  in  Johtiy  must  be  taken  in  the  sense  of  X^^e<r^c^  ye  shall 
receive^  because  according  to  Luke  the  Holy  Spirit  was  not  imparted  to  the 
disciples  until  later,  at  Pentecost.  But  as  if  he  wished  to  preclude  such  a 
wresting  of  his  words,  the  Jesus  of  John  adds  to  them  the  symbolical  action 
of  breathing  on  the  disciples,  which  unmistakably  represents  the  receiving  of 
the  Holy  Spirit  as  a  present  fact,^  It  is  true  that  expositors  have  found  out  a 
way  of  eluding  even  this  act  of  breathing,  by  attributing  to  it  the  following 
signification :  as  certainly  as  Jesus  now  breathes  upon  them,  so  certainly  will 
they  at  a  future  time  receive  the  Holy  Ghost^  But  the  act  of  breathing  upon 
a  person  is  as  decided  a  symbol  of  a  present  impartation  as  the  laying  on  of 
hands,  and  as  those  on  whom  the  apostles  laid  their  hands  were  immediately 
filled  with  the  Spirit  (Acts  viii.  17,  xix.  6),  so,  according  to  the  above  narra- 
tive, the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel  must  have  thought  that  the  Apostles  on 
that  occasion  received  the  Spirit  from  Jesus.  In  order  to  avoid  the  necessity 
of  denying,  in  opposition  to  the  clear  meaning  of  John,  that  an  impartation  of 
the  Spirit  actually  took  place  immediately  after  the  resurrection,  or  of  coming 
into  contradiction  with  Luke,  who  assigns  the  outpouring  of  the  Spirit  to  a 
later  period,  expositors  now  ordinarily  suppose  that  the  Spirit  was  granted  to 
the  Apostles  l)oth  at  the  earlier  and  the  later  period,  the  impartation  at  Pente- 
cost being  only  an  increasing  and  perfecting  of  the  former.^^  Or  more  cor- 
rectly, since  Matthew  x.  20  speaks  of  the  Spirit  of  the  Father  as  already 
sustaining  the  disciples  in  their  first  mission  :  it  is  supposed  that  they  were 
first  endowed  with  some  extraordinary  power  before  that  mission,  in  the  life- 
time of  Jesus  ;  that  on  the  occasion  in  question,  shortly  after  his  resurrection, 
he  heightened  this  power ;  but  that  all  the  fulness  of  the  Spirit  was  not  poured 
out  upon  them  until  Pentecost.^^  What  constitutes  the  distinction  between 
these  steps,  and  especially  in  what  the  increase  of  the  gifts  of  the  Spirit  con- 
sisted in  the  present  instance,  is,  however,  as  Michaelis  has  already  remarked^ 
not  easy  to  discera  If  in  the  first  instance  the  apostles  were  endowed  with 
the  power  of  working  miracles  (Matt  x.  i,  8)  together  with  the  gift  of  ispeak- 
ing  freely  {irapfinffcria)  before  tribunals  (v.  20),  it  could  only  be  a  more  correct 
insight  into  the  spirituality  of  his  kingdom  that  Jesus  communicated  to  them 
by  breathing  on  them ;  but  of  this  they  were  still  destitute  immediately  before 
the  ascension,  when,  according  to  Acts  i.  6,  they  asked  whether,  with  the 
impartation  of  the  Spirit,  within  the  next  few  days,  would  be  associated  the 
restoration  of  the  kingdom  to  Israel.     If  however  it  be  supposed  that  each 

7  Comm.  z.  Joh.,  s.  332. 

'  Liicke,  Comm.  z.  Joh.  2,  s.  686 ;  De  Wette,  s.  204. 
'  Less,  Auferstehungsgeschichte,  s.  281 ;  Kuinol,  in  loc. 
^^  Lucke,  s.  687. 
1^  Vid.  ap.  Michaelis,  Begraboiss-  and  Auferstehungsgeschichte,  s.  268 ;  Olshansen,  2,  s. 
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successive  impartation  of  the  Spirit  conferred  no  new  powers  on  the  disciples, 
but  was  merely  an  addition  in  measure  to  that  which  was  akeady  present  in 
all  its  diversified  powers  :  ^^  it  must  still  be  held  surprising  that  no  Evangelist 
mentions,  tc^ether  with  an  earlier  impartation,  a  later  amplification  ;  but 
instead  of  this,  besides  an  incidental  mention  of  the  Spirit  as  enabling  the  dis- 
ciples to  defend  themselves  before  tribunals,  in  Luke  (xiL  12), — which,  since 
it  is  not  here,  as  in  Matthew,  connected  with  a  mission,  may  be  regarded 
merely  as  a  reference  to  the  time  after  the  later  outpouring  of  the  Spirit,— each 
of  the  Evangelists  mentions  only  one  impartation,  and  represents  this  as  the 
first  and  last  This  is,  indeed,  a  clear  proof  that,  to  place  in  juxtaposition  three 
impartations  and  to  regard  them  as  so  many  different  degrees,  is  only  an 
effort  to  harmonize  the  gospels  by  introducing  into  them  what  is  foreign  to 
the  text 

Thus  there  are  in  the  New  Testament  three  distinct  opinions  concerning 
the  impartation  of  the  Spirit  to  the  disciples  of  Jesus ;  and  in  two  respects 
they  form  a  climax.  As  regards  the  time,  Matthew  places  the  impartation 
the  earliest — within  the  period  of  the  natural  life  of  Jesus ;  Luke,  the  latest — 
in  the  time  after  his  complete  departure  from  the  earth ;  John  in  an  inter- 
mediate position — ^in  the  days  of  the  resurrection.  As  regards  the  conception 
of  the  fact,  it  is  the  simplest  in  Matthew,  the  least  perceptible  to  the  senses, 
for  he  has  no  special  and  external  act  of  impartation ;  John  already  has  such  a 
feature,  in  the  act  of  breathing  on  the  disciples ;  while  with  Luke,  in  the  Acts, 
the  gentle  breathing  has  become  a  violent  storm^  which  shakes  the  house,  and 
with  which  other  miraculous  appearances  are  united.  These  two  series  oif  gra- 
dations stand  in  opposite  relations  to  historical  probability.  That  the  S^rit 
irvcvfui,  which,  whether  it  be  regarded  as  natural  or  as  supernatural,  is  in  either 
case  the  animating  power  of  the  messianic  idea  in  its  Christian  modification, 
was  communicated  to  the  adherents  of  Jesus  so  early  as  Matthew  narrates, 
is  contradicted  by  his  own  representation,  for  according  to  him,  that  Chris- 
tian modification — the  introduction  of  the  characteristics  of  suffering  and 
-death  into  the  idea  of  the  Messiah, — ^was  not  comprehended  by  the  disciples 
long  after  the  mission  described  in  Matt  x. ;  and  as  the  discourse  of  instruc- 
tions there  given  contains  other  particulars  also,  which  will  only  suit  later 
times  and  circumstances  :  it  is  easy  to  imagine  that  the  promise  in  question 
may  have  been  erroneously  referred  to  that  earlier  period.  Only  after  the 
death  and  resurrection  of  Jesus  can  we  conceive  what  the  New  Testament 
calls  the  nrcvfia  ayior  to  have  been  developed  in  the  disciples,  and  in  so  far 
the  representation  of  John  stands  nearer  to  reality  than  that  of  Matthew ;  but, 
as  certainly  the  revolution  in  the  sentiments  of  the  disciples  described  in  the 
foregoing  section,  had  not  taken  place  so  early  as  two  days  after  the  cruci- 
dxion  :  the  account  of  John  does  not  approach  so  near  to  the  truth  as  that  of 
Luke,  who  allows  an  interval  of  at  least  fifty  days  for  the  formation  of  the 
new  opinions  in  the  disciples.  The  position  of  the  narratives  with  respect  to 
historical  truth  is  reversed  by  the  other  climax.  For  in  proportion  as  a  nar- 
rative represents  the  impartation  of  a  spiritual  power  as  perceptible  to  the 
senses,  the  formation  of  a  sentiment  which  might  spring  firom  natural  causes  as 
miraculous,  the  origin  of  a  faculty  which  can  only  have  been  developed  gradu- 
ally>  as  instantaneous  :  in  the  same  proportion  does  such  a  narrative  diverge 
from  the  truth  ;  and  in  this  respect,  Matthew  would  stand  at  the  least  distance 
^om  the  truth,  Luke  at  the  greatest  If  we  therefore  recognise  in  the  repre- 
presentation  of  the  latter  the  most  mature  product  of  tradition,  it  may  be 
wondered  how  tradition  can  have  wrought  in  two  opposite  ways :  receding 

'*  This  is  Tholuck's  opinion,  ut  sup. 
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from  the  truth  in  relation  to  the  determination  of  the  manner  and  form  of 
the  impartation,  approachmg  the  truth  in  relation  to  the  determination  of  the 
time.  But  this  is  explained  as  soon  as  it  is  considered,  that  in  the  changes 
in  the  determination  of  the  time,  tradition  was  not  guided  by  critical  inquiry 
after  truth — this  might  well  have  caused  surprise, — but  by  the  same  tendency 
that  led  to  the  other  alteration,  namely,  to  present  the  impartation  of  the 
Spirit  as  a  single  miraculous  act.  If  Jesus  was  said  to  have  shed  the  Spirit 
on  his  disciples  by  a  special  act :  it  must  seem  appropriate  to  assign  this  act 
to  his  state  of  glorification,  and  thus  either  with-  John  to  place  it  after  the 
resurrection,  or  with  Luke  after  the  ascension ;  indeed  the  fourth  Evangelist 
expressly  remarks  that  in  the  lifetime  of  Jesus,  the  Spirit  was  not  yet  given, 
^ause  Jesus  was  not  yet  glorified  (vii.  39). 

This  interpretation  of  the  opinion  of  the  fourth  Evangelist  concerning  the 
impartation  of  the  Spirit  to  the  disciples,  is  attested  as  the  correct  one  by  the 
fact,  that  it  throws  unexpected  light  on  an  obscurity  in  his  gospel  with  respect 
to  which  we  were  previously  unable  to  come  to  a  decision.  In  relation  to 
the  farewell  discourses  of  Jesus,  it  was  not  possible  to  settle  the  dispute, 
whether  what  Jesus  there  says  of  his  return  is  to  be  referred  to  the  days  of 
his  resurrection,  or  to  the  outpouring  of  the  Spirit,  because  the  description  of 
that  return  as  a  seeing  again  seemed  to  speak  as  decidedly  for  the  former,  as 
the  observation  that  in  that  time  they  would  no  longer  ask  him  anything,  and 
would  understand  him  fully,  for  the  latter :  a  dispute  which  is  decided  in  the 
most  welcome  manner,  if  it  can  be  shown  to  be  the  opinion  of  the  narrator 
that  the  impartation  of  the  Spirit  fell  in  the  days  of  the  resurrection.^'  At  first 
indeed  it  might  be  thought,  that  this  impartation,  especially  as  in  John  it  is 
connected  with  the  formal  appointment  of  his  disciples  as  his  envoys,  and  the 
communication  of  the  authority  to  remit  and  retain  sins  (comp.  Matt  xviii. 
18),  would  have  been  more  approjHiate  at  the  dose  than  the  commencement 
of  the  appearances  of  the  risen  Jesus,  and  in  a  full  assembly  of  the  Apostles 
than  in  one  from  which  Thomas  was  absent ;  but  on  this  account  to  suppose 
with  Olshausen  that  the  Evangelist  for  the  sake  of  brevity  merely  appends  the 
impartation  of  the  Spirit  to  the  first  appearance,  though  it  really  belonged  to 
a  later  interview,  is  an  inadmissible  violence ;  and  we  must  rather  allow,  tiiat 
the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel  regarded  this  first  appearance  of  Jesus  as  the 
principal  one,  and  the  one  eight  days  later  as  merely  supernumerary  in  favour 
of  Thomas.  The  appearance  chap.  xxi.  is  also  a  supplement,  which  the 
author,  when  he  wrote  his  gospel^  either  had  not  known,  or  at  least  did  not 
recoUect. 

§142. 

THE  SO-CALLED  ASCENSION  CONSIDERED  AS  A  SUPERNATURAL  AND  AS  A 

NATURAL   EVENT. 

The  ascension  of  Jesus  is  reported  to  us  in  the  New  Testament  in  three 
different  narratives,  which  in  point  of  fulness  of  detail  and  picturesqueness  of 
description  form  a  progressive  series.  Mark,  who  in  the  last  portion  of  his 
gospel  is  in  general  very  brief  and  abrupt,  only  says,  that  after  Jesus  had 
spoken  to  the  disciples  for  the  last  time,  he  was  received  up  (dvcXi^^A;)  into 
heaven  and  sat  on  the  right  hand  of  God  (xvL  19).  With  scarcely  more 
definiteness  it  is  said  in  the  gospel  of  Luke  that  Jesus  led  his  disciples  out  as 
far  as  Bethany^  lfo>  hoi  ct?  '^■tpavia.v^  and  while  he  here  with  uplifted  hands 

^'  Comp.  Weisse,  die  evang.  Geschichte,  2,  s.  418. 
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gave  them  his  blessing,  he  was  parted  from  them  (&«m/),  and  carried  ap  into 
heaven  (di^c^^pcro) ;  whereupon  the  disdples  fell  down  and  worshipped  him, 
and  forthwith  returned  to  Jerusalem  with  great  joy  (xxiv.  50  £).  In  the 
introduction  to  the  Acts,  Luke  gives  more  ample  detaib  concerning  this 
scene.  On  the  mount  of  Olives,  where  Jesus  delivered  to  his  disciples  his 
last  commands  and  promises,  he  was  taken  up  before  their  eyes  (hnipOigi),  and 
a  cloud  received  him  out  of  their  sight  While  the  disciples  were  watching 
him,  as  he  went  up  into  heaven  on  the  clond,  there  suddenly  stood  by  them 
two  men  in  white  apparel,  who  induced  them  to  desist  from  thus  gazing  after 
him  by  the  assurance,  that  the  Jesus  now  taken  frt>m  them  would  come  again 
from  heaven  in  the  same  manner  as  he  had  just  ascended  into  heaven  ;  on 
which  they  were  satisfied,  and  returned  to  Jerusalem  (L  1-12). 

The  first  impression  from  this  narrative  is  clearly  this  :  that  it  is  intended 
as  a  description  of  a  miraculous  event,  an  actual  exaltation  of  Jesus  into 
heaven,  as  the  dwelling-place  of  God,  and  an  attestation  of  this  by  angels  ;  as 
orthodox  theologians,  both  ancient  and  modern,  correctly  maintain.  The 
only  question  is,  whether  they  can  also  help  us  to  surmount  the  difficulties 
which  stand  in  our  way  when  we  attempt  to  form  a  conception  of  such  an 
event  ?  One  main  difficulty  is  this :  how  can  a  palpable  body,  which  has 
BtiW^esA  and  bones^  and  eats  material  food,  be  qualified  for  a  celestial  abode  ? 
how  can  it  so  far  liberate  itself  from  the  laws  of  gravity,  as  to  be  capable  oi  an 
ascent  through  the  air?  and  how  can  it  be  conceived  that  God  gave  so 
preternatural  a  capability  to  Jesus  by  a  miracle?^  The  only  possible  reply 
to  these  questions  is,  that  the  grosser  elements  which  the  body  of  Jesus  still 
retained  after  the  resurrection,  were  removed  before  the  ascension,  and  only 
the  finest  essence  of  his  corporeality,  as  the  integument  of  the  soul,  was  taken 
by  him  into  heaven.^  But  as  the  disciples  who  were  present  at  the  ascension 
observed  no  residuum  of  his  body  which  he  had  left  behind,  this  leads  either 
to  the  above  mentioned  absurdity  of  an  evaporation  of  the  body  of  Jesus,  or 
to  Olshausen's  process  of  subtilization  which,  still  incomplete  even  after  the 
resurrection,  was  not  perfected  until  the  moment  of  the  ascension  \  a  process 
which  must  have  been  conducted  with  singularly  rapid  retrograde  transitions 
in  these  last  days,  if  the  body  of  Jesus,  when  penetrating  into  the  closed  room 
where  the  disciples  were  assembled,  is  to  be  supposed  immaterial ;  immedi- 
ately after  when  Thomas  touched  him,  material ;  and  lastly,  in  the  ascension, 
again  immaterial  The  other  difficult  lies  in  the  consideration,  that  accord- 
ing to  a  just  idea  of  the  world,  the  seat  of  God  and  of  the  blessed,  to  which 
Jesus  is  supposed  to  have  been  exalted,  is  not  to  be  sought  for  in  the  upper 
regions  of  the  air,  nor,  in  general,  in  any  determinate  place ; — such  a  locality 
could  only  be  assigned  to  it  in  the  childish,  limited  conceptions  of  antiquity. 
We  are  well  aware  that  he  who  would  attain  to  God  and  the  circle  of  the 
blessed  would  make  a  superfluous  circuit,  if  he  thought  it  necessary  for  this 
purpose  to  soar  aloft  into  the  higher  regions  of  the  firmament ;  and  the  more 
intimately  Jesus  was  acquainted  with  God  and  divine  things,  the  farther  cer- 
tainly would  he  be  from  making  such  a  circuit,  or  firom  being  caused  to  make 
it  by  God'  Thus  there  would  be  no  other  resource  than  to  suppose  a 
divine  accommodation  to  the  idea  of  the  world  in  that  age,  and  to  say :  God 
in  order  to  convince  the  disciples  of  the  return  of  Jesus  into  the  higher 
world,  although  this  world  is  in  reality  by  no  means  to  be  sought  for  in  the 

^  Gabler,  in  the  neuesten  theol  Journal  3,  s.  417,  and  in  the  Vorrede  za  Griesbadi*s 
opusc.  acad.  p.  xcvi.  comp.  Kuinol,  in  Marc. ,  p.  222. 
'  Seller,  ap.  Kuinol,  ut.  sup.  s.  223. 
*  Comp.  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  b,  s.  921 ;  De  Wette,  Religion  und  Theologie,  s.  161. 
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upper  air,  nevertheless  prepared  the  spectacle  of  such  an  exaltation.^    But 
this  is  to  represent  God  as  theatrically  arranging  an  illusion. 

As  an  attempt  to  set  us  free  from  such  difficulties  and  absurdities,  the 
natural  explanation  of  this  narrative  must  needs  be  welcome.^  This  distin- 
guishes in  the  evangelical  accounts  of  the  ascension,  what  was  actually  beheld, 
and  what  was  inferred  by  reasoning.  Certainly,  when  it  is  said  in  the  Acts  : 
while  they  beheld,  he  was  taken  up^  piSxirhvr^v  avra>v  hrrjpOri :  the  exaltation  to 
heaven  seems  here  to  be  represented  as  a  fact  actually  witnessed.  But  the 
Rationalists  tell  us  that  we  are  not  to  understand  hn^pOrj,  as  signifying  an 
•elevation  above  the  earthy  but  only  that  Jesus,  in  order  to  bless  the  disciples, 
•drew  up  his  form  and  thus  appeared  more  elevated  to  them.  They  then 
bring  forward  the  word  Stccmy,  he  was  parted  from  them,  in  the  conclusion  of 
Luke's  gospel,  and  interpret  it  to  mean  that  Jesus  in  taking  leave  of  his  dis- 
ciples removed  himself  farther  from  them.  Hereupon,  they  continue,  in  the 
same  way  as  on  the  mount  of  Transfiguration,  a  cloud  was  interposed  between 
Jesus  and  the  disciples,  and  together  with  the  numerous  olive-trees  on  the 
mount,  concealed  him  from  their  sight ;  a  result  which,  on  the  assurance  ot 
two  unknown  men,  they  r^arded  as  a  reception  of  Jesus  into  heaven.  But, 
when  Luke  in  the  Acts  immediately  connects  hnjpOrf  with  the  statement,  and 
a  cloud  received  him^  koI  vc^cXi;  xnriXapey  avrov  :  he  implies  that  the  taking  up 
was  an  introduction  to  the  being  received  by  the  cloud ;  which  it  would  not 
be  if  it  were  a  mere  drawing  up  of  the  body,  but  only  if  it  were  an  exaltation 
of  Jesus  above  the  earth,  since  only  in  this  case  could  a  cloud  float  under, 
<:any,  and  envelop  him,  which  is  the  idea  expressed  by  irirc\a)3ci^.  Again,  in 
the  Gospel  of  Luke,  the  fact  that  he  was  parted  from  them  is  represented  as 
something  which  took  place  while  he  blessed  them^  kv  rf  cuXoycii^  atn-ov  avrov?  ; 
now  no  one  when  pronouncing  a  benediction  on  another,  will  remove  from 
him :  whereas  it  appears  very  suitable,  that  Jesus  while  communicating  his 
blessing  to  the  disciples  should  be  carried  upward,  and  thus,  while  rising,  have 
•continued  to  extend  over  them  his  outstretched  hand  as  a  symbol  of  his 
blessing.  Thus  the  natural  explanation  of  the  disappearance  in  the  cloud 
falls  to  the  ground  of  itself;  while  in  the  supposition  that  the  two  individuals 
<:lothed  in  white  apparel  were  natural  men,  Paulus  only  disguises  a  final  and 
strongly  marked  essay  of  the  opinion  espoused  by  Bahrdt  and  Venturini,  that 
several  epochs  in  the  life  of  Jesus,  especially  after  his  crucifixion,  were  brought 
about  by  the  agency  of  secret  colleagues.  And  Jesus  himself — what,  accord- 
ing to  this  opinion,  must  we  suppose  to  have  become  of  him  after  this  last 
rseparation  from  his  disciples  ?  Shall  we,  with  Bahrdt,  dream  of  an  Essene 
lodge,  into  which  he  retired  after  the  completion  of  his  work?  and  with 
Brennecke  appeal,  in  proof  that  Jesus  long  continued  silently  to  work  for  the 
welfare  of  mankind,  to  his  appearance  for  the  purpose  of  the  conversion  of 
Paul  ?  But,  taking  the  narrative  of  the  Acts  as  historical,  this  was  connected 
with  circumstances  and  effects  which  could  be  produced  by  no  natural  man, 
«ven  though  a  member  of  a  secret  order.  Or  shall  we  with  Paulus  suppose, 
•that  shortly  after  the  last  interview  the  body  of  Jesus  sank  beneath  the 
injuries  it  had  received  ?  This  could  not  well  have  happened  in  the  very 
next  moments  after  he  had  appeared  still  active  among  his  disciples,  so  that 
ithe  two  men  who  joined  them  might  have  been  witnesses  of  his  decease, — 
who,  even  admitting  this,  would  not  have  spoken  in  accordance  with  the 
truth ;  but  if  he  continued  to  live  for  any  length  of  time  he  must  have  had 

*  Kern,  Hauptthatsachen,  Tiib.  Zeitschrift,  1836,  3,  s.  5S,  Comp.  Steudel  (Glaubens- 
lehre,  s.  323),  who  supposes  the  ascension  to  have  been  a  vision  which  God  produced  in  the 
disciples.     Asainst  this  comp.  my  Streitschriften,  i,  s.  152  ff. 

'  See  especially  Paulus,  ut  sup.  s.  910  fT.  ;  L.  J.  i,  b,  s.  318  ff. 
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the  intention  to  remain  for  that  period  in  the  concealment  of  a  secret  society ; 
and  to  this  must  then  be  supposed  to  belong  the  two  men  dothed  in  white, 
who,  doubtless  with  his  previous  sanction,  persuaded  the  disciples  that  he  had 
ascended  into  heaven.®  But  this  is  a  mode  of  representation,  from  which 
in  this  instance  as  in  every  other,  a  sound  judgment  must  turn  away  with 
aversion. 

§  143. 

INSUFFICIENCY    OF    THE    NARRATIVES    OP    THE    ASCENSION.      MYTHICAI«    CON- 
CEPTION OF  THOSE  NARRATIVES. 

Among  all  the  New  Testament  histories  of  miracles,  the  ascension  least 
demanded  such  an  expenditure  of  perverted  acumen,  since  the  attestations  to 
its  historical  validity  are  peculiarly  weak, — ^not  only  to  us  who,  having  no 
risen  Jesus,  can  consequently  have  no  ascended  one,  but  apart  from  all  prior 
conclusions  and  in  every  point  of  view.  Matthew  and  John,  who  accofding 
to  the  common  idea  were  the  two  eyewitnesses  among  the  Evangelists,  do  not 
mention  it ;  it  is  narrated  by  Mark  and  Luke  alone,  while  in  the  rest  of  the 
New  Testament  writings  decided  allusions  to  it  are  wanting.  But  this 
absence  of  allusions  to  the  ascension  in  the  rest  of  the  New  Testament  is 
denied  by  orthodox  expositors.  When,  say  they,  Jesus  in  Matthew  (lac^  64X 
declares  before  the  high  priest,  that  hereafter  the  Son  o(  Man  will  be  seen 
sitting  at  the  right  hand  of  God :  this  presupposes  an  exaltation  thither,  con- 
sequently an  ascension;  when  in  John  (iii.  13),  he  says,  no  one  hadi  as- 
cended into  heaven  but  the  Son  of  Man  who  came  from  heaven,  and  at 
another  time  (vi.  62)  tells  the  disciples  that  they  will  hereafter  see  him 
ascend  where  he  was  before ;  further,  when  on  the  morning  of  the  resurrection 
he  declares  that  he  is  not  yet  ascended  to  his  Father,  implying  that  he  is 
about  to  do  so  (xx.  17) :  there  could  hardly  be  more  explicit  allusions  to  the 
ascension ;  again,  when  the  s^postles  in  the  Acts  so  often  speak  of  an  exalta- 
tion of  Jesus  to  the  right  hand  of  God  (il  33,  v.  31,  comp.  vii.  56),  and 
Paul  represents  him  as  ascended  up  far  above  all  heavens  dramas  vr^KtrM  warrwr 
rlaif  ovyxtywv  (Ephes.  iv.  10),  Peter,  as  gone  into  heaven  iropcvdclg  cts  ovparor 
(i  Pet  iii.  22) :  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  they  all  knew  of  his  ascension.^ 
AH  these  passages,  however,  with  the  exception  perhaps  of  John  vi.  63,  where 
a  SSKING  the  Son  of  Man  ascend^  6€i»p€lv  Ayafiaivovra  rov  viov  rov  ayOpmrmif 
is  spoken  of,  contain  only  in  general  his  exaltation  to  heaven,  without  inti- 
mating that  it  was  an  external,  visible  fact,  that  took  place  in  the  presence  of 
the  disciples.  Rather,  when  we  find  Paid  in  i  Cor.  xv.  5  ff.  ranking  the  ap- 
pearance of  Jesus  to  himself,  which  occurred  long  after  the  alleged  ascension, 
with  the  Christophanies  before  this  epoch,  so  entirely  without  any  pause  or  in- 
dication of  a  distinction :  we  must  doubt,  not  merely  that  all  the  appearances 
which  he  enumerates  besides  his  own  can  have  occurred  before  the  ascensioii,' 
but  whether  the  Apostle  can  have  had  any  knowledge  at  all  of  an  ascension  as 
an  external  fact  which  closed  the  earthly  life  of  Jesus.  As  to  the  author  of 
the  fourth  gospel, — in  his  metaphorical  language,  we  are  not  compelled  by 
the  word  tfcoip^c,  any  more  than  by  the  o^co-0c  in  relation  to  the  angels 
ascending  and  descending  upon  Jesus,  i.  52,  to  ascribe  to  him  a  knowledge  of 

*  Briefe  uber  den  RAtionalismus,  s.  146,  Anm.  2S. 

^  Seller,  ap.  Kainol,  at  sup.  s.  221 ;  Olshausen,  s.  591  f.  Comp.  Griesbach.  loconnn 
N.  T.  ad  ascensionein  Christi  in  coelum  spectantium  sylloge.  In  his  opusc*  acad.  ed.  Gabler, 
vol.  2,  s.  484  fT. 

*  Schneckenburger,  ilber  den  Uispr.  n.  s.  f ,  s.  19. 
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the  visible  ascension  of  Jesus^  of  which  he  gives  no  intimation  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  his  gospel. 

Commentators  have,  it  is  true,  taken  all  possible  pains  to  explain  the  want 
of  a  narrative  of  the  ascension  in  the  first  and  fourth  gospels,  in  a  way  which 
may  not  prove  inimical  either  to  the  authority  of  the  writings,  or  to  the 
historical  value  of  the  fact  They  maintain  that  the  Evangelists  who  are  silent 
on  the  subject,  held  it  either  unnecessary,  or  impossible,  to  narrate  the 
ascension.  They  held  it  unnecessary,  say  these  expositors,  either  intrinsi- 
cally, from  the  minor  importance  of  the  event ;  ^  or  extrinsically,  on  the  con- 
sideration that  it  was  generally  known  as  a  part  of  the  evangelical  tradition  >  ^ 
John  in  particular  supposed  it  to  be  known  from  Mark  and  Luke  ;  ^  or  lastly, 
both  Matthew  and  John  omitted  it  as  not  belonging  to  the  earthly  life  of 
Jesus,  to  the  description  of  which  their  writings  were  exclusively  devoted/ 
But  we  must  contend,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  life  of  Jesus,  especially  that 
enigmatical  life  which  he  led  after  his  return  from  the  grave,  absolutely  re- 
quired such  a  close  as  the  ascension.  Whether  it  were  generally  known  or 
not,  whether  it  were  important  or  unimportant,— the  simple  aesthetic  interest 
which  dictates  even  to  an  uncultivated  author,  that  a  narrative  should  be 
wound  up  with  a  conclusion,  must  have  led  every  evangelical  writer  who  knew 
of  the  ascension  to  mention  it,  though  it  were  but  summarily  at  the  end  of  his 
history,  in  order  to  avoid  the  strange  impression  left  by  the  first  gospel  and 
still  more  by  the  fourth,  as  narratives  losing  themselves  in  vague  obscurity. 
Hence  our  apologists  resort  to  the  supposition  that  the  first  and  fourth 
Evangelists  held  it  impossible  to  give  an  account  of  the  ascension  of  Jesus, 
because  the  eyewitnesses,  however  long  they  might  gaze  after  him,  could  still 
only  see  him  hovering  in  the  air  and  encircled  by  the  cloud,  not  entering 
heaven  and  taking  his  place  on  the  right  hand  of  God.*^  Bat  in  the  ideas  of  \ 
the  ancient  world,  to  which  heaven  was  nearer  than  to  us,  an  entrance  into  1 
the  clouds  was  in  itself  a  real  ascent  into  heaven,  as  we  see  from  the  stories 
of  Romulus  and  Elijah. 

Thus  it  is  undeniable  that  the  above  Evangelists  were  ignorant  of  the 
ascension :  but  the  conclusion  of  the  most  recent  criticism,  that  this  ignor- 
ance is  a  reproach  to  the  first  Evangelist  as  a  sign  of  his  unapostolic  charac- 
ter,^ is  the  less  in  place  here,  because  the  event  in  question  is  rendered  sus- 
picious not  merely  by  the  silence  of  two  Evangelists,  but  also  by  the  want  of 
agreement  between  those  who  narrate  it  Mark  is  at  variance  with  Luke, 
nay,  Luke  is  at  variance  with  himself.  In  the  account  of  the  former,  it 
appears  as  if  Jesus  had  ascended  into  heaven  immediately  from  the  meal  in 
which  he  appeared  to  the  eleven,  consequently  from  out  of  a  house  in 
Jerusalem  ;  for  the  phrases :  he  appeared  with  the  eleven  as  they  sat  at  meat, 
and  upbraided  them — and  he  said — So  then  after  the  Lord  had  spoken  unto 
them  he  was  received  up  into  heaven,  etc.,  dvaKc^/ifi/ois — i<^v€p«a$ri'  koL  <ov€iSta-€ 
— Kol  ctircv — ^"O  f/L€v  Q$v  KvpufSy  fJLtTCL  TO  XoX.rjo'ai  aurois,  6v^rjff>0rj  k.  r.  X.  have  an 
immediate  dependence  on  each  other,  and  it  is  only  by  violence  that  a  change 
of  place  or  a  distinction  of  time  can  be  introduced.^    Now  an  ascent  into 

'  Olshausen,  s.  593  f. 

*  Even  Fritzsche,  weary  at  the  conclusion  of  his  labour,  writes  in   Matth.,  p.  835  : 
Matthaus  Jesu  in  ccdum  Mtum  non  commeniaravit,  quippe  nemim  ignotum. 

^  Michaelis,  ut  sup.  352. 

*  The  treatise  :  Warum  haben  nicht  alle  Evangelisten  die  HimmeUahrt  Jesu  ausdriicklich 
miterzahlt  ?  in  Flatt^s  Magazin,  8,  s.  67. 

^  The  above-named  Treatise  in  Flatt's  Magazin. 
^  Schneckenburger,  ut  sup.  s.  19  f. 
'  As  by  Kuin5l,  p.  208  f.  217. 
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heaven  directly  out  of  a  room  is  certainly  not  easy  to  imagine ;  hence  Luke 
represents  it  as  taking  place  in  the  open  air.  In  his  gospel  he  makes  Jesus 
immediately  before  his  ascension,  lead  out  his  disciples  as  far  as  Bethany  ha^ 
€19  Bi/^anav,  but  in  the  Acts  he  places  the  scene  on  the  mount  called  Olivet 
6po^  TO  KoXov/Acvov  cXautfva ;  this,  however,  cannot  be  imputed  to  him  as  a  con- 
tradiction, since  Bethany  lay  in  the  neighbourhood  of  the  mount  of  Olives.*® 
But  there  is  a  more  important  divergency  in  his  statement  of  time ;  for  in  his 
gospel,  as  in  Mark,  we  are  left  to  infer  that  the  ascension  took  place  on  the 
same  day  with  the  resurrection :  whereas  in  the  Acts  it  is  expressly  remarked, 
that  the  tw,o  events  w«re  separated  by  an  interval  of  forty  days.  It  has 
already  been  remarked  that  the  latter  determination  of  time  must  have  come 
to  the  knowledge  of  Luke  in  the  interim  between  the  coro]X)sition  of  the 
gospel  and  that  of  the  Acts.  The  more  numerous  the  narratives  of  appear- 
ances of  the  risen  Jesus,  and  the  more  various  the  places  to  which  they  were 
assigned  1  the  less  would  the  short  space  of  a  day  sufRce  for  his  life  on  earth 
after  the  resiwrection ;  while  the  determination  of  the  lengthened  period 
which  had  'become  necessary  to  forty  days  precisely,  had  its  foundation  in  the 
,)  part  which  this  number  is  known  to  have  played  in  the  Jewish,  and  already 
^^  in  the  Christian  legend.  The  people  of  Israel  were  forty  years  in  the  wilder- 
ness ;  Moses  was  forty  days  on  mount  Sinai ;  he  and  Elias  fasted  forty 
days ;  and  Jesus  himself  previous  to  the  temptation  remained  the  same  length 
of  time  without  nourishment  in  the  wilderness.  As,  then,  all  these  mysterious 
intermediate  states  and  periods  of  transition  were  determined  by  the  number 
forty :  this  number  presented  itself  as  especially  appropriate  for  the  deter- 
mination of  the  mysterious  interval  between  the  resurrection  and  ascension  of 
Jesus." 

As  regards  the  description  of  the  event  itself,  it  might  be  thought  admis- 
sible to  ascribe  the  -silence  of  Mark,  and  of  Luke  in  his  gospel,  concerning  the 
cloud  and  the  angels,  purely  to  the  brevity  of  their  narratives ;  but  since  Luke 
at  the  close  of  his  gospel  narrates  circumstantially  enough  the  conduct  of.  the 
disciples — how  they  fell  down  and  worshipped  the  ascended  Jesus,  and  re- 
turned to  the  city  with  great  joy :  so  he  would  doubdess  have  pointed  out  the 
information  communicated  to  them  by  angels  as  the  immediate  source  of  their 
joy,  had  he  known  anything  of  such  a  particular  at  the  time  when  he  com- 
posed his  jSrst  writing.  Hence  this  feature  seems  rather  to  have  been  gradu- 
ally formed  in  tradition,  in  .order  to  render  due  honour  to  this  last  point  also 
in  the  life  of  Jesqs,  and  to  present  a  confirmation  of  the  insufficient  testimony 
of  men  as  to  his  exaltation  into  heaven  by  the  mouth  of  two  heavenly  wit- 
nesses. 

As,  according  to  this,  those  who  knew  of  an  ascension  of  Jesus,  had  by  no 
means  the  same  ;idea  of  its  particular  circumstances :  there  must  have  been  in 
general  two  different  modes  of  conceiving  the  close  of  the  life  of  Jesus ;  some 
regarding  it  as  a  visible  ascension,  others  not  so.^'  When  Matthew  makes 
Jesus  before  the  tribunal  of  the  high  priest  predict  his  exaltation  to  the  right 
hand  of  the  divine  power  (xxvi.  64),  and  after  his  resurrection  declare  that 
now  all  power  is  given  to  him  in  heaven  and  earth  (xxviii.  18) ;  and  neverthe- 
less has  nothing  of  a  visible  ascension,  but  on  the  contrary  puts  into  the  mouth 


*<*  Nevertheless  comp.  De  Wetteon  the  Acts,  i.  12. 

^^  Vid.  Vol.  i.,  §  56,  and  tlie  aathors  there  cited.  The  reference  ti>  a  reckoning  in  Daniel, 
in  Paulus,  exeg.  Handb.  3,  b.  s.  923,  appears  to  me  too  artificial. 

'*  On  this  subject  conip.  especially  Ammon,  Ascensus  J.  C,  in  caelum  historia  biblica.  In 
his  opusc.  nov.  p.  43  flf.  Fortbildmig  des  Christenth.  2,  i,s.  13  ff.;  also  Kaiser,  bibl.  TheoL 
I,  s.  83  ff. ;  de  Wette,  exeg.  Handb.  i,  i,  s.  247  ;  Weisse,  die  evang.  Gesch.  2,  pi  375  ff. 
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of  Jesus  the  assurance :  lam  with  you  aiway,  even  unto  the  end  of  the  world, 
iyta  fu6^  vfuav  €lfjuL  ircurag  rot?  "^fUpa^  ccos  r^  <rwrcA.€Mi$  rov  aUavos  (v.  20)  :  it  is 
evident  that  the  latent  idea,  on  which  his  representation  is  founded,  is  that 
Jesus,  doubtless  immediately  on  his  resurrection,  ascended  invisibly  to  the 
Father,  though  at  the  same  time  remaining  invisibly  with  his  followers  ;  and 
that  out  of  this  concealment  he,  as  often  as  he  found  it  expedient,  revealed 
himself  in  Christophanies.  The  same  view  is  to  be  discerned  in  the  Apostle 
Paul,  when  in  i  Cor.  xv.  he  undistinguishingly  places  the  appearance  to  him- 
self of  the  Christ  already  ascended  into  heaven,  in  one  series  with  the  earlier 
Christophanies ;  and  also  the  author  of  the  fourth  gospel  and  the  rest  of  the 
New  Testament  writers  only  presuppose  what  must  necessarily  be  presupposed 
according  to  the  messianic  passage  :  Sit  thou  at  my  right  handy  Ps,  ex.  i :  that 
Jesus  was  exalted  to  the  right  hand  of  God  ;  without  deciding  anything  as  to 
the  manner  of  the  exaltation,  or  representing  to  themselves  the  ascension  as 
a  visible  one.  The  iniagnation  of  the  primitive  Christians  must  however  have 
felt  a  strong  ifimptaEonnEo  depict  this  exaltation  as  a  brilliant  spectacle. 
'  When  it  was  once  concluded  that  the  Messiah  Jesus  had  arrived  at  so  exalted 
a  position,  it  would  appear  desirable  to  gaze  after  him,  as  it  were,  on  his  way 
thither.  If  it  was  expected,  in  accordance  with  the  prophecy  of  JDaniel,  that 
his  future  return  from  heaven  would  be  a  visible  descent  in  the  clouds  :  thid 
would  naturally  suggest  that  his  departure  to  heaven  should  be  represented 
as  a  visible  ascent  on  a  cloud ;  and  when  Luke  makes  the  two  white-apparelled 
angels,  who  joined  the  disciples  after  the  removal  of  Jesus,  say :  this  same 
JesuSy  who  is  taken  up  from  you  into  heaven,  shall  so  come  in  like  manner  as  ye 
have  seen  him  go  into  heaven  (Acts  i.  11) :  we  need  only  take  the  converse  of 
this  declaration  in  order  to  have  before  us  the  genesis  of  the  conception  of  the 
ascension  of  Jesus ;  for  the  mode  of  conclusion  was  this :  as  Jesus  will  at  some 
future  time  return  from  heaven  in  the  clouds,  so  he  must  surely  have  departed 
thither  ^'  in  the  same  manner. 

Compared  with  these  primary  incentives,  the  Old  Testament  precedents 
which  the  ascension  of  Jesus  has  in  the  translation  of  Enoch  (Gen.  v.  24 ; 
comp.  Wis.  xliv.  16,  xlix.  16 ;  Heb.  xi.  5),  and  especially  in  the  ascension  of 
Elijah  (2  Kings  ii.  11 ;  comp.  Wis.  xlviii.  9;  i  Mace.  ii.  58),  together  with 
the  orecian  and  Roman  apotheoses  of  Hercules  and  Romulus,  recede  into 
the  background.  Apart  from  the  question  whether  the  latter  were  known  to 
the  second  and  third  Evangelists ;  the  statement  relative  to  Enoch  is  too 
vague ;  while  the  chariot  and  horses  of  fire  that  transported  Elijah  were  not 
adapted  to  the  milder  spirit  of  Christ.  Instead  of  this  the  enveloping  cloud 
and  the  removal  while  holding  a  farewell  conversation,  may  appear  to  have 
been  borrowed  from  the  later  representation  of  the  removal  of  Moses,  which 
however  in  other  particulars  has  considerable  divergencies  from  that  of  Jfesus.'^ 
Perhaps  also  one  trait  in  the  narrative  of  the  Acts  may  be  explained  out  of 
the  history  of  Elijah.  When  this  prophet,  before  his  translation,  is  entreated 
by  his  servant  Elisha  that  he  will  bequeath  him  a  double  measure  of  his  spirit : 
Elijah  attaches  to  the  concession  of  this  boon  the  condition  :  //  thou  see  me 
when  I  am  taken  from  thee,  it  shall  be  so  unto  thee;  hut  if  not^  it  shall  not  be 
so;  whence  we  might  perhaps  gather  the  reason  why  Luke  (Acts  i.  9)  lays 


ft. 


^'  This  is  also  Hase's  opinion,  L.  J.  §  150. 

^^  Joseph.  Antiq.  iv.,  viii.  48,  it  is  said  of  Moses :  And  as  he  was  going  to  embrace  Eleatar 
and  Joshua^  and  was  still  discoursing  with  them,  a, cloud  stood  over  him  on  a  sudden,  and  he 
disappeared  in  a  certain  valley,  although  he  wrote  in  the  holy  books  that  he  died,  which  was 
done  out  of  fear^  lest  they  should  venture  to  say  that  because  of  his  extraordinary  virtue,  he 
went  to  God.  Philo,  however,  vita  Mosis,  opp.  ed.  Mangey,  vol.  ii.  p.  179,  makes  the  soul 
only  of  Moses  ascend  into  heaven. 
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stress  on  the  fact  that  the  disciples  beheld  Jesus  as  he  went  up  (jSXciroKrcDv 
fLvrOiv  hr/fpOrj) :  namely,  because,  according  to  the  narrative  concerning 
Elijah,  this  was  necessary,  if  the  disciples  were  to  receive  the  spirit  of  their 
master. 


CONCLUDING  DISSERTATION. 
THE  DOGMATIC  IMPORT  OF  THE  UFE  OF  JESUS, 


\ 


§144- 

NECESSARY  TRANSITION   FROM  CRITICISM  TO  DOGMA. 

The  results  of  the  inquiry  which  we  have  now  brought  to  a  close,  have  appar- 
ently annihilated  the  greatest  and  most  valuable  part  of  that  which  the  Chris- 
tian has  been  wont  to  believe  concerning  his  Saviour  Jesus,  have  uprooted  all 
the  animating  motives  which  he  has  gathered  from  his  faith,  and  withered  all 
his  consolations.  The  boundless  store  of  truth  and  life  which  for  eighteen 
centuries  has  been  the  aliment  of  humanity,  seems  irretrievably  dissipated ; 
/  the  most  sublime  levelled  with  the  dust,  God  divested  of  his  grace,  man  of 
his  dignity,  and  the  tie  between  heaven  and  earth  broken.  Piety  turns  away 
with  horror  from  so  fearful  an  act  of  desecration,  and  strong  in  the  impreg- 
nable self-evidence  of  its  faith,  pronounces  that,  let  an  audacious  criticism 
attempt  what  it  will,  all  which  the  Scriptures  declare,  and  the  Church  believes 
of  Christ,  will  still  subsist  as  eternal  truth,  nor  needs  one  iota  of  it  to  be  re- 
nounced. Thus  at  the  conclusion  oTthe  criticism  of  the  history  of  Jesus,  there 
presents  itself  this  problem :  to  re-establish  dogmatically  that  which  has  been 
destroyed  critically. 

At  the  first  glance,  this  problem  appears  to  exist  merely  as  a  challenge  ad- 
dressed by  the  believer  to  the  critic^  not  as  a  result  of  the  moral  requirements 
of  either.  The  believer  would  appear  to  need  no  re-establishment  of  the 
faith,  since  for  him  it  cannot  be  subverted  by  criticism.  The  critic  seems  to 
require  no  such  re-establishment,  since  he  is  able  to  endure  the  annihilation 
resulting  from  his  own  labours.  Hepce  it  might  be  supposed  that  the  critic, 
when  he  seeks  to  rescue  the  dogma  "from  the  flames  which  his  criticism  has 
kindled,  acts  falsely  in  relation  to  his  own  point  of  view,  since,  to  satisfy  th^ 
believer,  he  treats  what  is  valueless  for  himself  as  if  he  esteemed  it  to  be  a 
jewel ;  while  in  relation  to  the  believer,  he  is  undertaking  a  superfluous  task, 
in  labouring  to  defend  that  which  the  latter  considers  in  no  way  endangered. 
But  on  a  nearer  view  the  case  appears  otherwise.  To  all  belief,  not  built 
on  demonstration,  doubt  is  inherent,  though  it  may  not  be  developed ;  the 
most  flrmly  believing  Christian  has  within  him  the  elements  of  criticism  as  a 
latent  deposit  of  unbelief,  or  rather  as  a  negative  germ  of  knowledge,  and  only 
by  its  constant  repression  can  he  maintain  the  predominance  of  his.  faich, 
which  is  thus  essentially  a  re-established  faith.  And  just  as  the  believer  is 
intrinsically  a  sceptic  or  critic,  so,  on  the  other  hand,  the  critic  is  intrinsically 
a  believer.  In  proportion  as  he  is  distinguished  from  the  naturalistic  theo- 
logian, and  the  free-thinker, — in  proportion  as  his  criticism  is  conceived  in  the 
spirit  of  the  nineteenth  century, — he  is  tilled  with  veneration  for  every  religion, 
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*  and  especially  for  the  substance  of  the  sublimest  of  all  religions,  the  Christian, 

which  he  perceives  to  be  identical  with  the  deepest  philosophical  truth  ;  and 

hence,  after  having  in  the  course  of  his  criticism  exhibited  only  the  differences 

between  his  conviction  and  the  historical  belief  of  the  Christian,  he  will  feel 

.    urged  to  place  that  identity  in  a  just  light. 

Further,  our  criticism,  though  in  its  progress  it  treats  of  details,  yet  on  be- 
coming part  of  our  internal  conviction,  resolves  itself  into  the  simple  element 
of  doubt;  which  the  believer  neutralizes  by  an  equally  simple  veto^  and  then 
spreads  anew  in  undiminished  luxuriance  all  the  fulness  of  his  creed.  But 
hereby  the  decisions  of  criticism  are  only  dismissed,  not  vanquished,  and  that 
which  is  believed  is  supported  by  no  intermediate  proo^  but  rests  absolutely 
on  its  own  evidence.  Criticism  cannot  but  direct  itself  against  this  absence 
of  intermediate  proof,  and  thus  the  controversy  which  seemed  ended  is  re- 
newed, and  we  are  thrown  back  to  the  beginning  of  our  inquiry  ;  yet  with  a 
difference  which  constitutes  a  step  forward  in  the  discussion.  Hitherto  our 
criticism  had  for  its  object  the  data  of  Christianity,  as  historically  presented 
in  the  evangelical  records ;  now,  these  data  having  been  caUed  in  question  in 
their  historical  form,  assume  that  ofH  mental  product,  and  find  a  refuge  in  the 
soul  of  the  believer;  where  they  exist,  not  as  a  simple  history,  but  as  a  re- 
flected history,  that  is,  a  confession  of  faith,  a  received  dogma.    Against  this 

\  dogma,  presenting  itself  totally  unsupported  by  evidence,  criticism  must  in- 
deed awake,  as  it  does  against  all  deficiency  of  proof,  in  the  character  of  a 
negativing  power,  and  a  contender  for  intermediate  proof :  it  will,  however, 
no  longer  be  occupied  with  history,  but  with  doctrines.  Thus  our  historical 
criticism  is  followed  up  by  dogmatical  criticism,  and  it  is  only  after  the  faith 

■  has  passed  through  both  these  trials,  that  it  is  thoroughly  tested  and  consti- 
tuted science. 

This  second  process  through  which  the  faith  has  to  pass,  ought,  like  the 
first,  to  be  made  the  subject  of  a  distinct  work :  I  shall  here  merely  give  a 
sketch  of  its  most  important  features,  that  I  may  not  terminate  an  historical 
criticism  without  pointing  out  its  ultimate  object,  which  can  only  be  arrived 
at  by  dogmatical  criticism  as  a  sequel. 


§  145- 

tHE  CHklSTOLOGY  OF   THE  ORTHODOX  SYSTEM. 

The  dogmatic  import  of  the  life  of  Jesus  implicitly  received,  and  developed 
on  this  basis,  constitutes  the  orthodox  doctrine  of  the  Christ 

Its  fundamental  principles  are  found  in  the  New  Testament  The  root  of 
faith  in  Jesus  was  the  conviction  of  his  resurrection.  He  who  had  been  put 
to  death,  however  great  during  his  life,  could  not,  it  was  thought,  be  the 
Messiah  :  his  miraculous  restoration  to  life  proved  so  much  the  more  strongly 
that  he  was  the  Messiah.  Freed  by  his  resurrection  from  the  kingdom  of 
shades,  and  at  the  same  time  elevated  above  the  sphere  of  earthly  humanity, 
he  was  now  translated  to  the  heavenly  regions,  and  had  taken  his  place  at  the 
right  hand  of  God  (Acts  ii.  32  ff.,  iil  15  ff.,  v.  30  ff. ;  and  elsewhere).  Now, 
his  death  appeared  to  be  the  chief  article  in  his  messianic  destination ;  accord- 
ing to  Isa.  Hit.,  he  had  suffered  for  the  sins  of  his  people  and  of  mankind 
(Acts  viii.  32  ff, ;  comp.  Matt.  xx.  28 ;  John  i.  29,  36 ;  r  John  ii.  2) ;  his  blood 
poured  out  on  the  cross,  operated  like  that  which  on  the  great  day  of  atone^ 
ment  the  high  priest  sprinkled  on  the  mercy-seat  (Rom.  iii.  25) ;  he  was  the 
pure  lamb  by  whose  blood  the  believing  are  redeemed  (i  Pet.  i.  18  f.) ;  the 
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eternal,  sinless  high  priest,  who  by  the  offering  of  his  own  body,  at  once 
effected  that,  which  the  Jewish  high  priests  were  unable  to  effect,  by  their  per- 
petually repeated  sacrifices  of  animals  (Heb.  x.  lo  ff.,  etc).  But,  thenceforth, 
the  Messiah  who  was  exalted  to  the  right  hand  of  God,  could  not  have  been 
a  common  man  :  not  only  was  he  anointed  with  the  divine  spirit  in  a  greater 
measure  than  any  prophet  (Acts  iv.  27,  x.  38) ;  not  only  did  he  prove  himself 
to  be  a  divine  messenger  by  miracles  and  signs  (Acts  ii.  22) ;  but  also,  accord- 
ing as  the  one  i3ea6r~ the  other  was  most  readily  formed,  either  he  was  super- 
naturally  engendered  by  the  Holy  Spirit  (Matt,  and  Luke  i.),  or  he  had 
descended  as  the  Word  and  Wisdom  of  God  into  an  earthly  body  (John  i.). 
As,  before  his  appearance  on  the  earth,  he  was  in  the  bosom  of  the  Father,  in 
divine  majesty  (John  xvii.  5) :  so  his  descent  into  the  world  of  mortals,  and 
still  more  his  submission  to  an  ignominious  death,  was  a  voluntary  humilia- 
tion, to  which  he  was  moved  by  his  love  to  mankind  (PhiL  ii.  S  ff-).  The 
risen  and  ascended  Jesus  will  one  day  return  to  wake  the  dead  and  judge  the 
world  (Acts  i.  11,  xvii.  31) ;  he  even  now  takes  charge  of  his  church  (Rom. 
viii.  34;  J  John  ii.  i),  participating  in  the  government  of  the  world,  as  he 
originally  did  in  its  creation  (Matt  xxviii.  18 ;  John  i.  3,  10 ;  CoL  i.  x6  f.). 
In  addition  to  all  this,  every  trait  in  the  image  of  the  Messiah  as  sketched  by 
the  popular  expectation,  was  attributed  with  necessary  or  gratuitous  modifi- 
cations to  Jesus;  nay,  the  imagination,  once  stimulated,  invented  new 
characteristics. 

How  richly  fraught  with  blessing  and  elevation,  with  encouragement  and  ^t} 
consolation,  were  the  thoughts  which  the^arly  Church  derived  from  this  view 
of  the  Christ  1  By  the  mission  of  the  Son  of  God  into  the  world,  by  his  de- 
livery  of  himself  to  death  for  the  sake  of  the  world,  heaven  and  earth  are 
reconciled  (2  Cor.  v.  18  ff. ;  Eph.  i.  10 ;  Col.  i.  20);  by  this  most  stupendous 
sacrifice,  the  love  of  God  is  securely  guaranteed  to  man  (Rom.  v.  8  ff.,  viii. 
31  ff. ;  I  John  iv.  9),  and  the  brightest  hopes  are  revealed  to  him.  Did  the 
Son  of  God  become  man  ?  Then  are  men  his  brethren,  and  as  such  the 
children  of  God,  and  heirs  with  Christ  to  the  treasure  of  divine  bliss  (Rom. 
viii.  16  f,  29).  The  servile  relation  of  man  to  God,  as  it  existed  under  the 
law,  has  ceased ;  love  has  taken  the  place  of  the  fear  of  the  punishment 
threatened  by  the  law  (Rom.  viii<  15  ;  Gal.  iv.  i  ff.).  Believers  are  redeemed 
from  the  curse  of  the  law  by  Christ's  sacrifice  of  himself,  inasmuch  as  he 
suffered  a  death  on  which  the  law  had  laid  a  curse  (Gal.  iii.  13).  Now,  there 
is  no  longer  imposed  on  us  the  impossible  task  of  satisfying  all  the  demands 
of  the  law  (Gal.  iii.  10  f ) — a  task  which,  as  experience  show»,  no  roan  fulfils 
(Rom.  i.  i8-iii.  20),  which,  by  reason  of  his  sinful  nature,  rK>  man  can  fulfil 
(Rom.  v.  12  ff.),  and  which  only  involves  him  who  strives  to  fulfil  it,  more  and 
more  deeply  in  the  most  miserable  conflict  with  himself  (Rom.  vii.  7  ff.) : 
whereas  he  who  believes  in  Christ,  and  confides  in  the  atoning  eflicacy  of  his 
death,  possesses  the  favour  of  God ;  not  by  works  and  qualifications  of  his 
own,  but  by  the  free  mercy  of  God,  is  the  man  who  throws  himself  on  that 
mercy  just  before  God,  by  which  all  self-exaltation  is  excluded  (Rom.  iii. 
31  ff.).  As  the  Mosaic  law  is  no  longer  binding  on  the  believer,  he  being 
dead  to  it  with  Christ  (Rom.  vii.  i  ff ) ;  as,  moreover,  by  the  eternal  and  all- 
sufficient  sacrifice  of  Christ,  the  Jewish  sacrificial  and  priestly  service  is 
abolished  (Heb.) ;  therefore  the  partition  wall  which  separated  the  Jews  and 
Gentiles  is  broken  down :  the  latter,  who  before  were  aliens  and  strangers  to 
the  theocracy,  without  God  and  without  hope  in  the  world,  are  now  invited  to 
participate  in  the  new  covenant,  and  free  access  is  opened  to  them  to  the 
paternal  God ;  so  that  the  two  portions  of  mankind,  formerly  separated  by 
hostile  opinions,  are  now  at  peace  with  each  other,  members  in  common  of 
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the  body  of  Christ — stones  in  the  spiritual  building  of  his  Church  (Eph.  iL 
II  ff.).  But  to.  have  justifying  faith  in  the  death  of  Christ,  is,  virtually,  to  die 
with  him  spiritually— that  is,  to  die  to  sin ;  and  as  Christ  arose  from  the  dead 
to  a  new  and  immortal  life,  so  must  the  believer  in  him  arise  from  the  death 
of  sin  to  a  new  life  of  righteousness  and  holiness,  put  off  the  old  man  and  put 
on  the  new  (Rom.  vi.  i  ff.).  In  this,  Christ  himself  aids  him  by  his  Spirit, 
who  fills  those  whom  he  inspires  with  spiritual  strivings,  and  makes  them  ever 
more  and  more  free  from  the  slavery  of  sin  (Rom.  viii.  i  ff.).  Nor  alone 
spiritually,  will  the  Spirit  of  Christ  animate  those  in  whom  he  dwells,  but  cor- 
poreally also,  for  at  the  end  of  their  earthly  course,  God,  through  Christ,  will 
resuscitate  their  bodies,  as  he  did  the  body  of  Christ  (Rom.  viiL  11).  Christ, 
whom  the  bonds  of  death  and  the  nether  world  could  not  hold,  has  vanquished 
both  fior  us,  and  has  delivered  the  believer  from  the  fear  of  these  dread  powers 
which  rule  over  mortality  (Rom.  viii.  38  f. ;  i  Cor.  xv.  55  ff. ;  Heb.  ii.  14  f.). 
His  resurrection  not  only  confers  atoning  efficacy  on  his  death  (Rom.  iv.  25), 
but  at  the  same  time  is  the  pledge  of  oiur  own  future  resurrection,  of  our  share 
in  Christ  in  a  future  life,  in  hkinessianic  kingdom,  to  the  blessedness  of  which 
he  will,  at  his  second  advent,  lead  all  his  people.  Meanwhile,  we  may  con- 
sole ourselves  that  we  have  in  him  an  Intercessor,  who  from  his  own  experi- 
ence of  the  weakness  and  frailty  of  our  nature,  which  he  himself  assumed,  and 
in  which  he  was  in  all  points  tempted  as  we  are,  but  without  sin,  knows  bow 
much  indulgence  and  aid  we  need  (Heb.  ii.  17  f.,  iv.  15  f.). 

The  expediency  of  describing  in  compendious  forms  the  riches  of  their  faith 
in  Christ,  was  early  felt  by  his  followers.  They  celebrated  him  as  Christ  that 
died^  yea  rather,  that  is  risen  again,  who  is  even  at  the  right  hand  of  God,  who 
also  maketh  intercession  for  us,  Xpurro^  6  dvodaviavj  fiaXkov  3c  ireu  cycp^c^  os 
KCLi  iariv  iv  Scft^  rov  $€bv,  o«  Koi  cvTvy^avet  vrrlp  ^/xq>v  (Rom.  viiL  34)  ;  or  with 
more  particularity  2&  Jesus  Christ  our  Lord,  who  was  made  of  the  seed  of  David 
according  to  the  flesh,  and  declared  to  be  the  Son  of  God  with  power,  according 
to  the  Spirit  of  holinesss,  by  the  resurrection  from  the  dead,  1.  X.  6  KvptcKt 
ycvo/jicvo9  Ik  oiripiMaTo^  Aa)3iS  Kara  <rapKa,  opiaOtli  vlof  ^cov  cv  SvydfUi  Kara 
'rrv€VfjLa  ayiwrvir/j^,  i(  di/aorao-ccoi  v€Kp(av  (Rom.  L  3  f.) ;  and  as  confessedly  the 
great  mystery  of  godliness,  o/xokoyovfUyws  fieya  rrj^  cvcre^Scux^  firHrrrfpuw^  the 
following  propositions  were  presented  :  God  was  manifest  in  the  flesh,  jusiijud 
in  the  Spirit,  seen  of  angels,  precuhed  unto  the  Gentiles,  believed  on  in  the  worlds 
received  up  into  glory,  ^cos  i^y€pia&rf  iv  o-opict,  iBiKoawBrf  ly  wevfiaTtj  w^tOrj  iyy* 
€\oi9,  iKrfpv)(Orf  iv  i6v€<nv,  imcTtvOrj  iv  K6<r/jiM,  ay€ki^if>Orf  iv  Sd^  (i  Tim.  iiL  16). 

The  baptismal  formula  (Matt,  xxviii.  19),  by  its  allocation  of  Father,  Son, 
and  Holy  Ghost,  presented  a  sort  of  framework  in  which  to  arrange  the 
materials  of  the  new  faith.  On  this  basis  was  constructed  in  the  first  cen- 
turies what  was  called  the  rule  of  faith,  regula  Jidei,  which  in  divers  forms, 
some  more  concise,  others  more  diffuse,  some  more  popular,  others  more 
subtle,  is  found  in  the  different  fathers.^  The  more  popular  form  at  length 
settled  into  what  is  called  the  creed  of  the  apostles.  This  symbol,  in  that 
edition  of  it  which  is  received  in  the  evangelical  church,  has  in  its  second  and 
most  elaborate  article  on  the  Son,  the  following  points  of  belief:  et  (credo)  in 
Jesum  Christum,  filium  ejus  {Deipatris)  unicum,  Dominum  nostrum  ;  qui  con- 
ceptus  est  de  Spiritu  Sancto,  natus  ex  Maria  virgine  ;  passus  sub  Pontio  Pilato, 
crucifixus,  mortuus  et  sepultus,  descendit  ad  infema  ;  tertia  die  resurrexit  a  mor- 
tuis,  ascendit  ad  ccelos,  sedet  ad  dextram  Dei  patris  omnipotentis  ;  inde  ventums 
est,  judicare  vivos  et  mortuos, 

^  Iren  adv.  hser.  i.  10.  Tertull.  de  prsescr.  haer.  xiii.  adv.  Prax.  iL  de  veland.  vitg.  L 
Orig.  de  principp.  prooem.  iv 
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Together  with  this  popular  form  of  the  confession  of  faith  in  relation  to 
Christ,  there  was  also  framed  a  more  rigorous  and  minute  theological  digest, 
occasioned  by  the  differences  and  controversies  which  early  arose  on  certain 
points.  The  fundamental  thesfs  of  the  Christian  faith,  that  the  Word  was 
made  fleshy  6  koyoi  <rap(  iy^yrro,  or,  God  was  manifested  in  the  flesh,  Bw^ 
i<f>ay€piDOtj  iv  crapKi,  was  endangered  on  all  sides,  one  questioning  the  Godhead, 
another  the  manhood,  and  a  third  the  veritable  union  of  the  two  natures. 

It  is  true  that  those  who,  like  the  Ebionites,  denied  the  Godhead,  or  like 
that  sect  of  the  Gnostics  called  Docetse,  the  manhood  of  Christ,  separated 
themselves  too  decidedly  from  the  Christian  community,  which  on  her  part 
maintained  that  it  was  necessary  that  the  mediator  of  God  and  man  should  unite 
both  in  friendship  and  harmony  by  means  of  a  proper  relationship  to  each^  and 
that  while  he  represented  man  to  Gody  he  should  reveal  God  to  man,  e$ci  rov 
fjito'Crqv  $€0v  r€  koX  AvBpvmiav  Sta  iSuis  irpo$  'kKaripom  ooccton/ro?  €19  <^iXtav  koX 
ofjuovoiav  Tov^  &fA<t><n€p<3V9  <ruyayay€iv,  kol  Otto  fjufv  irapaurrrj^rai  rov  ^vOpanroVj 
avOpiinroi^  ^  yviopUrtu  rov  tfcdv.^  But  when  it  was  merely  the  plenitude  of  the 
one  nature  or  the  other,  which  was  contested, — as  when  Arius  maintained 
that  the  being  who  became  roan  in  Christ  was  indeed  divine,  but  created,  and 
subordinate  to  the  supreme  God ;  when,  while  ascribing  to  Christ  a  human 
body,  he  held  that  the  place  of  the  soul  was  occupied  by  that  superior  being  ; 
when  Apollinaris  maintained  that  not  only  the  body  of  Jesus  was  truly  human, 
but  his  soul  also,  and  that  the  divine  being  only  served  in  the  stead  of  the 
third  principle  in  man,  the  vov$  (understanding); — these  were  opinions  to 
which  it  was  easier  to  give  a  Christian  guise.  Nevertheless  the  Church  re- 
jected the  Arian  idea  of  a  subordinate  God  become  man  in  Jesus,  for  this 
reason  among  others  less  essential,  that  on  this  theory  the  image  of  the  God- 
head would  not  have  been  manifested  in  Christ ; '  and  she  condemned  the 
idea  of  Arius  and  Apollinaris,  that  the  human  nature  of  Christ  had  not  the 
human  if/vxn  {soul),  or  the  human  vow  {understanding),  for  this  reason  chiefly, 
that  only  by  the  union  of  the  divine,  with  an  entire  human  nature,  could  the 
human  race  be  redeemed.* 

Not  only  might  the  one  or  the  other  aspect  of  the  nature  of  Christ  be  de- 
faced or  put  out  of  sight,  but  in  relation  also  to  the  union  of  the  two,  there 
might  be  error,  and  again  in  two  opposite  directions.  The  devout  enthusiasm 
of  many  led  them  to  believe,  that  they  could  not  draw  too  closely  the  newly- 
entwined  bond  between  heaven  and  earth  ;  hence  they  no  longer  wished  to 
distinguish  between  the  Godhead  and  manhood  in  Christ,  and  since  he  had 
appeared  in  one  person,  they  acknowledged  in  him  only  one  nature,  that  of 
the  Son  of  God  made  flesh.  Others,  more  scrupulous,  could  not  reconcile 
themselves  to  such  a  confusion  of  the  divine  and  the  human  :  it  seemed  to 
them  blasphemous  to  say  that  a  human  mother  had  given  birth  to  God :  hence 
they  maintained  that  she  had  only  borne  the  man  whom  the  Son  of  God 
selected  as  his  temple ;  and  that  in  Christ  there  were  two  natures,  united 
indeed  so  far  as  the  adoration  of  his  followers  was  concerned,  but  distinct  as 
regarded  their  essence.  To  the  Church,  both  these  views  appeared  to  en- 
croach on  the  mystery  of  the  incarnation  :  if  the  two  natures  were  held  to  be 
permanently  distinct,  then  was  the  union  of  the  divine  and  human,  the  vital 
point  of  Christianity,  destroyed  ;  if  a  mixture  of  the  two  were  admitted,  then 
neither  nature  in  its  individual  quality  was  capable  of  a  union  with  the  other, 
and  thus  again  no  true  unity  would  be  attained.     Hence  both  these  opinions 

'  Iren.  adv.  hser.  iii.  xviii.  7. 
3  Athanas.  contra  Arianos,  orat.  2,  33. 

■*  Gregor.  Naz,  Or.  51,  p.   740,  B.  :  t6  7A/)  ii.Tp6iKiHTTov  Mepdrevfiov,  ft  J^  lifwai  ry  0€(f, 
ToGro  Kcd  ffti>j^€Tai» 
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were  condemned,  the  latter  in  the  person  of  Eutyches,  the  former,  not  with 
equal  justice,  in  that  of  Nestorius  ;  and  as  the  Nicene  creed  established  the 
true  Godhead  of  Christ,  so  that  of  Chalcedon  established  his  true  and  perfect 
manhood,  and  the  union  of  the  two  natures  in  one  undivided  person.*  When 
subsequently  there  arose  a  controversy  concerning  the  will  of  Christ,  analo- 
gous to  that  concerning  his  nature,  the  Church,  in  accordance  with  its  pre- 
vious decisions,  pronounced  that  in  Christ,  as  the  God-man,  there  were  two 
wills,  distinct  but  not  discordant,  the  human  will  being  subordinate  to  the 
divine.® 

In  comparison  with  the  controversies  on  the  being  and  essence  of  Christ, 
the  other  branch  of  the  faith,  the  doctrine  of  his  work,  was  developed  in  tran- 
quillity. The  most  comprehensive  view  of  it  was  this  :  the  Son  of  God,  by 
i^  assuming  the  human  nature,  gave  it  a  holy  and  divine  character  ^ — ^above  all 
he  endowed  it  with  immortality  ;  8  while  in  a  moral  view,  the  mission  of  the 
Son  of  God  into  the  world^  being  the  highest  proof  of  the  love  of  God,  wasNs^ 
the  most  efficacious  means  of  awakening  a  return  of  love  in  the  human  breast^ 
To  this  one  great  effect  of  the  appearance  of  Christ,  were  annexed  collateral 
benefits  :  his  salutary  teaching,  his  sublime  example,  were  held  up  to  view,^^ 
but  especial  importance  was  attached  to  the  violent  death  which  he  suffered. 
The  idea  of  substitution,  already  given  in  the  New  Testament,  was  more  fully 
developed  :,  the  death  of  Jesus  was  regarded,  now  as  a  ransom  paid  by  him 
to  the  devil  for  the  liberation  of  mankind,  who  had  fallen  into  the  power  of 
the  evil  one  through  sin  ;  now  as  a  means  devised  by  God  for  removing  guilt, 
and  enabling  him  to  remit  the  punishment  threatened  to  the  sins  of  man, 
without  detriment  to  his  truthfulness,  Christ  having  taken  that  punishment  on 
himself.^^  The  latter  idea  was  worked  up  Anselm,  in  his  book  entitled  Cur 
Deus  homOy  into  the  well  known  theory  of  satisfaction,  by  which  the  doctrine 
of  Christ's  work  of  redemption  is  placed  in  the  closest  connexion  with  that  of 
his  person.  Man  owes  to  God  perfect  obedience ;  but  the  sinner — ^and  such 
are  all  men — withholds  from  God  the  service  and  honour  which  are  His  due. 
Now  God,  by  reason  of  his  justice,  cannot  suffer  an  offence  against  his 
honour :  therefore,  either  man  must  voluntarily  restore  to  God  that  which  is 

*  —  tva,  KoX  Thv  ajbrhv  buoKoyeiv  xAhw  rhv  Kijpiop  ^fjuov  'I.  X.  (TViixftdivun  tLir<un€X  iKdiSd/rKO/uw, 
riXeiov  rhv  airrbv  h  difrrtfTi^  koX  riXeioy  rbv  adrbv  ii^  dpdptairbrrfTiy  Oehp  d\ri0Cjt  koI  (bfdpta-wow 
dXridCit  rbv  atrbv  ix  ^x^'  Xoydri^s  koI  trtbiuiroiy  bfiotfdffiop  rtf  trarpl  jcard  ti^  OebryfTti,  koI  hfio- 
o6<nop  rbv  oArbv  ijfup  rard  t^p  dy^/Mi>ir6n7ra,  jrard  rdrra  S/uhop  iffup  x**P^^  Afutpriar  irpbaluipvp 
flip  ix  ToG  irarpbi  y€PPrid4pTa  irard  ri^  ^ednfra,  iv  ^trxdroii'  Hi  rCop  iifuptop  rbp  avrbp  ^  ruiM 
Koi  dtd  r^p  ijfxcTipap  aiorriplap  ix  Ma^ai  tjjs  irapdipov  ttjs  $€ot6kov  /card  t^p  opOptarbrriTa,  ^*a 
Kal  rbp  adrbp  Xpurrbp^  viop^  Kijpiop^  fiopoycp^t  ix  ddo  tp^ircup  d<rvyxi>rwt,  drpivrtast  dStaip&rus^ 
dx(>fpt<rr<at  yptapi^bfispop'  odiafioG  r^  tQp  ifi^tiap  dia^opas  ApypvijiiiPT^s  did  ri^r  ^omtcf,  cta^fU- 
PTIS  ^  fiSWop  rijs  iii&njTos  iKardpat  <f>&a€vSf  koI  els  %p  trpbtnairop  Kcd  fdop  iTbaroAriP  ovrrpe- 
Xowrtit'  oifK  els  860  Tpb^uira  fieptl;'jfiePOP  If  b'uupoifjxpop,  dXX*  ha  koX  top  a&rbp  vlbp  KtU  ftopoyep^^ 
Oeop  \6yop,  Kiipiop  'I.  X. 

•  The  6th  CEcumenical  Synod  of  Constantinople  declared :  860  0v<r(icd  OeXijftaTa  ovx 
ifTrepaprla^ — dXX*  iirdfxepop  rb  dpBpiinriPOP  airroO  BiXfffia  —Kcd  {ftrorwrirbfiepop  T<p  6eU^  aOrov  koX 
wapffdepei  OeXi/jfiaTi, 

7  Athanas.  de  incarn.  54  ;  auros  ipiipdpdixijatp,  Ipcl  ijfieis  0€oirotfi$<atup^  Greg.  Nyt-  Orat. 
cass.  35  :  T&re  re  KarefiLx^  «'pds  t6  BeXop^  tpa  rb  iifih-epop  TJ  xpbt  rb  Oeiop  iTifu^g'  yipiinu 
deiop.  Joann.  Damasc.  de  f.  orth.  iii.  20  :  fr6jrra  dvk  Xafiep  (rd  aBid^Xif  rd  TrdOij  tov  dpBpiSnrov  6 
X.)  tpa  irdPTa  dyidari.  Greg.  Naz.  or.  ii.  23  f.  Hilar.  Pictav.  detrin.  ii.  24  :  humani  gisnfris 
causa  DeiJUitis  natus  ex  mrgine  est — ut  home  f actus  ex  virgine  naturam  in  se  catnis  cuciperet 
perque  hujus  admixtionis  societatem  sanctificatum  in  eo  unwersi  generis  kumani  corpus  exist- 
eret.  For  other  expressions  of  the  kind,  see  Munscher,  Dogmengesch.,  herausg.  von  Colin, 
'»  §  97»  Anm.  10. 

^  Munscher,  §  96,  Anm.  5,  s.  423  f. 

•  Augustin,  de  Catechiz.  rudib.  7. 

"  Vid.  Munscher,  §  96. 

"  Ibid.  §  97. 
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God's,  nay,  must,  for  complete  satisfaction,  render  to  him  more  than  he  has 
hitherto  withheld ;  or,  God  must  as  a  punishment  take  from  man  that  which 
is  man's,  namely,  the  happiness  for  which  he  was  originally  created.  Man  is 
not  able  to  do  the  former ;  for  as  he  owes  to  God  all  the  duties  that  he  can 
perform,  in  order  not  to  fall  into  sin,  he^can  have  no  overplus  of  merit,  where- 
with to  cover  past  sins.  On  the  other  hand,  that  God  should  obtain  satisfac- 
tion by  the  infliction  of  eternal  punishment,  is  opposed  to  his  unchangeable 
goodness,  which  moves  him  actually  to  lead  man  to  that  bliss  for  which  he 
was  originally  destined  This,  however,  cannot  happen  consistently  with 
divine  justice,  unless  satisfaction  be  made  for  man,  and  according  to  the 
measure  of  that  which  has  been  taken  from  God,  something  be  rendered  to 
him,  greater  than  all  else  except  God.  But  this  can  be  none  other  than  God 
himself ;  and  as,  on  the  other  hand,  man  alone  can  satisfy  for  man  :  it  must 
therefore  be  a  God-man  who  gives  satisfaction.  Moreover  this  cannot  consist 
in  active  obedience,  in  a  sinless  life,  because  every  reasonable  being  owes  this 
to  God  on  his  own  behalf;  but  to  suffer  death,  the  wages  of  sin,  a  sinless 
being  is  not  bound,  and  thus  the  satisfaction  for  the  sins  of  man  consists  in 
the  death  of  the  God-man,  whose  reward,  since  he  himself,  as  one  with  God, 
cannot  be  rewarded,  is  put  to  the  account  of  man. 

This  doctrinal  system  of  the  ancient  church  concerning  the  person  and 
work  of  Christ,  passed  also  into  the  confessions  of  the  Lutheran  churches,  and 
was  still  more  elaborately  developed  by  their  theologians.*'  With  regard  to 
the  person  of  Christ,  they  adhered  to  the  union  of  the  divine  and  human 
natures  in  one  person :  according  to  them,  in  the  act  of  this  union,  unitio 
personalis^  which  was  simultaneous  with  the  conception,  it  was  the  divine 
nature  of  the  Son  of  God  which  adopted  the  human  into  the  unity  of  its  per- 
sonality ;  the  state  of  union,  the  unio  personalis,  was  neither  essential,  nor  yet 
merely  accidental,  neither  mystical  nor  moral,  still  less  merely  verbal,  but  a 
real  and  supernatural  union,  and  eternal  in  its  duration.  From  this  union 
with  the  divine  nature^  there  result  to  the  human  nature  in  Christ  certain  pre- 
eminent advantages  :  namely,  what  at  first  appears  a  deficiency,  that  of  being 
in  itself  impersonal,  and  of  having  personality  only  by  its  union  with  the 
divine  nature ;  further,  impeccability,  and  the  possibility  of  not  dying.  Be- 
sides these  special  advantages,  the  human  nature  of  Christ  obtains  others  also 
from  its  union  with  the  divine.  The  relation  of  the  two  natures  is  not  a  dead, 
external  one,  but  a  reciprocal  penetration,  a  ircpix^^/n/o-i? ;  an  union  not  like 
that  of  two  boards  glued  together,  but  like  that  of  fire  and  metal  in  glowing 
iron,  or  of  the  body  and  soul  in  man.  This  communion  of  natures,  communio 
naturarum,  is  manifested  by  a  communication  of  properties,  communicatio 
idiomatuMy  in  virtue  of  which  the  human  nature  participates  in  the  advantages 
of  the  divine,  and  the  divine  in  the  redeeming  work  of  the  human.  This  re- 
lation is  expressed  in  the  propositions  concerning  the  person,  proposition idus 
personalibuSy  and  those  concerning  the  properties,  idiomaticis ;  the  former  are 
propositions  in  which  the  concrete  of  the  one  nature,  i.e.  the  one  nature  as 
conceived  in  the  person  of  Christ,  is  predicated  of  the  other,  as  in  1  Cor.  xv. 
47  :  the  second  man  is  the  Lord  from  heaven  ;  the  latter  are  propositions  in 
which  determinations  of  one  or  the  other  nature,  are  referred  to  the  entire 
person  (j^enus  idiomaticum\  or  in  which  acts  of  the  entire  person  are  referred 
to  one  or  the  other  nature  (genus  apotelesmaticum),  or  lastly,  in  which  attri- 
butes of  the  one  nature  are  transferred  to  the  other,  which  however  is  only 

"  Comp.  Form.  Concord.,  Epit.  und  Sol.  decl.  VIII.  p.  605  ff.  and  761  ff.  ed.  Hase. 
Chemniz,  de  duabus  naturis  in  Christo  libellus,  and  loci  theol.,  loc.  2,  de  61io  ;  Gerhard. 
IL  th.  I,  p.  640  ff.  (ed.  1615);  Quenstcdt,  theoL  didact  polem.  P.  3,  c.  3.  Comp.  De 
Wette,  bibi.  Dogm.  §  64  ff. 
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possible  from  the  divine  to  the  human,  not  from  the  human  to  the  divine 
{^enus  auchematicum). 

In  passing  through  the  successive  stages  of  the  work  of  redemption^  Christ 
with  his  person  endowed  with  two  natures,  experienced,  according  to  the  ex- 
pression of  the  dogmatical  theologians,  founded  on  Phil,  il  6  ff.,  two  states, 
staium  exinanitiants,  and  staium  exaltationis.  His  human  nature  in  its  union 
with  the  divine,  participated  from  the  moment  of  conception  in  divine  proper- 
ties :  but  as  during  his  earthly  life  Jesus  made  no  continuous  use  of  them,  that 
life  to  the  time  of  his  death  and  burial,  is  regarded  as  a  state  of  humiliation  : 
whereas,  with  the  resurrection,  or  even  with  the  descent  into  hell,  commenced 
the  state  of  exaltation  which  was  consummated  by  the  stssio  ad  dextram  patris. 

As  to  the  work  of  Christ,  the  doctrine  of  our  Church  attributes  to  him  a 
triple  office.  As  prophet,  he  has  revealed  to  man  the  highest  truth,  the  divine 
decree  of  redemption,  confirming  his  testimony  by  miracles ;  and  he  still  un- 
ceasingly controls  the  announcement  of  this  truth.  As  high  priest,  he  has,  on 
the  one  hand,  by  his  irreproachable  life,  fulfilled  the  law  in  our  stead  (obedien- 
Ha  activa) ;  on  the  other,  he  has  borne,  in  his  sufferings  and  death,  the 
punishment  which  impended  over  us  {pbedimtia  passiva\  and  now  perpetually 
intercedes  for  us  with  the  Father.  Lastly,  as  king,  he  governs  the  world,  and 
more  particularly  the  Church,  which  he  will  lead  from  the  conflicts  of  earth  to 
the  glory  of  heaven,  completing  its  destiny  by  the  general  resurrection  and 
the  last  judgment. 

§  146. 

OBJECTIONS  TO  THE  CHRISTOLOGY  OF  THE  CHURCH. 

The  Reformed  Church  did  not  go  thus  far  with  the  Lutherans  in  their 
doctrine  of  the  person  of  Christ,  for  they  did  not  admit  the  last  and  boldest 
consequence  drawn  by  the  latter  from  the  union  of  the  manhood  and  God- 
head— the  communicatio  idiomatum,  or  communication  of  properties.  The 
Lutherans  themselves  did  not  hold  that  the  properties  of  the  human  nature 
were  communicated  to  the  divine,  nor  that  all  the  properties  of  the  divine 
nature,  eternity  for  example,  could  be  communicated  to  the  human '}  and 
this  gave  occasion  on  the  part  of  the  Reformed  Churchy  to  the  following  ob- 
jection :  the  communication  of  properties  must  be  reciprocal  and  complete, 
or  it  is  none  at  all ;  moreover,  by  the  communication  of  the  properties  of  an 
infinite  nature  to  a  finite  one,  the  latter  is  not  less  annihilated  as  to  its  essence 
than  an  infinite  nature  would  be,  were  it  to  receive  the  properties  of  a  finite 
one.^  When  the  Lutherans  sought  shelter  in  the  position,  that  the  proper- 
ties of  the  one  nature  were  only  so  far  shared  by  the  other,  as  according  to  its 
character  is  possible,  utiper  suam  indokm  potest^  they  in  fact  did  away  al- 
together with  the  communicatio  idiomatum  ;  and  indeed  this  doctrine  has  been 
explicitly  given  up  even  by  orthodox  theologians  since  Reinhard. 

But  the  simple  root  of  this  complicated  exchange  of  properties,  the  union  of 
the  divine  and  human  natures  in  one  person,  has  also  met  with  contradiction. 

The  Socinians  denied  it  on  the  ground  that  two  natures,  each  of  which 
alone  constitutes  a  person,  cannot  be  united  to  form  a  single  person,  especi- 
ally when  they  possess  properties  so  opposite,  as  where  the  one  is  immortal, 

^  See  the  Oratio  appended  to  the  locus  de  pers.  et  offic.  Chr.  Gerhard,  ut  sup.  p.  719  ff. 

'  Vid.  Gerhard,  II.  th.i,  p.  685  ff.  ;  Marheineke,  Instit.  symb.  S  7^  f- 

'  Reinhard,  Vorles.  iiber  die  Dogm.  s.  354,  conformably  to  the  proposition  arged  by  the 

Reformed  against  the  Lutherans  :  Nulla  natura  in  u  ipsam  recipit  corUradictona^  Planck, 

Gesch.  des  protest  Lehrbegrifis,  Bd.  6,  s.  782. 
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the  Other  mortal,  the  one  uncreated,  the  other  created ;  *  and  the  Rationalists 
agree  with  them,  insisting  more  particularly  that  the  formulae  of  the  Church, 
in  which  the  above  union  is  defined,  are  almost  entirely  negative,  thus  present- 
ing no  conception  to  the  mind,  and  that  in  a  Christ,  who  by  the  aid  of  a  divine 
nature  dwelling  within  him,  withstood  evil  and  kept  himself  from  sin,  the  man 
who  is  destitute  of  such  aid  can  have  no  true  example.^ 

The  essential  and  tenable  points  of  the  rationalistic  objections  to  this  doc- 
trine, have  been  the  most  acutely  perceived  and  arranged  by  Schleiermacher, 
who,  on  this  subject  as  on  many  others,  has  brought  the  negative  criticism  of 
the  dogmas  of  the  Church  to  completeness/  Before  all  else  he  finds  it  a  dif- 
ficulty, that  by  the  expression,  divine  nature  and  human  nature^  divinity  and 
humanity  are  placed  under  one  category,  and  what  is  more,  under  the  category 
of  nature,  which  essentially  denotes  only  a  limited  being,  conceived  by  means 
of  its  opposite.  Further,  while  ordinarily  one  nature  is  common  to  many  in- 
dividuals or  persons,  here  one  person  is  supposed  to  partake  of  two  different 
natures.  Now  if  by  person  be  meant  the  permanent  conscious  unity  of  a  living 
being,  and  by  nature,  the  sum  of  the  laws  which  govern  the  conditions  of  life  in 
that  being :  it  is  not  to  be  conceived,  how  two  opposite  systems  of  conditions 
can  have  but  one  centre.  The^bsurdity  of  this  doctrine  becomes,  according 
to  Schleiermacher,  especially  evident  in  the  supposition  of  two  wills  in  Christ, 
since,  for  consistency,  two  wills  must  be  associated  with  two  understandings, 
and  as  the  understanding  and  will  constitute  the  personality,  Christ  would  on 
this  supposition  be  inevitably  divided  into  two  persons.  It  is  true  that 
the  two  wills  are  supposed  always  to  will  in  unison  :  but,  on  the  one  hand, 
there  results  from  this  only  a  moral,  not  a  personal  unity ;  on  the  other  hand, 
this  unison  of  wills  is  not  possible  in  relation  to  the  divine  and  the  human  will, 
since  the  latter,  which  from  its  very  essence  can  only  exercise  itself  on  par- 
ticulars as  they  present  themselves  in  succession,  can  as  little  will  the  same 
with  the  former,  whose  object  is  the  whole  in  its  development,  as  the  human 
understanding,  which  acts  by  reasoning,  can  think  the  same  with  the  divine 
understanding,  which  acts  intuitively.  Hence  it  evidently  follows  also  that  a  \ 
communication  of  properties  between  the  two  natures  is  not  to  be  admitted.      ] 

The  doctrine  of  the  work  of  Christ  did  not  escape  a  similar  criticism. 
Passing  over  what  has  been  objected  in  point  of  form  to  the  division  of  this 
work  into  three  offices,  the  ideas  of  revelation  and  miracles,  under  the  head 
of  the  prophetic  office,  were  chiefly  called  in  question.  It  was  argued  that 
these  ideas  agreed  neither  objectively  with  just  conceptions  of  God  and  the 
world  in  their  reciprocal  relation,  nor  subjectively  with  the  laws  of  the  human 
intellect ;  that  the  perfect  God  could  not  have  created  a  world  which  from 
time  to  time  needed  the  extraordinary  interposition  of  the  Creator,  nor  more 
particularly  a  human  nature  which  was  incapable  of  attaining  its  destination 
by  the  development  of  its  innate  faculties ;  that  the  immutable  Being  could 
not  operate  on  the  world  first  in  this  manner,  then  in  that,  at  one  time 
mediately,  at  another  immediately,  but  that  he  must  always  have  operated  on 
it  in  the  same  manner,  namely,  in  himself  and  on  the  whole  immediately,  but 

«  Fausti  Socini  de  Christi  natura  dispntatio.  Opp.  Bibl.  Fr.  Pol.  I,  p.  784 ;  Catech. 
Racov.  Q.  96  if.  Comp.  Marhdaeke,  Instit.  symb.  §  96.  Spinoza,  also,  ep.  21,  ad  Olden- 
burg, 0pp.  ed.  Gfrorer,  p.  556,  says  :  Quod  qumdam  ecclesia  his  adduut^  quod  Deus  naturam 
humanam  assumpserit,  monui  expresses  me,  fuid  dicant,  nescire  ;  imo,  ui  verum  fatear^  non 
minus  absurde  mihi  loqui  zddeniur,  ptam  si  fuis  mihi  diceret,  quod  circukis  naiuram  quad* 
rati  induorit, 

^  (Rohr)  Briefe  iiber  den  Rationalismns,  s.  378  if. ;  Wegscheider  Inst,  theol.  §  128 ;  Bret- 
schneider,  Handb.  der  Dogm.  2,  §  137  ff. ;  also  Kant,  Relig.  innerhalb  der  Granzen  der 
blossen  Veraunft.  2tes  St.  2ter  Absch.  b. 

^  Glaubenslehre,  2,  §§  96-98, 
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for  us  and  on  individuals  mediately ;  that  to  admit  an  interruption  of  the 
order  of  nature,  and  of  the  development  of  humanity,  would  be  to  renounce 
all  rational  thought,  while,  in  the  particular  case  in  question,  a  revelation  or 
miracle  is  not  confidently  to  be  recognized  as  such,  since,  in  order  to  be  sure 
that  certain  results  have  not  proceeded  from  the  powers  of  nature  and  the 
faculties  of  the  human  mind,  a  perfect  knowledge  of  the  resources  of  both 
would  be  requisite,  and  of  such  a  knowledge  man  is  not  p>ossessed.^ 

But  the  main  difficulty  lay  in  the  office  of  high  priest,  attributed  to  Jesus — 
in  the  doctrine  of  the  atonement.  That  which  especially  drew  forth  ob- 
jections was  the  human  aspect  which  in  Anselm's  system  was  given  to  the 
relation  of  God  to  the  Son  of  man.  As  it  well  becomes  man  to  forgive 
offences  without  exacting  vengeance,  so,  thought  Socinus,  might  God  forgive 
the  offences  committed  against  him  by  men,  without  satisfaction.^  To  meet 
this  objection  Hugo  Grotius  argued,  that  not  as  in  consequence  of  personal 
injuries,  but  to  maintain  the  order  of  the  moral  world  inviolable,  or  in  virtue 
of  \\\^ju5tiHa  rectaria^  God  cannot  forgive  sins  without  satisfaction.^  Never- 
theless, granting  the  necessity  for  satisfaction,  it  did  not  appear  to  be  met 
by  the  death  of  Jesus.  While  Anselm,  and  still  more  decidedly  Thomas 
Aquinas,^^  spoke  of  a  satisfactio  superabundans^  Socinus  denied  that  Christ 
had  even  borne  as  much  punishment  as  men  have  deserved ;  for  every 
individual  man  having  deserved  eternal  death,  consequently,  as  many  sub- 
stitutes as  sinners  ought  to  have  suffered  eternal  death  \  whereas  in  this  case, 
the  single  Christ  has  suffered  merely  temporal  death,  and  that  as  an  introduc- 
tion to  the  highest  glory ;  nor  did  this  death  attach  to  his  divine  nature,  so 
that  it  might  be  said  to  have  infinite  value,  but  only  to  his  human  nature. 
On  the  other  hand,  Duns  Scotus,"  in  opposition  to  Thomas,  and  subse- 
quently Grotius  and  the  Arminians  (equi-distant  from  orthodoxy  and  Socini- 
anism),  adopted  the  expedient  of  maintaining,  that  the  merit  of  Christ  was 
indeed  in  itself  finite  like  its  subject,  his  human  nature,  and  hence  was  inade- 
quate as  a  satisfaction  for  the  sins  of  the  world ;  but  that  God  accepted  it  as 
adequate  out  of  his  free  grace.  But  from  the  admission  that  God  can  content 
himself  with  an  inadequate  satisfaction,  and  thus  can  forgive  a  part  of  the 
guilt  without  satisfaction,  it  follows  necessarily,  that  he  must  also  be  able  thus 
to  forgive  the  whole.  Besides  these  more  precise  definitions,  however,  the 
fundamental  idea  of  the  whole  fabric,  namely,  that  one  individual  can  take 
upon  himself  the  punishment  due  to  the  sins  of  another,  has  been  attacked 
as  an  ignorant  transference  of  the  conditions  of  a  lower  order  of  relation  to  a 
higher.  Moral  transgressions,  it  has  been  said,  are  not  transmissible  obliga- 
tions ;  it  is  not  with  them  as  with  debts  of  money,  which  it  is  immaterial  to 
the  creditor  who  pays,  provided  they  are  paid ;  rather  it  is  essential  to  the 
punishment  of  sin,  that  it  should  fall  on  the  guilty  only.^*  If,  according  to 
this,  the  so-called  passive  obedience  of  Christ  cannot  have  been  vicarious, 
still  less  can  his  active  obedience  have  been  so,  since  as  man  he  was  bound  to 
render  this  on  his  own  behalf.  ^^ 

In  relation  to  the  kingly  office  of  Christ,  the  hope  of  his  second  advent  to 

'  Spinoza,  tract,  theol.  polit.  c.  vi.  p.  133.  ed.  Gfrorer,  andep.  23,  ad  Oldenburg,  p.  558  f. 
Briefe  iiber  den  Rat.,  4ter,  5ter,  6ter,  I2ter.    Wegscheider,  §§  ii,  12.  Schleiermacher,  §§ 

i4»  47* 
*  Praelect.  theol.  c  xv. 

'  In  the  work  :  defensio  fidei  cath.  desatisfactione  Chr.  adv.  F.  Socinum. 

^^  Summa,  P.  3,  Q.  48,  A.  2, 

ii  Comm.  in  Sentt.  L.  3,  Dist.  19. 

i*  See,  besides  Socinus,  Kant,  Relig.  innerhalb  der  Grenzen  der  blossen  Vemunft,  2tes 

Stiick,  Iter  Abschn.,  c. 

IS  ToUner,  Der  thatige  Gehorsam  Christi  untersucht  1768. 
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judge  the  world  lost  ground  in  the  sentiment  of  the  Church,  in  proportion  as 
the  opinion  obtained,  that  every  individual  enters  on  a  state  of  complete  re- 
tribution immediately  after  death,  for  this  opinion  made  the  general  judgment 
appear  superfluous.^* 

§  147- 

THE   CHRISTOLOGY  OF   RATIONALISM. 

The  Rationalists,  rejecting  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  concerning  Christ, 
his  person,  and  his  work,  as  self-contradictory,  useless,  nay,  even  hurtful  to 
the  true  morality  of  the  religious  sentiment,  propounded  in  its  stead  a  system 
which,  while  it  avoided  all  contradictions,  yet  in  a  certain  sense  retained  for 
Jesus  the  character  of  a  divine  manifestation,  which  even,  rightly  considered, 
placed  him  far  higher,  and  moreover  embodied  the  strongest  motives  to 
practical  piety.  ^ 

According  to  them,  Jesus  was  still  a  divine  messenger,  a  special  favourite 
and  charge  of  the  Deity,  inasmuch  as,  furnished  by  the  disposition  of  Provi- 
dence with  an  extraordinary  measure  of  spiritual  endowment,  he  was  born  in 
an  age  and  nation,  and  guided  in  a  career,  the  most  favourable  to  his  deve- 
lopment into  that  for  which  he  was  destined ;  and,  especially,  inasmuch  as  he 
was  subjected  to  a  species  of  death  that  rendered  possible  his  apparent 
resurrection,  on  which  depended  the  success  of  his  entire  work,  and  was  en- 
compassed by  a  series  of  circumstances  which  actually  brought  that  resurrec- 
tion to  pass.  The  Rationalists  hold  that  their  idea  of  the  Christ  is  not 
essentially  below  the  orthodox  one,  as  regards  his  natural  endowments  and 
his  external  destiny,  for  in  their  view  also  he  is  the  greatest  man  that  ever 
trod  the  earth—a  hero,  in  whose  fate  Providence  is  in  the  highest  degree 
glorifred :  while,  as  regards  the  internal  development  and  free  agency  of 
Jesus,  they  believe  their  doctrine  essentially  to  surpass  that  of  the  Church. 
The  Christ  of  the  Church,  they  contend,  is  a  mere  automaton,  whose  man- 
hood lies  under  the  control  of  his  Godhead  like  a  lifeless  instrument,  which 
acts  with  moral  perfection  because  it  has  no  power  to  sin,  and  for  this  reason 
can  neither  have  moral  merit,  nor  be  the  object  of  affection  and  reverence  : 
according  to  the  rationalistic  view,  on  the  contrary,  Jesus  had  implanted  in 
him  by  God  the  natural  conditions  only  of  that  which  he  was  ultimately  to 
become,  and  his  realization  of  this  destiny  was  the  result  of  his  own  spon- 
taneity. His  admirable  wisdom  he  acquired  by  the  judicious  application  of 
his  intellectual  powers,  and  the  conscientious  use  of  all  the  aids  within  his 
reach  ;  his  moral  greatness,  by  the  zealous  culture  of  his  moral  dispositions, ' 
the  restraint  of  his  sensual  inclinations  and  passions,  and  a  scrupulous  obedi- 
ence to  the  voice  of  his  conscience :  and  on  these  alone  rested  all  that  was 
exalted  in  his  personality,  all  that  was  encouraging  in  his  example. 

As  regards  the  work  of  Jesus,  the  rationalistic  view  is,  that  he  has  endeared 
himself  to  mankind  by  this  above  all  else,  that  he  has  taught  them  a  religion 
to  which  for  its  purity  and  excellence  is  justly  ascribed  a  certain  divine  power 
and  dignity ;  and  that  he  has  illustrated  and  enforced  this  religion  by  the 
brilliant  example  of  his  own  life.  This  prophetic  office  of  Christ  is  with 
Socinians  and  Rationalists  the  essence  of  his  work,  and  to  this  they  refer  all 
the  rest,  especially  what  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  comprehends  under  the 
office  of  high  priest    With  them  the  so-called  active  obedience  has  value 

1*  Wegscheider,  §  199. 

^  Compare  with  what  follows  especiaHy  the  Briefe  uber  den  Rationalismus,  s.  37a  fT. ; 
Wegscheider,  §§  128,  133,  14a 
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solely  as  an  example  ;  and  the  death  of  Jesus  conduces  to  the  forgiveness  of 
sins,  solely  by  furthering  the  reformation  of  the  sinner  in  one  of  these  two 
ways :  either,  as  a  confirmation  of  his  doctrine,  and  a  type  of  the  devoted 
fulfilment  of  duty,  it  serves  to  kindle  a  zeal  for  virtue ;  or,  as  a  proof  of  the 
love  of  God  to  man,  of  his  inclination  to  pardon  the  converted  sinner,  it 
invigorates  moral  courage.^ 

If  Christ  was  no  more,  and  did  no  more,  than  this  rationalistic  doctrine 
supposes,  it  is  not  easy  to  see  how  piety  has  come  to  make  him  her  special 
object,  or  dogmatism  to  lay  down  special  propositions  concerning  him. 
Consistent  Rationalists  have  in  fact  admitted,  that  what  the  orthodox  dogma 
calls  Christology,  forms  no  integral  part  of  the  rationalistic  system,  since  this 
system  consists  indeed  of  a  religion  which  Christ  taught,  but  not  of  a  religion 
of  which  he  is  the  object ;  that,  viewing  Christology  as  the  doctrine  of  the 
Messiah,  it  is  merely  an  accommodation  to  the  Jewish  mind, — that  even 
taken  in  a  more  noble  sense,  as  the  doctrine  of  the  life,  the  actions,  and  the 
fate  of  Jesus  as  a  divine  messenger,  it  does  not  belong  to  a  system  of  faith, 
for  the  universal  truths  of  religion  are  as  little  connected  with  our  ideas  con- 
cerning the  person  of  him  who  first  enunciated  them,  as  are  the  philosophical 
propositions  in  the  systems  of  Leibnitz  and  Wolf,  of  Kant,  Fichte,  and 
Schelling,  with  the  opinions  we  may  happen  to  form  of  the  persons  of  their 
authors ;  that  what  relates  to  the  person  and  work  of  Jesus  belongs,  not  to 
religion  itself,  but  to  the  history  of  religion,  and  must  either  be  prefixed  to  a 
system  of  religious  doctrine  as  an  historical  introduction,  or  appended  to  it 
as  an  elucidatory  sequel.'  Accordingly  Henke,  in  his  Lituaments^  has  re« 
moved  Christology  from  its  wonted  position  as  an  integral  part  of  systematic 
theology,  and  has  placed  it  as  a  subdivision  under  the  head  of  anthropology. 

Thus,  however,  Rationalism  enters  into  open  war  with  the  Christian  faith, 
for  it  seeks  to  thrust  into  the  background,  nay,  to  banish  from  the  province 
of  theology,  that  which  is  its  essential  point,  and  corner-stone.  But  this  very 
opposition  is  decisive  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  rationalistic  system,  proving 
that  it  does  not  perform  what  is  demanded  from  every  system  of  religious 
doctrine  :  namely,  first,  to  give  adequate  expression  to  the  fiaith  which  is  the 
object  of  the  doctrine  ;  and  secondly,  to  place  this  expression  in  a  relation, 
whether  positive  or  negative,  to  science.  Now  the  Rationalists,  in  the  effort 
to  bring  .the  faith  into  harmony  with  science,  restrict  its  expression ;  for  a 
Christ  who  is  only  a  distinguished  man,  creates  indeed  no  difficulty  to  the 
understanding,  but  is  not  the  Christ  in  whom  the  Church  believes. 


§  148. 

THE  ECLECTIC  CHRISTOLOGY  OF  SCHLEIERMACHER. 

It  is  the  effort  of  this  theologian  to  avoid  both  these  ungrateful  results,  and 
without  prejudice  to  the  faith,  to  form  such  a  conception  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
Christ  as  may  be  proof  against  the  attacks  of  science.^  On  the  one  hand,  he 
has  adopted  in  its  fullest  extent  the  negative  criticism  directed  by  Rationalism 
against  the  doctrine  of  the  Church,  nay,  he  has  rendered  it  even  more  search- 
ing ;  on  the  other  hand,  he  has  sought  to  retain  what  Rationalism  had  lost, 

'  For  the  difTerent  views,  see  Bretschneider,  Dogm.  2,  s.  353,  systematische  Entwiddung, 
§107. 

'  Rohr,  Briefe,  s.  36,  405  fT. 

^  Schleiermacber,  on  his  Glaubenslehre,  to  Dr.  Lttcke,  2tes  Sendschrdben,  Studien,  2,  3, 
8.  481  fT. 
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the  essential  part  of  positive  Christianity :  and  thus  he  has  saved  many  in 
these  days  from  the  narrowness  of  Supranaturalism,  and  the  emptiness  of 
Rationalism.  This  simplification  of  the  faith  Schleiermacher  effects  in  the 
following  manner :  he  does  not  set  out,  with  the  Protestant,  from  the  doctrine 
of  Scripture,  nor  with  the  Catholic  from  the  decision  of  the  church,  for  in 
both  these  ways  he  would  have  to  deal  with  a  precise,  developed  system, 
which,  having  originated  in  remote  centuries,  must  come  into  collision  with  the 
science  of  the  present  day ;  but  he  sets  out  from  the  consciousness  of  the 
Christian,  from  that  internal  experience^sulting  to  tlie  indFvIdual  from  his 
';  connexion  with  tEe~  Christian  community,  and  he  thus  obtains  a  material 
which,  as  its  basis  is  feeling,  is  more  flexible,  and  to  which  it  is  easier  to  give 
dialectically  a  form  that  satisfies  science. 

As  a  member  of  the  Christian  church — this  is  the  point  of  departure  in 
1  the  Christology  of  Schleiermacher  2 — I  am  conscious  of  the  removal  of  my 
1  sinfulness,  and  the  impartation  of  absolute  perfection :  in  oQier^wGcds,  in 
I  communion  wi^h  the  church,  I  feel  operating  upon  me  the  influence  of  a  sin- 
I  less  and  perfect  principle.     This  influencecannot  proceed  from  the  Christian 
•community  as  an  efifect  of  the  reciprocal  action  of  its  members  on  each  other ; 
for  to  every  one  of  these  sin  and  imperfection  are  inherent,  and  the  co- 
operation of  impure  beings  can  never  produce  anything  pure  as  its  result     It 
must  be  the  influence  of  one  who  possessed  that  sinlessness  and  perfection  as 
personal  qualities,  and  who  moreover  stands  in   such  a  relation  to  the 
Christian  community,  that  he  can  impart  these  qualities  to  its  members  :  that 
is,  since  the  Christian  church  could  not  exist  prior  to  this  impartation,  it  must 
be  the  influence  of  its  founder.     As  Christians,  we  And  something  operated 
within  us ;  hence,  as  from  every  effect  we  argue  to  its  cause,  we  infer  the 
influence  of  Christ,  and  from  this  again,  the  nature  of  his  person,  which  must 
have  had  the  powers  necessary  to  the  exertion  of  this  influence. 

To  speak  more  closely,  that  which  we  experience  as  members  of  the  - 
Christian  church,  is  a  strengthening  of  our  consciousness  of  God,  in  its  . 
relation  (to  our  sensuous  existence;  that  is,  it  is  rendered  easier  to  us  to 
deprive  the  senses  of  their  ascendancy  within  us,  to  make  all  our  impressions 
'  the  servants  of  the  religious  sentiment,  and  all   our  actions  its  offspring. 
According  to  what  has  been  stated  above,  this  is  the  effect  wrought  in  us  by 
Christ,  who  imparts  to  us  the  strength  of  his  consciousness  of  God,  frees  us  > 
from  the  bondage  of  sensuality  and  sin,  and  is  thus  the  Redeemer.     In  the  / 
,  feeling  of  the  strengthened  consciousness  of  God  which  the  Christian  possesses 
^  by  his  communion  with  the  Redeemer,  the  obstructions  of  his  natural  and 
social  life  are  not  felt  as  obstructions  to  his  consciousness  of  God ;  they  do 
not  interrupt  the  blessedness  which  he  enjoys  in  his  inmost  religious  life ;  what 
has  been  called  evil,  and  divine  chastisement,  is  not  such  for  him :  and  as  it 
is  Christ  who  by  receiving  him  into  the  communion  of  his  blessedness,  frees 
him  therefrom,  the  offlce  of  expiation  is  united  to  that  of  redemption. 

In  this  sense  alone  is  the  doctrine  of  the  church  concerning  the  threefold 
office  of  Christ  to  be  interpreted.  He  is  a  prophet,  in  that  by  the  word — by 
the  setting  forth  of  himself,  and  not  otherwise, — he  could  draw  mankind 
towards  himself,  and  therefore  the  chief  object  of  his  doctrine  was  his  own 
^  person  ;  he  is  at  once  a  high  priest  and  a  sacrifice,  in  that  he,  the  sinless  one, 
1  from  whose  existence,  therefore,  no  evil  could  be  evolved,  entered  into  com- 
munion with  the  life  of  sinful  humanity,  and  endured  the  evils  which  adhere 
to  it,  that  he  might  take  us  into  communion  with  his  sinless  and  blessed  life : 
tn  other  words,  deliver  us  from  the  power  and  consequences  of  sin  and  evil, 

*  Glaubenslehre,  2,  §§  92-105. 
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and  present  us  pure  before  God ;  lastly,  he  is  a  king,  in  that  he  brings  these 
blessings  to  mankind  in  the  form  of  an  organized  socie^,  of  which  he  is  the 
head. 

\  From  this  which  Christ  effects,  we  gather  what  he  is.  If  we  owe  to  hiro 
the  continual  strengthening  of  the  consciousness  of  God  within  us,  this 
consciousness  must  have  existed  in  him  in  absolute  strength,  so  that  it,  or 
God  in  the  form  of  the  consciousness,  was  the  only  operative  force  within 
him,  and  this  is  the  sense  of  the  expression  of  the  church — God  became  man 
in  Christ.  If,  further,  Christ  works  in  us  a  more  and  more  complete  conquest 
over  sensuality,  in  himself  there  must  have  been  an  absolute  conquest  over  it  -, 
in  no  moment  of  his  life  can  the  sensual  consciousness  have  disputed  the 
victory  with  his  consciousness  of  God ;  never  can  a  vacillation  or  struggle 
have  had  place  within  him :  in  other  words,  the  human  nature  in  him  was 
sinless,  and  in  the  stricter  sense,  that,  in  virtue  of  the  essential  predominance 
within  him  of  the  higher  powers  over  the  lower,  it  was  impossible  for  him  to 

,  sin.  By  this  peculiarity  of  his  nature  he  is  the  Arrhetypg^  the  actualization  of 
the  ideal  of  humanity,  which  his  church  can  only  approach,  never  surpass  ;. 
yet  must  he, — ^for  otherwise  there  could  be  no  true  fellowship  between  hinv 
and  us, — have  been  developed  under  the  ordinary  conditions  of  human  life  : 
the  ideal  must  in  him  have  been  perfectly  historical,  each  phasis  of  his- 
actual  life  must  have  borne  the  impress  of  the  ideal ;  and  this  is  the  proper 
sense  of  the  church  formula,  that  the  divine  and  human  nature  were  in  htm 
united  into  one  person. 

Only  thus  far  can  the  doctrine  of  the  Christ  be  deduced  from  the  ex- 
perience of  the  Christian,  and  thus  far,  according  to  Schleiermacher,  it  is  not 
opposed  to  science :  whatever  in  the  dogma  of  the  church  goes  beyond  this, — 
as,  for  example,  the  supernatural  conception  of  Jesus,  and  his  miracles,  also 

I  the  facts  of  the  resurrection  and  ascension,  and  the  prophecies  of  his  second 

.  coming  to  judge  the  world, — ought  not  to  be  brought  forward  as  integral 
parts  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Christ.  For  he  from  whose  influence  upon  us 
<:omes  all  the  strengthening  of  our  consciousness  of  God,  may  have  been  the 
Christ,  though  he  should  not  have  risen  bodily  from  the  dead,  and  ascended 
into  heaven,  etc. :  so  that  we  believe  these  facts,  not  because  they  are  in- 
volved in  our  internal  [^experience,  but  only  be(5ause  they  are  stated  in 
Scripture ;  not  so  much,  therefore,  in  a  religious  and  dogmatical,  as  in  an* 
historical  manner. 

This  Christology  is  undeniably  a  beautiful  effort  of  thought,  and  as  we  shall 
presently  see,  does  the  utmost  towards  rendering  the  union  of  the  divine  and 
the  human  in  Christ  conceivable ;  but  if  its  author  supposed  that  he  kept  the 
faith  unmutilated  and  science  unoffended,  we  are  compelled  to  pronounce 
that  he  was  in  both  points  deceived.' 

Science  opens  its  attack  on  the  proposition,  that  the  ideal  man  was 
historically  manifested  in  the  person  of  Christ  It  did  not  escape  Schleier- 
macher himself  that  this  was  a  dangerous  point.  No  sooner  has  he  put  forth 
the  above  proposition,  than  he  reflects  on  the  difficulty  of  supposing  that  the 
ideal  should  be  realized  in  one  historical  individual ;  since,  in  other  cases,  we 
never  find  the  ideal  realized  in  a  single  appearance,  but  only  in  an  entire  cycle 
of  appearances,  which  reciprocally  complete  each  other.  It  is  true  that  this 
theologian  does  not  hold  the  character  of  Christ,  as  the  ideal  man,  to  extend 
to  the  manifold  relations  of  human  life,  so  as  to  be  the  archetype  for  all  the 

*  This  opinion  has  been  already  put  forth  in  the  most  noted  reviews  of  Schleiermacher*s. 
system;  comp.  Braniss,  liber  Schleiermacher's  Glaubenslehre ;  H.  Schmid,  iiber  SchL 
Glaubensl.  s.  263  ff. ;  Baur,  die  christl.  Gnosis,  s.  626  if.,  and  the  Review  of  Rosenkranz^ 
Jahrb.  fUr  wiss.  Kritik,  1831. 
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science,  art,  and  policy,  that  are  developed  in  human  society ;  he  confines  it 
to  the  domain  of  the  consciousness  of  God.  But,  as  Schmid  has  justly 
observed,  this  does  not  alter  the  case,  for  the  consciousness  of  God  also, 
being,  in  its  development  and  manifestation,  subject  to  the  conditions  of 
finiteness  and  imperfection;  the  supposition  that  even  in  this  department 
exclusively,  the  ideal  was  manifested  in  a  single  historical  individual,  involves 
a  violation  of  the  laws  of  nature  by  a  miracle.  This,  however,  is  far  from 
alarming  Schleiermacher ;  on  the  contrary,  he  maintains  that  this  is  the 
place,  and  the  onl^^lace,  in  which  the  Christian  doctrine  must  necessarily 
admit(a  minicl^  since  the  originating  of  the  person  of  Chjrist  can  only  be 
conceived  ds  me  revolt. of  a  special  djyme  act  of  creation.  It  is  true,  he 
limits  the  miraculous  to  the  first  introduction  7)f  Christ  into  the  series  of 
existences,  and  allows  the  whole  of  his  further  development  to  have  been 
subject  to  all  the  conditions  of  finite  existence :  but  this  concession  cannot 
repair  the  breach,  which  the  supposition  only  of  one  miracle  makes  in  the 
scientific  theory  of  the  world.  Still  less  can  any  help  be  derived  from  vague 
analogies  like  the  foUowing :  as  it  is  still  possible  that  matter  should  begin  to 
agglomerate  and  thence  to  revolve  in  infinite  space ;  so  science  must  admit, 
that  there  may  be  in  the  domain  of  spiritual  life  an  appearance,  which  in  like 
manner  we  can  only  explain  as  the  commencement,  the  first  point,  in  a  higher 
process  of  development.* 

This  comparison  suggests  the  observation  made  by  Braniss,  namely,  that 
it  would  be  contrary  to  the  laws  of  all  development  to  regard  the  initial 
member  of  a  series  as  the  greatest — to  suppose  that  in  Christ,  the  founder  of 
that  community,  the  object  of  which  is  the  strengthening  of  the  consciousness 
of  God,  the  strength  of  this  consciousness  was  absolute,  a  perfection  which  is 
rather  the  infinitely  distant  goal  of  the  progressive  development  of  the 
community  founded  by  him.  Schleiermacher  does  indeed  attribute  to  Chris- 
tianity perfectibility  in  a  certain  sense :  not  as  a  capability  of  surpassing 
Christ  in  his  nature,  but  solely  in  the  conditions  of  its  manifestation.  His 
view  is  this :  the  limitation,  the  imperfection  of  the  relations  of  Christ,  the 
language  in  which  he  expressed  himself,  the  nationality  within  which  he  was 
placed,  modified  his  thoughts  and  actions^  but  in  thei)*  form  alone ;  their 
essence  remained  nevertheless  the  perfect  ideal.  Now  if  Christianity  in  its 
progressive  advancement  in  doctrine  and  practice,  rejects  more  and  more  of 
those  temporal  and  national  limitations  by  which  the  actions  and  teaching  ot 
Jesus  were  circumscribed ;  this  is  not  to  surpass  Christ,  it  is  rather  to  give  a 
more  perfect  expression  of  his^ inner  life.  But,  as  Schmid  has  satisfactorily 
shown,  an  historical  Individual  is  that  which  appears  of  him,  and  no  more  ;. 
his  internal  nature  is  known  by  his  words  and  actions,  the  condition  of  his 
age  and  nation  are  a  part  of  his  individuality,  and  what  lies  beneath  this 
phenomenal  existence  as  the  essence,  is  not  the  nature  of  this  individual,  but 
the  human  nature  in  general,  which  in  particular  beings  operates  only  under 
the  limitations  of  their  individuality,  of  time,  and  of  circumstances.  Thus  to 
surpass  the  historical  appearance  of  Christ,  is  to  rise  nearer,  not  to  his 
nature,  but  to  the  idea  of  humanity  in  general ;  and  if  we  are  to  suppose  that 
it  is  still  Christ  whose  nature  is  more  truly  expressed,  when  with  the  rejection 
of  the  temporal  and  national,  the  essential  elements  of  his  doctrine  and  life 
are  further  developed  :  it  would  not  be  difficult,  by  a  similar  abstraction,  to 
represent  Socrates,  as  the  one  who  in  this  manner  cannot  be  surpassed. 

As  neither  an  individual  in  .general,  nor,  in_. particular,  the  commencing 
point  in  an  historical  series,  can  present  the  perfect  iiosi :  so,  if  Christ  be 
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regarded  decidedly  as  man,  the  archetypal  nature  and  development  which 
Schleiermacher  ascribes  to  him,  cannot  be  brought  to  accord  with  the  laws 
of  human  existence.  Impeccability,  in  the  sense  of  the  impossibility  of 
sinning,  as  it  is  supposed  to  exist  in  Christ,  is  a  quality  totally  incompatible 
with  the  human  nature ;  for  to  man,  in  consequence  of  his  agency  being 
liable  to  guidance  by  the  motives  of  the  senses  as  well  as  of  the  reason,  the 
possibility  of  sinning  is  essential.  And  if  Christ  was  entirely  free  from  in- 
ward conflict,  from  all  vacillation  of  the  spiritual  life  between  good  and  evil, 
he  could  not  be  a  man  of  like  nature  with  us ;  for  the  action  and  re-action 
between  the  spiritual  nature  in  general  and  the  external  world,  and,  in  par- 
ticular, between  the  superior  religious  and  moral  powers,  and  the  operations  of 
the  mind  in  subordination  to  the  senses,  necessarily  manifests  itself  as  a 
conflict.^ 

If,  on  the  one  side,  the  Christology  in  question  is  far  from  satisfying 
science,  it  is  equally  far,  on  the  other  side,  from  satisfying  the  faith.  We  will 
lot  enter  into  those  points  in  which,  instead  of  the  decisions  of  the  church, 
ic  at  leasts  offers  acceptable  substitutes  (concerning  which,  however,  it  may 
be  doubted  whether  they  are  a  full  compensation).^  Its  disagreement  with 
the  faith  is  the  most  conspicuous  in  the  position,  that  the  facts  of  the  resur- 
rection and  ascension  do  not  form  essential  parts  of  the  Christian  faith.  For 
the  belief  in  the  resurrection  of  Christ  is  the  foundation  stone,  without  which 
the  Christian  church  could  not  have  been  built;  nor  could  the  cycle  of 
Christian  festivals,  which  are  the  external  representation  of  the  Christian 
faith,  now  suffer  a  more  fatal  mutilation  than  by  the  removal  of  the  festival  of 
Easter :  the  Christ  who  died  could  not  be  what  he  is  in  the  belief  of  the 
church,  if  he  were  not  also  the  Christ  who  rose  again. 

Thus  the  doctrine  of  Schleiermacher  concerning  the  person  and  conditions 
of  Christ,  betrays  a  twofold  inadequacy,  not  meeting  the  requirements  either 
of  the  faith  of  the  church,  or  of  science.  It  is  clear,  however,  from  his 
doctrine  of  the  work  of  Christ,  that  in  order  to  satisfy  the  former  so  far  as  is 
here  done,  such  a  contradiction  of  the  latter  was  quite  unnecessary,  and  an 
easier  course  might  have  been  pursued.  For  resting  merely  on  a  backward 
inference  from  the  inward  experience  of  the  Christian  as  the  effect,  to  the 
perspn  of  Christ  as  the  cause,  the  Christology  of  Schleiermacher  has  but  a 
frail  support,  since  it  cannot  be  proved  that  that  inward  experience  is  not  to 
be  explained  without  the  actual  existence  of  such  a  Christ  Schleiermacher 
himself  did  not  overlook  the  probable  objection  that  the  church,  induced 
merely  by  the  relative  excellence  of  Jesus,  conceived  an  ideal  of  absolute 
perfection,  and  transferred  this  to  the  historical  Christ,  from  which  combina- 
tion she  continually  strengthens  and  vivifies  her  consciousness  of  God :  but 
lie  held  this  objection  to  be  precluded  by  the  observation,  that  sinful 
humanity,  by  reason  of  the  mutual  dependence  of  the  will  and  the  under- 
standing, is  incapable  of  conceiving  an  immaculate  ideal.  But,  as  it  has  been 
aptly  remarked,  if  Schleiermacher  claims  a  miracle  for  the  origination  of  his 
real  Christ,  we  have  an  equal  right  to  claim  one  for  the  origination  of  the 
ideal  of  a  Christ  in  the  human  soul.^  Meanwhile,  it  is  not  true  that  sinful 
human  nature  is  incapable  of  conceiving  a  sinless  ideal.  If  by  this  ideal  be 
understood  merely  a  general  conception,  then  the  conception  of  the  perfect  and 
the  sinless  is  as  necessarily  co-existent  with  the  consciousness  of  imperfection 
and  sinfulness  as  the  conception  of  infinity  with  that  of  finiteness;  since  the  two 

*  Schmid,  ut  sup. 

*  Comp.  RosenKranz,  ut  sup.  s.  935  ft 
7  Baur,  ut  sop.  s.  653. 
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ideas  conditionate  one  another,  and  the  one  is  not  possible  without  the  other. 
If,  on  the  other  hand,  by  this  ideal  be  meant  a  concrete  image,  the  conception 
of  a  character  in  which  all  the  individual  features  are  portrayed,  it  may  be 
admitted  that  a  sinful  individual  or  age  cannot  depict  such  an  image  without 
blemish ;  but  of  this  inability  the  age  or  individual  itself  is  not  conscious,  not 
having  any  superior  standard,  and  if  the  image  be  but  slightly  drawn,  if  it 
leave  room  for  the  modifications  of  increased  enlightenment,  it  may  continue 
to  be  regarded  as  immaculate  even  by  a  later  and  more  clear-sighted  age,  so 
long  as  this  age  is  inclined  to  view  it  under  the  most  favourable  light. 

We  may  now  estimate  the  truth  of  the  reproach,  which  made  Schleier- 
macher  so  indignant,  namely,  that  his  was  ^lot  an  historical,  but  an  ideal 
Chnst  It  is  unjust  in  relation  to  the  opinion  of  SchTeiermacher,T6r  he 
firmly  believed  that  the  Christ,  as  construed  by  him,  really  lived ;  but  it  is 
just  in  relation  to  the  historical  state  of  the  facts,  because  such  a  Christ  never 
existed  but  in  idea ;  and  in  this  sense,  indeed,  the  reproach  has  even  a  stronger 
bearing  on  the  system  of  the  church,  because  the  Christ  therein  presented 
can  still  less  have  existed.  Lastly,  it  is  just  in  relation  to  the  consequence 
of  Schleiermacher's  system,  since  to  efifect  what  Schleiermacher  makes  him 
effect,  no  other  Christ  is  necessary,  and,  according  to  the  principles  of 
Schleiermacher  respecting  the  relation  of  God  to  the  world,  of  the  super- 
natural to  the  natural,  no  other  Christ  is  possible,  than  an  ideal  one  : — and 
in  this  sense  the  reproach  attaches  specifically  to  Schleiermacher's  doctrine, 
for  according  to  the  premises  of  the  orthodox  doctrine,  an  historical  Christ 
is  both  possible  and  necessary. 


§  M9. 

CHRISTOLOGY   INTERPRETED    SYMBOLICALLY.       KANT.      DE   WETTE. 

The  attempt  to  retain  in  combination  the  ideal  in  Christ  with  the  historical, 
having  failed,  these  two  elements  separate  themselves :  the  latter  falls  as  a 
natural  residuum  to  the  ground,  and  the  former  rises  as  a  pure  sublimate  into 
the  ethereal  world  of  ideas.  Historically,  Jesus  can  have  been  nothing  more 
than  a  person,  highly  distinguished  indeed,  but  subject  to  the  limitations  in- 
evitable to  all  that  is  mortal :  by  means  of  his  exalted  character,  however,  he 
exerted  so  powerful  an  influence  over  the  religious  sentiment,  that  it  consti- 
tuted him  the  ideal  of  piety ;  in  accordance  with  the  general  rule,  that  an 
historical  fact  or  person  cannot  become  the  basis  of  a  positive  religion  until  it 
is  elevated  into  the  sphere  of  the  ideal.  ^ 

Spinoza  made  this  distinction  when  maintaining,  that  to  know  the  historical 
Christ  is  not  necessary  to  felicity,  but  only  to  know  the  ideal  Christ,  namely 
the  eternal  wisdom  of  God,  which  is  manifested  in  all  things,  in  the  human 
mind  particularly,  and  in  a  pre-eminent  degree  in  Jesus  Christ — that  wisdom 
which  alone  teaches  man  what  is  true  and  false^  good  and  bad.^ 

According  to  Kant,  also,  it  ought  not  to  be  made  a  condition  of  salva- 
tion to  believe,  that  there  was  once  a  man  who  by  his  holiness  and  merit  gave 
satisfaction  for  himself  and  for  all  others;  for  of  this  the  reason  tells  us 

^  Thus  Schmid,  ut  sup.  s.  267. 

'  £p.  21,  ad  Oldenburg.  Opp.  ed.  Gfrorer,  p.  556 : — dico^  ad  salutem  non  esse  omniwr 
necesse^  Christum  secundum  camem  noscere ;  sed  A  trtemo  ilh  filio  Dei^  h,  e,  Dei  aterna 
sapientiay  qua  sese  in  omnibus  rebus^  et  maxime  in  mente  kumana,  et  omnium  maxime  in 
Christojesu  manifestavii^  longe  aliter  sentiendum.  Nam  mmo  absque  hac  ad  statum  beatitu- 
dims  potest  pervenire^  tttpote  qua  sola  docet^  quid  verum  etfalsum^  bonum  et  malum  sit. 
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nothing ;  but  it  is  the  duty  of  men  universally  to  elevate  themselves  to  the 
ideal  of  moral  perfection  deposited  in  the  reason,  and  to  obtain  moral  strength 
by  the  contemplation  of  this  ideal.  Such  mord  faith  alone  man  is  bound  to 
exercise,  and  not  historical  faith.  ^ 

Taking  his  stand  on  this  principle,  Kant  proceeds  to  interpret  the  doctrines 
of  the  Bible  and  the  church  as  symbols^x^Ljhe  ideal.  It  is  bumaoity,  or  the 
rational  part  of  this  system  of  things^  in  its  entire  moral  perfection,  that  could 
alone  make  a  world  the  object  of  divine  ProvidencejHuid  the  end  of  creation. 
This  idea  of  a  humanity  well-pleasing  to  God,  has  existed  in  God  from  all 
eternity ;  it  proceeds  from  his  essence,  and  is  therefore  no  created  thing,  but 
his  eternal  Son,  the  Word,  through  whom,  that  is,  for  whose  sake^  all  things 
were  created,  and  in  whom  God  loved  the  world.  As  this  idea  of  moral  per- 
fection has  not  man  for  its  author,  as  it  has  been  introduced  into  him  even 
without  his  being  able  to  conceive  how  his  nature  can  have  been  susceptible 
of  such  an  idea,  it  may  be  said  to  have  come  down  to  us  from  heaven,  and  to 
have  assumed  the  human  nature,  and  this  union  with  us  may  be  regarded  as 
an  abasement  of  the  Son  of  GodL  This  ideal  of  moral  perfection,  so  far  as  it 
is  compatible  with  the  condition  of  a  being  dependent  on  necessities  and  in- 
clinations, can  only  be  conceived,  by  us  under  the  form  of  a  man.  Now  just 
as  we  can  obtain  no  idea  of  the  amount  of  a  force,  but  by  calculating  the 
degree  of  resistance  which  it  can  overcome,  so  we  can  form  no  estimate  of 
the  strength  of  the  moral  disposition,  but  by  imagining  hard  conflicts  in  which 
it  can  triumph :  hence  the  man  who  embodies  the  perfect  ideal  must  be  one 
who  would  voluntarily  undertake,  not  only  to  perform  every  duty  of  man  on 
his  own  behalf,  and  by  precept  and  example  to  disseminate  the  good  and  the 
true  around  him  as  extensively  as  possible ;  but  also,  though  tempted  by  the 
strongest  allurements,  to  submit  to  all  sufferings,  even  to  the  most  ignominious 
death,  for  the  welfare  of  mankind. 

In  a  practical  relation  this  idea  has  its  reality  completely  within  itself^  and 
it  needed  no  exemplification  in  experience  in  order  to  become  a  model  bind- 
ing on  us,  since  it  is  enshrined  as  such  in  our  reason.  Nay,  this  ideal  remains 
essentially  confined  to  the  reason,  because  it  cannot  be  adequately  repre- 
sented by  any  example  in  outward  experience^  since  such  an  example  would 
not  fully  disclose  the  inward  disposition,  but  would  only  admit  of  our  forming 
dubious  inferences  thereon.  Nevertheless,  as  all  men  ought  to  be  conformed 
to  this  ideal,  and  consequently  must  be  capable  of  such  conformity,  it  is 
always  possible  in  experience  that  a  man  may  appear,  who  in  his  teaching, 
course  of  life,  and  sufferings,  may  present  an  example  of  a  man  well-pleasing 
to  God :  but  even  in  this  manifestation  of  the  God-man,  it  would  not  properly 
be  that  which  is  obvious  to  the  senses,  or  can  be  known  by  experience,  which 
would  be  the  object  of  saving  faith ;  but  the  ideal  lying  in  the  reason,  which 
we  should  attribute  to  this  manifestation  of  the  God-man,  because  he  appeared 
to  us  to  be  conformed  to  it — that  is,  indeed,  so  far  only  as  this  can  be  con- 
cluded from  outward  experience.  Inasmuch  as  all  of  us,  though  naturally 
generated  men,  feel  bound,  and  consequently  able,  ourselves  to  present  such 
an  example,  we  have  no  reason  to  regard  that  exemplification  of  the  ideal 
man  as  supematurally  generated,  nor  does  he  need  the  attestation  of  miracles; 
for  besides  the  moral  faith  in  the  idea,  nothing  further  is  requisite  than  the 
historical  conviction  that  his  life  was  conformed  to  that  idea,  in  order  to 
accredit  him  as  its  personification. 

He  who  is  conscious  of  such  a  moral  disposition,  as  to  have  a  well-founded 
confidence,  that  under  temptations  and  sufferings  similar  to  those  which  are 

^  Religion  innerhalb  der  Granzen  der  blossen  Vernunft.  clrittes  Stiick,  ite  Abthl.  vii. 
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attributed  to  the  ideal  man,  as  a  toucJigtOQf  of  his  moral  disposition,  he  would 
adhere  unalterably  to  this  exemplar,  and  faithfully  follow  his  steps,  such  a 
man  alone  is  entitled  to  consider  himself  an  object  of  the  divine  complacency. 
To  elevate  himself  to  such  a  state  of  mind,  man  must  depart  from  evil,  cast 
off  the  old  man,  crucify  the  flesh ;  a  change  which  is  essentially  connected 
with  a  series  of  sorrows  and  sufferings.  These  the  former  man  has  deserved 
as  a  punishment,  but  they  fall  on  the  new :  for  the  regenerated  man,  who 
takes  them  on  himself,  though  physically  and  in  his  empirical  character,  as  a 
being  determined  by  the  senses,  he  remains  the  former  man ;  is  morally,  as 
an  intellectual  being,  with  his  changed  disposition,  become  a  new  man. 
Having  by  this  change  taken  upon  him  the  disposition  of  the  Son  of  God» 
that  which  is  strictly  a  substitution  of  the  new  man  for  the  old,  may  be  repre- 
sented, by  a  personification  of  the  idea,  as  a  substitution  of  the  Son  of  God, 
and  it  may  be  said,  that  the  latter  himself,  as  a  substitute,  bears  for  man,  for 
all  who  practically  believe  in  him,  the  guilt  of  sin ;  as  a  redeemer,  satisfies 
supreme  justice  by  suffering  and  death ;  and  as  an  intercessor,  imparts  the 
hope  of  appearing  justified  before  the  judge :  the  suffering  which  the  new 
man,  in  dying  to  the  old,  must  perpetuaUy  incur  through  life,  being  conceived 
in  the  representative  of  mankind,  as  a  death  suffered  once  for  all.^ 

Kant,  like  Schleiermacher  (whose  Christology  in  many  respects  recalls  that 
of  Kant),^  carries  his  appropriation  of  the  Christology  of  the  church  no 
further  than  the  d<gathjQL£hrist4-4>f  his  resurrection  and  ascension,  he  says, 
that  they  cannot  be  available  to  religion  within  the  limits  of  pure  reason, 
because  they  would  involve  the  materiality  of  all  existences.  Still,  in  another 
light,  he  employs  these  facts  as  symbols  of  the  ideas  of  the  reason ;  as  images 
of  the  entrance  into  the  abode  of  blessedness,  that  is,  into  communion  with 
all  the  good :  while  Tieftrunk  has  yet  more  decidedly  given  it  as  his  opinion, 
that  without  the  resurrection,  the  history  of  Jesus  would  terminate  in  a  re- 
volting catastrophe ;  that  the  eye  would  turn  away  with  melancholy  and  dis- 
satisfaction from  an  event,  in  which  the  pattern  of  humanity  fell  a  victim  to 
impious  rage,  and  in  which  the  scene  closed  with  a  death  as  unmerited  as 
sorrowful ;  that  the  history  requires  to  be  crowned  with  the  fulfilment  of  the 
expectation  towards  which  the  moral  contemplations  of  every  one  are  ir- 
resistibly drawn^— with  the  passage  into  a  compensating  inunortality.^ 

In  the  same  manner,  De  Wette  ascribed  to  the  evangelical  history,  bs  to 
every  history,  and  particularly  to  the  history  of  religion,  a  symbolical,  ideal 
character,  in  virtue  of  which  it  is  the  expression  and  image  of  tlie  human 
mind  and  its  various  operations.  The  history  of  the  miraculous  conception 
of  Jesus  represents  the  divine  origin  of  religion;  the  narratives  of  his  miracles, 
the  independent  force  of  the  human  mind,  and  the  sublime  doctrine  of 
spiritual  self-reliance ;  his  resurrection  is  the  image  of  the  victory  of  truth,  a 
fore-shadowing  of  the  future  triumph  of  good  over  evil ;  his  ascension,  the 
symbol  of  the  eternal  majesty  of  religion.  The  fundamental  religious  ideas 
which  Jesus  enunciated  in  his  teaching,  are  expressed  with  equal  clearness  in 
his  history.  This  history  is  an  expression  of  devoted  enthusiasm,  in  the 
courageous  ministry  of  Jesus,  and  in  the  victorious  power  of  his  appearance ; 
of  resignation,  in  his  contest  with  the  wickedness  of  men,  in  the  melancholy 
of  his  premonitory  discourses,  and  above  all  in  his  death.  Christ  on  the 
cross  is  the  image  of  humanity  purifi^  by  self-sacrifice;  we  ought  all  to 
(  crucify  ourselves  with  him,  that  we  may  rise  with  him  to  new  life.^  Lastly, 

*  Ut  sup.  2tes  Stuck,  iter  Abschn.  3tes  Stiick,  ite  Abthlg. 

^  This  is  shown  by  Baur,  christl.  Gnosis,  s.  660  if. 

^  Censur  des  christl.  protestantischen  LehrbegrifTs,  3,  s.  i8o» 
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the  idea  of  devotion  was  the  key-note  in  the  history  of  Jesus,  every  moment 
of  his  life  being  dedicated  to  the  thought  of  his  heavenly  Father  J 

At  an  earlier  period,  Horst  presented  this  symbolical  view  of  the  history  of 
Jesus  with  singular  clearness.  Whether,  he  says,  all  that  is  narrated  of  Christ 
happened  precisely  so,  historically,  is  a  question  indifferent  to  us,  nor  cah  it 
now  be  settled.  Nay,  if  we  would  be  candid  with  ourselves,  that  which  was 
once  sacred  history  for  the  Christian  believer,  is,  for  the  enlightened  portion 
of  our  cotemporaries,  only  fable :  the  narratives  of  the  supernatural  birth  of 
Christ,  of  his  miracles,  of  his  resurrection  and  ascension,  must  be  rejected  by 
us  as  at  variance  with  the  inductions  of  our  intellect  Let  them  however 
only  be  no  longer  interpreted  merely  by  the  understanding  as  history,  but  by 
the  feelings  and  imagination,  as  poetry ;  and  it  will  be  found  that  in  these 
narratives  nothing  is  invented  arbitrarily,  but  all  springs  from  the  depths  and 
divine  impulses  of  the  human  mind.  Considered  from  this  point  of  view,  we 
may  annex  to  the  history  of  Christ  all  that  is  important  to  religious  trust, 
animating  to  the  pure  dispositions,  attractive  to  the  tender  feelings.  That 
history  is  a  beautiful,  sacred  poem  of  the  human  race — a  poem  in  which  are 
embodied  all  the  wants  of  our  religious  instinct;  and  this  is  the  highest 
honour  of  Christianity,  and  the  strongest  proof  of  its  universal  applicability. 
The  history  of  the  gospel  is  in  fact  the  history  of  human  nature  conceived 
ideally,  and  exhibits  to  us  in  the  life  of  an  individual,  what  man  ought  to  be,, 
and,  united  with  him  by  following  his  doctrine  and  example,  can  actually 
become.  It  is  not  denied  that  what  to  us  can  appear  only  sacred  poetry,  was 
to  Paul,  John,  Matthew  and  Luke,  fact  and  certain  history.  But  it  was  the 
very  same  internal  cause  which  made  the  narratives  of  the  gospel  sacred  fact 
and  history  to  them,  which  makes  those  narratives  to  us  a  sacred  mythus  and 
poetry.  The  points  of  view  only  are  different :  human  nature,  and  in  it  the 
religious  impulse,  remains  ever  the  same.  Those  first  Christians  needed  in 
their  world,  for  the  animating  of  the  religious  and  moral  dispositions  in  the 
men  of  their  time,  history  and  fact,  of  which,  however,  the  inmost  kernel 
consisted  of  ideas  :  to  us,  the  facts  are  become  superannuated  and  doubtful, 
and  only  for  the  sake  of  the  fundamental  ideas,  are  the  narratives  of  those 
facts  an  object  of  reverence.® 

This  view  was  met  immediately  on  the  part  of  the  church  by  the  reproach, 
that  instead  of  the  riches  of  divine  reality  which  faith  discovers  in  the  history 
of  Christ,  it  palmed  upon  us  a  collection  of  empty  ideas  and  ideals ;  instead 
of  a  consolatory  work  effected,  an  overwhelming  obligation.  For  the  cer- 
tainty, that  God  once  actually  united  himself  with  human  nature,  the  admoni- 
tion that  man  ought  to  obtain  divine  dispositions,  offers  a  poor  compensation : 
for  the  peace  which  the  redemption  completed  by  Christ  brings  to  the  be- 
liever, it  is  no  equivalent  to  put  before  him  the  duty  of  freeing  himself  from 
sin.  By  this  system,  man  is  thrust  out  of  the  reconciled  world  in  which 
Christianity  places  him,  into  an  unreconciled  world,  out  of  a  world  of  happi- 
ness into  a  world  of  misery ;  for  where  reconciliation  has  yet  to  be  effected, 
where  happiness  has  yet  to  be  attained,  there  is  at  present  enmity  and  un- 
happiness.  And,  in  truth,  the  hope  of  entire  deliverance  from  these  conditions^ 
is,  according  to  the  principles  of  this  system,  which  only  admits  an  infinite 
approximation  towards  the  idea,  a  deceptive  one ;  for  that  which  is  only  to  be 
reached  in  an  endless  progression,  is  in  fact  unattainable. 

But  not  the  &ith  alone,  science  also  in  its  newest  development,  has  found 

'  Religion  und  Theologie,  2ter  Abschnitt,  Kap.  3 ;  comp.  bibl.  Dogmatik,  §  255  ;  kirch- 
liche,  §  64  fr. 

*  Ideen  iiber  Mythologie  u.  s.  w.  in  Henke's  neuer  Magazin,  b.  s.  454  ff.  Comp.  Henlce's 
Museum,  3,  s.  455. 
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this  system  unsatisfactory.  Science  has  perceived  that  to  convert  ideas 
simply  into  an  obligatory  possibility,  to  which  no  reality  corresponds,  is  in 
fact  to  annihilate  them ;  just  as  it  would  be  to  render  the  infinite  finite,  to- 
represent  it  as  that  which  lies  beyond  the  finite.  Science  has  conceived  that 
the  infinite  has  its  existence  in  the  alternate  production  and  extinction  of  the 
finite ;  that  the  idea  is  realised  only  in  the  entire  series  of  its  manifestations  ;• 
that  nothing  can  come  into  existence  which  does  not  already  essentially  exist ; 
and,  therefore,  that  it  is  not  to  be  required  of  man,  that  he  should  reconcile 
himself  with  God,  and  assimilate  his  sentiments  to  the  divine,  unless  this- 
reconciliation  and  this  assimilation  are  already  virtually  effected. 


THE   SPECULATIVE   CHRISTOLOGY. 

Kant  had  already  said  that  the  good  principle  did  not  descend  from- ' 
heaven  merely  at  a  particular  time,  but  had  descended  on  mankind  invisibly 
from  the  commencement  of  the  human  race ;  and  Schelling  laid  down  the 
proposition :  the  incarnation  of  God  is  an  incarnation  from  eternity.^  But 
while  the  former  understood  under  that  expression  only  the  moral  instinct, 
which,  with  its  ideal  of  good,  and  its  sense  of  duty,  has  been  from  the '  be- 
ginning implanted  in  man  ;  the  latter  understood  under  the  incarnate  Son  of 
God  the  finite  itself,  in  the  form  of  the  human  consciousness,  which  in  its 
contradistinction  to  the  infinite,  wherewith  it  is  nevertheless  one,  appears  as  a 
suffering  God,  subjected  to  the  conditions  of  time. 

In  the  most  recent  philosophy  this  idea  has  been  further  developed  in  the 
following  manner.  2  When  it  is  said  of  God  that  he  is  ajSpirit,  and  of  man  \  jj 
that  he  also  is  a  Spirit^  it  follows  that  the  two  are  not  essentially  distinct*  To 
speak  more  particularly,  it  is  the  essential  property  of  a  spirit,  in  the  distribu- 
tion of  itself  into  distinct  personalities,  to  remain  identical  with  itself,  to 
possess  itself  in  another  than  itself.  Hence  the  recognition  of  God  as  a  spirit 
implies,  that  God  does  not  remain  as  a  fixed  and  immutable  Infinite  encom- 
passing the  Finite,  but  enters  into  it,  produces  the  Finite,  Nature,  and  the 
human  mind,  merely  as  a  limited  manifestation  of  himself,  from  which  he 
eternally  returns  into  unit}'.  As  man,  considered  as  a  finite  spirit,  limited  to 
his  finite  nature,  has  not  truth;  so  God,  considered  exclusively  as  an  infinite 
spirit,  shut  up  in  his  infinitude,  has  not  reality.  The  infinite  spirit  is  real  only 
when  it  discloses  itself  in  finite  spirits ;  as  the  finite  spirit  is  true  only  when  it 
merges  itself  iii  the  infinite,  u  he  true  and  real  existence  of  spirit,  therefore,  \ 
is  neither  in  God  by  himself,  nor  in  man  by  himself,  but  in  the  God-man  ; 
neither  in  the  infinite  alone,  nor  in  the  finite  alone,  but  in  the  interchange  of 
impartation  and  withdrawal  between  the  two,  which  on  the  part  of  God  i»- 
revelation,  on  the  part  of  man  religion.  ^ 

If  God  and  man  are  in  themselves  om,  and  if  religion  is  the  human  side  of 
this  unity  :  then  must  this  unity  be  made  evident  to  man  in  religion,  and  be- 
come in  him  consciousness  and  reality.  Certainly,  so  long  as  man  knows  not 
that  he  is  a  spirit,  he  cannot  know  that  God  is  man  :  while  he  is  under  the- 
guidance  of  nature  only,  he  will  deify  nature;  when  he  has  learned  to  submit 

^  Vorlesun{;en  liber  die  Methode  des  akademischen  Studiums,  s.  192. 

*  Hegel's  Phanomenolc^e  des  Geistes,  s.  561  if. ;  Vorlesungen  liber  die  Philos.  dcr 
Relig'.  2,  s.  234  fT.     Marheineke,  Onindlehren  der  christl.  Dogmatik.  s.  174  ff.  Roscnkranz,, 
Encyklopadie  der  theol.  Wissenschaiten,  s.  jSff.,   148  ff. ;  comp.  my  Streitschriflen,  3te»* 
Heft,  s.  76  flf. 
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ihiniself  to  lavv,  and  thus  to  regulate  his  natural  tendencies  by  external  means, 
lie  will  set  God  before  him  as  a  lawgiver.  But  when,  in  the  vicissitudes  of 
ihe  world's  history,  the  natural  state  discloses  its  corruptions,  the  legal  its 
misery ;  the  former  will  experience  the  need  of  a  God  who  elevates  it  above 
itself,  the  latter,  of  a  God  who  descends  to  its  leveL  Man  being  once  mature 
enough  to  receive  as  his  religion  the  truth  that  God  is  man,  and  man  of  a 
divine  race;  it  necessarily  follows,  since  religion  is  the  form  in  which  the 
truth  presents  itself  to  the  popular  mind,  tliat  this  truth  must  appear,  in  a 
guise  intelligible  to  all,  as  a  fact  obvious  to  the  senses :  in  other  words,  there 
must  appear  a  human  individual  who  is  recognised  as  the  visible  God.  This 
Ood-man  uniting  in  a  single  being  the  divine  essence  and  the  human  person- 
.ality,  it  may  be  said  of  him  that  he  had  the  Divine  Spirit  for  a  father  and  a 
woman  for  his  mother.  His  personality  reflecting  itself  not  in  himself,  but  in 
the  absolute  substance,  having  the  will  to  exist  only  for  God,  and  not  at  all 
for  itself,  he  is  sinless  and  perfect.  As  a  man  of  Divine  essence,  he  is  the 
power  that  subdues  nature,  a  worker  of  miracles  ;  but  as  God  in  a  human  mani- 
i'estation,  he  is  dependent  on  nature,  subject  to  its  necessities  and  sufferings — 
is  in  a  state  of  abasement  Must  he  even  pay  the  last  tribute  to  nature  ?  does 
not  the  fact  that  the  human  nature  is  subject  to  death  preclude  the  idea  that 
that  nature  is  one  with  the  divine  ?  No  :  the  God-man  dies,  and  thus  proves 
that  the  incarnation  of  God  is  real,  that  the  infinite  spirit  does  not  scorn  to 
xlescend  into  the  lowest  depths  of  the  finite,  because  he  knows  how  to  find  a 
I  way  of  return  into  himself,  because  in  the  most  entire  alienation  of  himself, 
^  he  can  retain  his  identity.  Further,  the  God-man,  in  so  far  as  he  is  a  spirit 
^reflected  in  his  infinity,  stands  contrasted  with  men,  in  so  far  as  they  are 
limited  to  their  finiteness :  hence  opposition  and  contest  result,  and  the  death 
of  the  God-Man  becomes  a  violent  one,  inflicted  by  the  hands  of  sinners ;  so 
that  to  physical  degradation  is  added  the  moral  degradation  of  ignominy  and 
accusation  of  crime.  If  God  then  finds  a  passage  from  heaven  to  the  grave, 
so  must  a  way  be  discoverable  for  man  from  the  grave  to  heaven  :  the  death  of 
.  the  prince  of  life  is  the  life  of  mortals.  By  his  entrance  into  the  world  as 
God-man,  God  showed  himself  reconciled  to  man;  by  his  dying,  in  which  act 
he  cast  off  the  limitations  of  mortality,  he  showed  moreover  the  way  in  which 
he  perpetually  effects  that  reconciliation :  namely,  by  remaining,  throughout 
his  manifestation  of  himself  under  the  limitations  of  a  natural  existence,  and 
^his  suppression  of  that  existence,  identical  with  himself.  Inasmuch  as  the 
death  of  the  God-man  is  merely  the  cessation  of  his  state  of  alienation  from 
the  infinite,  it  is  in  fact  an  exaltation  and  return  to  God,  and  thus  the  death  is 
necessarily  followed  by  the  resurrection  and  ascension. 

The  God-man,  who  during  his  life  stood  before  his  cotemporaries  as  an  in- 
•dividual  distinct  from  themselves,  and  perceptible  by  the  senses,  is  by  death 
taken  out  of  their  sight ;  he  enters  into  theirimagination  and  memory  :  the 
unity  of  the  divine  and  human  in  him,  "Becomes  a  part  of  the  general 
-consciousness;  and  the  church  must  repeat  spiritually,  in  the  souls  of  its 
members,  those  events  of  his  life  which  he  experienced  externally.  The  be- 
liever, finding  himself  environed  with  the  conditions  of  nature,  must,  like 
Christ,  die  to  nature — but  only  inwardly,  as  Christ  did  outwardly, — must 
spiritually  crucify  himself  and  be  buried  with  Christ,  that  by  the  virtual  sup- 
pression of  his  own  sensible  existence,  he  may  become,  in  so  far  as  he  is  a 
spirit,  identical  with  himself,  and  participate  in  the  bliss  and  glory  of 
Christ. 
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§   151. 
LAST   DILEMMA. 

Thus  by  a  higher  mode  of  argumentation,  from  the  idea  of  God  and  man 
in  their  reciprocal  relation,  the  truth  of  the  conception  which  the  church 
forms  of  Christ  appears  to  be  confirmed^  and  we  seem  to  be  reconducted  to 
the  orthodox  point  of  view,  though  by  an  inverted  path :  for  while  there,  the 
truth  of  the  conceptions  of  the  church  concerning  Christ  is  deduced  from 
the  correctness  of  the  evangelical  history ;  here,  the  veracity  of  the  history  is 
deduced  from  the  truth  of  those  conceptions.  That  which  is  rational  is  also 
real ;  the  idea  is  not  merely  the  moral  imperative  of  Kant,  but  also  an  actu- 
ality. Proved  to  be  an  idea  of  the  reason,  the  unity  of  the  divine  and  human 
nature  must  also  have  an  historical  existence!^  The  unity  of  God  with  man, 
says  Marheineke,^  was  really  and  visibly  manifested  in  the  person  of  Jesus 
Christ ;  in  him,  according  to  Rosenkranz,^  the  divine  power  over  nature  was 
concentrated,  he  could  not  act  otherwise  than  miraculously,  and  the  working 
of  miracles,  which  surprises  us,  was  to  him  natural.  His  resurrection,  says 
Conradi,^  is  the  necessary  sequel  of  the  completion  of  his  personality,  and  so 
little  ought  it  to  surprise  us,  that,  on  the  contrary,  we  must  rather  have  been 
surprised  if  it  had  not  happened 

But  do  these  deductions  remove  the  contradictions  which  have  exhibited 
themselves  in  the  doctrine  of  the  church,  concerning  the  person  and  work  of 
Christ  ?  We  need  only  to  compare  the  structures,  which  Rosenkranz  in  his 
Review  has  passed  on  Schleiermacher's  criticism  of  the  Christology  of  the 
church,  with  what  the  same  author  proposes  as  a  substitute  in  his  Encyclo- 
paedia, in  order  to  perceive,  that  the  general  propositions  on  the  unity  of  the 
divine  and  human  natures,  do  not  in  the  least  serve  to  explain  the  appearance  of 
a  person,  in  whom  this  unity  existed  individually,  in  an  exclusive  manner. 
Through  I  may  conceive  that  the  divine  spirit  in  a  state  of  renunciation  and 
abasement  becomes  the  human,  and  that  the  human  nature  in  its  return  into 
and  above  itself  becomes  the  divine ;  this  does  not  help  me  to  conceive  more 
easily,  how  the  divine  and  human  natures  can  have  constituted  the  distinct 
and  yet  united  portions  of  an  historical  person.  Though  I  may  see  the  human 
mind  in  its  unity  with  the  divine,  in  the  course  of  the  world's  history,  more 
and  more  completely  establish  itself  as  the  power  which  subdues  nature ; 
this  is  quite  another  thing,  than  to  conceive  a  single  man  jendowed  with  such 
power,  for  individual,  voluntary  acts.  Lastly,  from  the  truth,  that  the  su[)- 
pression  of  the  natural  existence  is  the  resurrection  of  the  spirit,  can  never  be 
deduced  the  bodily  resurrection  of  an  individual. 

We  should  thus  have  fallen  back  again  to  Kant's  point  of  view,  which  we 
have  ourselves  found  unsatisfactory  :  for  if  the  idea  have  no  corresponding 
reality,  it  is  an  empty  obligation  and  ideal.  But  do  we  then  deprive  the  idea 
of  all  reality  ?  By  no  means  :  we  reject  only  that  which  does  not  follow  from 
the  premises.^  If  reality  is  ascribed  to  the  idea  of  the  unity  of  the  divine  and 
human  natures,  is  this  equivalent  to  the  admission  that  this  unity  must 
actually  have  been  once  manifested,  as  it  never  had  been,  and  never  more 
will  be,  in  one  individual  ?  This  is  indeed  not  the  mode  in  which  Idea 
realizes  itself  j  it  is  not  wont  to  lavish  all  its  fulness  on  one  exemplar,  and 

^  Dogmalik,  §  326. 
'  Encyklop^ie,  s.  160. 

'  Selt^tbewusstsein  und  Offenbarung,  s.  295  f.  Comp.  Bauer,  Recens.  <les  L.  J., 
Jahrbiicher  f.  wiss.  Kritik,  1836,  Mai,  s.  699  fT. 

*  Compare  with  this  my  Streitschriften,  3  Heft,  s.  6S  if.  125, 
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be  niggardly  towards  all  others^ — to  express  itself  perfectly  in  that  one  indivi- 
dual, and  imperfectly  in  all  the  rest:  it  rather  loves  to  distribute  its  riches 
among  a  multiplicity  of  exemplars  which  reciprocally  complete  each  other — 
in  the  alternate  appearance  and  suppression  of  a  series  of  individuals.  And 
is  this  no  true  realization  of  the  idea  ?  ^  not  the  idea  of  the  unity  of  the 
divine  and  human  natures  a  real  one  ih^^^  higher  sense,  Vhen  I  regard  the 
wjjglfijacfi^of  mankind  as  its  r^izationAhan  when  I  singlfe  out  one  man  as 
cnrh  a  y^y^ij^afrinn  ?  ic  nrtf  an  iucamation  of  God  from  eternity,  a  truer  one 
than  an  incarnation  limited  to  a  particular  point  of  time. 

This  is  the  key  to  the  whole  of  Christology,  that,  as  subject  of  the  predicate 
which  the  church  assigns  to  Christ,  we  place,  instead  of  an  individual,  an  Jdea  ; 
but  an  idea  which  has  an  existence  in  reality,  not  in  the  mind  only,  like  ^at 
I  of  Kant.     In  an  individual,  a  God-man,  the  properties  and  functions  which 
I   the  church  ascribes  to  Christ  contradict  themselves ;  in  the  idea  of  the  race, 
I   they  perfectly  agree.     Humanity  is  the  union  of  the  two  natures — God  be- 
come man,  the  infinite  manHestrng  itself  in  the  finite,  and  the  finite  spirit  re- 
membering its  infinitude ;  it  is  the  child  of  the  visible  Mother  and  the  in- 
visible Father,  Nature  and  Spirit ;  it  is  the  worker  of  miracles,  in  so  far  as  in 
the  course  of  human  history  the  spirit  more  and  more  completely  subjugates 
nature,  both  within  and  around  man,  until  it  lies  before  him  as  the  inert  mat- 
ter on  which  he  exercises  his  active  power  ;^  it  is  the  sinless  existence,  for  the 
^^ourse  of  its  development  is  a  blameless  one,  pollution  cleaves  to  the  indivi- 
.  dual  only,  and  does  not  touch  the  race  or  its  history.     It  is  Humanity  that 
\dies,  rises,  and  ascends  to  heaven,  for  from  the  negation  of  its  phenomenal 
tife  there  ever  proceeds  a  higher  spiritual  life ;  from  the  suppression  of  its 
i|nortality  as  a  personal,  national,  and  terrestrial  spirit,  arises  its  union  with 
the  infinite  spirit  of  the  heavens.     By  faith  in  this  Christ,  especially  in  his 
death  and  resurrection,  man  is  justified  before  God ;  that  is,  by  the  kindling 
within  him  of  the  idea  of  Humanity,  the  individual  man  participates  in  the 
divinely  human  life  of  the  species.     Now  the  main  element  of  that  idea  is, 
that  the  negation  of  the  merely  natural  and  sensual  life,  which  is  itself  the 
negation  of  the  spirit  (the  negation  of  negation,  therefore),  is  the  sole  way  to 
true  spiritual  life.^ 

This  alone  is  the  absolute  sense  of  Christology  :  that  it  is  annexed  to  the 
person  and  history  of  one  individual,  is  a  necessary  result  of  the  historical 
form  which  Christology  has  taken.  Schleiermacher  was  quite  right  when  he 
foreboded,  that  the  speculative  view  would  not  leave  much  more  of  the  his- 
torical person  of  the  Saviour  than  was  retained  by  the  Ebionites.  The  pheno-\ 
menal  history  of  the  individual,  says  Hegel,  is  only  a  starling  point  for  the  | 
mind.  Faith,  in  her  early  stages,  is  governed  by  the  senses,  and  therefore 
contemplates  a  temporal  history ;  what  she  holds  to  be  true  is  the  external,, 
ordinary  event,  the  evidence  for  which  is  of  the  historical,  forensic  kind — a 
fact  to  be  proved  by  the  testimony  of  the  senses,  and  the  moral  confidence 
inspired  by  the  witnesses.  But  mind  having  once  taken  occasion  by  this 
external  fact,  to  bring  under  its  consciousness  the  idea  of  humanity  as  one 
with  God,  sees  in  the  history  only  the  presentation  of  that  idea ;  the  object 
of  faith  is  completely  changed ;  instead  of  a  sensible,  empirical  fact,  it  has 

^  With  this  should  be  compared  the  explanation  in  the  Streitschrif^en,  at  sup.  s.  119. 

^  Of  this  also  there  is  an  explanation  in  the  Streitschriften,  3,  s.  166  f. 

7  Herein  lies  the  answer  to  the  objection  which  Schaller  (der  historische  Christus  und  die 
Philosophic,  s.  64 if.)  has  made  to  the  above  view;  namely,  that  it  teaches  only  a  substantial, 
not  a  personal  unity  of  man  with  God.  That  unity  which  exists  in  the  determination  of  the 
race  has  already  been  present  in  individuals  separately,  according  to  the  difTerent  measure 
of  their  religious  development,  and  thus  the  substantial  unity  has  become,  in  different 
degrees,  a  personal  unity. 
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become  a  spiritual  and  divine  idea,  which  has  its  confirmation  no  longer  in 
history  but  in  philosophy.  When  the  mind  has  thus  gone  beyond  the  sen- 
sible history,  and  entered  into  the  domain  of  the  absolute,  the  former  ceases 
to  be  essential ;  it  takes  a  subordinate  place,  above  which  the  spiritual  truths 
suggested  by  the  histoty  stand  self-supported ;  it  becomes  as  the  faint  image 
oi  a  dream  which  belongs  only  to  the  past,  and  does  not,  like  the  idea,  share 
the  permanence  of  the  spirit  which  is  absolutely  present  to  itself.®  Even 
Luther  subordinated  the  physical  miracles  to  the  spiritual,  as  the  truly  great 
miracles.  And  shall  we  interest  ourselves  more  in  the  cure  of  some  sick  ' 
people  in  Galilee,  than  in  the  miracles  of  intellectual  and  moral  life  belonging 
to  the  history  of  the  world — in  the  increasing,  the  almost  incredible  dominion 
of  man  over  nature — in  the  irresistible  force  of  ideas,  to  which  no  unintelli- 
gent matter,  whatever  its  magnitude,  can  appose  any  enduring  resistance? 
Shall  isolated  incidents,  in  themselve^  trivial^ /be  more  to  us  than  the  universal 
order  of  events,  simply  because  in  the  latter  "we  presuppose,  if  we  do  not  per- 
ceive, a  natural  cause,  in  the  former  the  contrary  ?  This  would  be  a  direct 
contravention  of  the  more  enlightened  sentiments  of  our  own  day,  justly  and 
conclusively  expressed  by  Schleiermacher.  The  interests  of  pity,  says  this 
theologian,  can  no  longer  require  us  so  to  conceive  a  fact,  that  by  its  depend- 
ence on  God  it  is  divested  of  the  conditions  which  would  belong  to  it  as  a 
link  in  the  chain  of  nature;  for  we  have  outgrown  the  notion,  that  the  divine 
omnipotence  is  more  completely  manifested  in  the  interruption  of  the  order 
of  nature,  than  in  its  preservation.^  Thus  if  we  know  the  incarnation,  death 
and  resurrection,  the  duplex  negatio  affirmat,  as  the  eternal  circulation,  the 
infinitely  repeated  pulsation  of  the  divine  life ;  what  special  importance  can 
attach  to  a  single  fact,  which  is  but  a  mere  sensible  image  of  this  unending 
process  ?  Our  age  demands  to  be  led  in  Christology  to  the  idea  in  the  fact, 
to  the  race  in  the  individual :  a  theology  which,  in  its  doctrines  on  the  Christ, 
stops  short  at  him  as  an  individual,  is  not  properly  a  theology,  but  a  homily. 

In  what  relation,  then,  must  the  pulpit  stand  to  theology, — nay,  how  is  the 
continuance  of  a  ministry  in  the  church  possible  when  theology  has  reached 
this  stage  ?  This  is  the  difficult  question  which  presents  itself  to  us  in  con- 
clusion. 

§  152. 

RELATION   OF   THE   CRITICAL  AND   SPECULATIVE  THEOLOGY  TO   THE   CHURCH. 

Schleiermacher  has  said,  that  when  he  reflected  on  the  approaching  crisis 
in  theology,  and  imagined  himself  obliged  to  choose  one  of  two  alternatives, 
^'ither  to  surrender  the  Christian  history,  like  every  common  history,  as  a  spoil 
to  criticism,  or  to  hold  his  faith  in  fee  to  the  speculative  system ;  his  decision 
was,  that  for  himself,  considered  singly,  he  would  embrace  the  latter,  but 
tha^  regarding  himself  as  a  member  of  the  church,  and  especially  as  one  of 
its  teachers,  he  should  be  induced  rather  to  take  the  opposite  course.  For 
the  idea  of  God  and  of  man  on  which,  according  to  the  speculative  system, 
the  truth  of  the  Christian  faith  rests,  is  indeed  a  precious  jewel,  but  it  can  be 
possessed  only  by  a  few,  and  he  would  not  wish  to  be  that  privileged  indi- 
vidual in  the  church,  who  alone  among  thousands  held  the  faith  on  its  true 
grounds.     As  a  member  of  the  church,  he  could  have  no  satisfaction  but  in 

"  Vorlesungen  iiber  die  Philosophic  der  Religion,  2,  s.  263  fT.  Compare  the  collection  of 
the  several  propositions  of  Hegel  on  the  person  of  Christ  and  the  evangelical  histoiy,  in  my 
Streitschriften,  3  Heft,  s.  76. 

*  Glauhenslehre,  i,  s.  47. 


782  CONCLUDING   DISSERTATION.      §    152. 

perfect  equality,  in  the  consciousness  that  all  receive  alike,  both  in  kind  and 
manner^  from  the  same  source.  And  as  a  teacher  and  spokesman  to  the 
church,  he  could  not  possibly  attempt  the  task  of  elevating  old  and^ouog, 
without  distinction,  to  the  idea  of  God  and  of  man :  he  must  rather  attack 
their  faith  as  a  groundless  one,  or  else  endeavour  to  strengthen  and  confirm 
it  while  knowing  it  to  be  groundless.  As  thus  in  the  matter  of  religion  an 
impassable  gulf  would  be  fixed  between  two  parties  in  the  church,  the 
speculative  theology  threatens  us  with  the  distinction  of  an  esoteric  and  exo- 
teric doctrine,  which  ill  accords  with  the  declaration  of  Christ,  that  all  shall 
be  taught  of  God.  The  scientific  alone  have  the  foundation  of  the  faith  :  the 
unscientific  have  only  the  faith,  and  receive  it  only  by  means  of  tradition.  If 
the  Ebionitish  view,  on  the  contrary,  leave  but  little  of  Christ,  yet  this  little^ 
is  equally  attainable  by  all,  and  we  are  thereby  secured  from  the  hierarchir 
of  speculation,  which  ever  tends  to  merge  itself  in  the  hierarchy  of  Rome.*  ' 
Here  we  see  presented,  under  the  form  of  thought  belonging  to  a  cultivated 
mind,  the  same  opinion  which  is  now  expressed  by  many  in  a  less  cultivated 
fashion  :  namely,  that  the  theologian  who  is  at  once  critical  and  speculati^ 
must  in  relation  to  the  church  be  a  hypocrite.  The  real  state  of  the  case  is 
this.  The  church  refers  her  Christology  to  an  individual  who  existed  histori- 
cally at  a  certam  period :  the  speculative  theologian  to  an  idea  which  only 
attains  existence  in  the  totality  of  individuals ;  by  the  church  the  evangelical 
narratives  are  received  as  history :  by  the  critical  theologian,  they  are  regarded 
for  the  most  part  as  mere  m3rthi.  If  he  would  continue  to  impart  instruction 
to  the  church,  four  ways  are  open  to  him  : 

First,  the  attempt  already  excluded  by  the  above  observations  of  Schleier- 
macher,  namely,  to  elevate  the  church  to  his  own  point  of  view,  and  for  it, 
also,  to  resolve  the  historical  into  the  ideal :— an  attempt  which  must  neces- 
sarily fail,  because  to  the  Church  all  those  premises  are  wanting  on  which  the 
theologian  rests  his  speculative  conclusions ;  and  upon  which,  therefore,  only 
an  enthusiast  for  interpretation  would  venture. 

The  second  and  opposite  measure  would  be,  to  transport  himself  to  the 
point  of  view  of  the  church,  and  for  the  sake  of  imparting  edification  ecclesi- 
astically, to  descend  from  the  sphere  of  the  ideal  into  the  region  of  the  popular 
conception.  This  expedient  is  commonly  understood  and  judged  too 
narrowly.  The  difference  between  the  theologian  and  the  church  is  regarded 
as  a  total  one ;  it  is  thought,  that  in  answer  to  the  question,  whether  he 
believes  in  the  history  of  Christ,  he  ought  to  say  exactly,  no ;  whereas  he  says, 
yes :  and  this  is  a  falsehood.  It  is  true,  that  if  in  the  discourses  and  instruc- 
tions of  the  spiritual  teacher,  the  main  interest  were  an  historical  one,  this 
would  be  a  correct  representation  of  the  case  :  but,  in  fact,  the  interest  is  a 
religious  one, — it  is  essential  religion  which  is  here  communicated  under  the 
form  of  a  history ;  hence  he  who  does  not  believe  in  the  history  as  such,  may 
yet  appreciate  ^he  religious  truths  therein  contained,  equally  with  one  who 
does  also  receive  the  history  as  such :  the  distinction  is  one  of  form  merely, 
and  does  not  affect  the  substance.  Hence  it  is  an  evidence  of  an  uncultivated 
mind,  to  denounce  as  a  hypocrite  a  theologian  who  preaches,  for  example,  on 
the  resurrection  of  Christ,  since,  though  he  may  not  believe  in  the  reality  of 
that  event  as  a  single  sensible  fact,  he  may,  nevertheless,  hold  to  be  true  the 
representation  of  the  process  of  spiritual  life,  which  the  resurrection  of  Christ 
affords.     Strictly  considered,  however,  this  identity  of  the  substantia!  truth, 

^  In  the  2ten  Sendschreiben  on  his  Glaubenslehre. 
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exists  only  in  the  apprehension  of  him  who  knows  how  to  distinguish  the 
substance  from  the  form  of  religion^  ue.^  of  the  theologian,  not  of  the  church, 
to  whom  he  speaks.  The  latter  can  conceive  no  faith  in  the  dogmatical 
truth  of  the  resurrection  of  Christ,  for  example,  apart  from  a  conviction  of  its 
historical  reality :  and  if  it  come  to  discover  that  the  theologian  has  not  this- 
conviction,  and  yet  preaches  on  the  resurrection,  he  must  appear  in  the  eyes 
of  the  church  a  hypocrite,  and  thus  the  entire  relation  between  the  theologian 
and  the  church  would  be  virtually  cancelled. 

In  this  case,  the  theologian,  though  in  himself  no  hypocrite,  would  appear 
such  to  the  church,  and  would  be  conscious  of  this  misconstruction.  If  not- 
withstanding this,  he  should  continue  to  instruct  the  church  under  the  form 
of  its  own  conceptions,  he  would  ultimately  appear  a  hypocrite  to  himself 
also,  and  would  be  driven  to  the  thirds  desperate  course,  of  forsaking  the 
ministerial  office.  It  avails  nothing  to  say,  he  has  only  to  descend  from  the 
pulpit,  and  mount  the  professor's  chair,  where  he  will  not  be  under  the  neces- 
sity of  withholding  his  scientific  opinions  from  such  as  are  destined  to  science  > 
for  if  he,  whom  the  course  of  his  own  intellectual  culture  has  obliged  to 
renounce  the  ministerial  office,  should  by  his  instructions  lead  many  to  the 
same  point,  and  thus  render  them  also  incapable  of  that  office,  the  original 
evil  would  only  be  multiplied.  On  the  other  hand,  it  could  not  be  held  good 
for  the  church,  that  all  those  who  pursue  criticism  and  speculation  to  the 
results  above  presented,  should  depart  from  their  position  as  teachers.  For 
no  clergyman  would  any  longer  meddle  with  such  inquiries,  if  he  thus  ran  the- 
risk  of  being  led  to  results  which  would  oblige  him  to  abandon  the  minis- 
terial office ;  criticism  and  philosophy  would  fall  into  the  hands  of  those  who* 
are  not  professed  theologians,  and  to  the  theologian  nothing  would  remain 
but  the  faith,  which  then  could  not  possibly  long  tesist  the  attacks  of  the 
critical  and  speculative  laity.  But  where  truth  is  concerned,  the  possible- 
consequences  have  no  weight ;  hence  the  above  remark  ought  not  to  be  made. 
Thus  much,  however,  may  be  maintained  in  relation  to  the  real  question  :  he- 
whom  his  theological  studies  have  led  to  an  intellectual  position,  respecting 
which  he  must  believe,  that  he  has  attained  the  truth,  that  he  has  penetrated 
into  the  deepest  mysteries  of  theology,  cannot  feel  either  inclined  or  bound 
just  at  this  point  in  his  career  to  abandon  theology  :  on  the  contrary,  such  a^ 
step  would  be  unnatural,  nay,  impossible. 
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He  will  therefore  seek  another  expedient ;  and  as  such  there  presents  itself 
a  fourth,  which  is  not,  like  the  two  first,  one-sided,  nor  like  the  third,  merely 
negative,  but  which  ofifers  a  positive  mode  of  reconciling  the  two  extremes — 
the  consciousness  of  the  theologian,  and  that  of  the  church.  In  his  dis- 
courses to  the  church,  he  will  indeed  adhere  to  the  forms  of  the  popular 
conception,  but  on  every  opportunity  he  will  exhibiTtheir  spiritual  significance, 
which  to  him  constitutes  their  sole  truth,  and  thus  prepare — though  such  a 
result  is  only  to  be  thought  of  as  an  unending  progress — the  resolution  of 
those  forms  into  their  original  ideas  in  the  consciousness  of  the  church  also. 
Thus,  to  abide  by  the  example  already  chosen,  at  the  festival  of  Easter,  he 
will  indeed  set  out  from  the  sensible  fact  of  the  resurrection  of  Christ,  but 
he  will  dwell  chiefly  on  the  being  buried  and  rising  again  with  Christ,  which 
the  Apostle  himself  has  strenuously  inculcated.  This  very  course"  every 
preacher,  even  the  most  orthodox,  strictly  takes,  as  often  as  he  draws  a  moral 
from  the  evangelical  text  on  which  he  preaches :  for  this  is  nothing  else  than 
^-^e  transition  from  the  externally  historical  to  the  inward  and  spiritual.  It  is 
true,  we  must  not  overlook  the  distinction,  that  the  orthodox  preacher  builds 
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